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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:    Matthew Charles David Watts 

NCTL case reference: 14913 

Date of determination: 29 August 2017 

Former employer: Fosse Bank School, Kent 

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 26 January 2017, 7 June 2017 and 29 

August 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the 

case of Mr Matthew Watts. 

The panel members were Ms Janet Draper (lay panellist – in the chair), Dr Rob Cawley 

(teacher panellist) and Ms Ann Walker (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Guy Micklewright of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Kayleigh Brooks of Browne 

Jacobson LLP solicitors on 26 January and 7 June, and Ms Lucy Coulson of Browne 

Jacobson LLP solicitors on 29 August 2017. 

Mr Matthew Watts was not present and was not represented. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 9 

November 2016: 

It is alleged that Mr Matthew Watts is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that he: 

1. Requested compassionate leave and/or sick leave between January 2015 to 

December 2015 for reasons other than the stated purpose for which he requested 

this leave; 

2. In doing 1 above he acted dishonestly in that he procured time off work by 

positively asserting that leave was required in connection with a person stated to 

be his partner, prior to their death, a person whom the school later had reason to 

believe on the balance of probabilities did not exist. 

Mr Matthew Watts denies the allegations and denies unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

Proceeding in absence 

The panel considered an application to proceed in the absence of Mr Watts. The panel 

was satisfied that the Notice of Proceedings dated 9 November 2016 satisfied the 

relevant notification and service requirements. The constitution of the panel was altered 

on the first day of the hearing prior to the commencement of the case, due to an 

inadequate number of teacher panellists. Dr Rob Cawley replaced Mr John Pemberton. 

In email correspondence with Mr Watts, Mr Watts indicated to the presenting officer that 

he did not object to the change in panellist. He did not take the opportunity during that 

correspondence to raise any further objection to the hearing proceeding in his absence.  

The panel went on to consider whether it should exercise its discretion to proceed in the 

absence of Mr Watts. In doing so, it had regard to the factors set out R v Jones [2002] 

UKHL 5, and in particular the need to proceed with great care and caution in the exercise 

of that discretion. The panel had particular regard to the correspondence between the 

presenting officer and Mr Watts. It concluded that Mr Watts was fully aware of his right to 

attend the hearing and, nothwithstanding his reference to a medical appointment, that he 

had voluntarily waived his right to attend without qualification. There is no evidence to 

suggest that an adjournment would be likely to secure Mr Watts' attendance at any future 

date. Whilst fairness to the teacher is important, fairness to the NCTL is also a relevant 

consideration. There is a general public interest in misconduct proceedings being 

conducted and concluded expeditiously. Accordingly, the panel concluded that it is 

appropriate to proceed with the case in the absence of Mr Watts. 
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Proceeding in private 

The panel next considered an application from Mr Watts contained in his response to the 

Notice of Proceedings that the hearing should be held in private. The basis of the 

application is that, "some of the allegations are slanderous and details of mine and my 

partner's private lives are of no interest to the public." The presenting officer opposed the 

application. The panel considered whether, under paragraph 4.57 Teacher misconduct: 

Disciplinary procedures for the teaching profession, (the “Procedures”), it was in the 

interests of justice for the hearing to take place in private. The panel considered that the 

default position in regulatory proceedings is that hearings should take place in public in 

order to ensure open justice. Mere embarrassment to the teacher of having allegations of 

misconduct aired in public is insufficient reason for a hearing, or part of a hearing, to be 

heard in private. Something more is required for it it be appropriate to depart from the 

usual course. In that regard, the panel considered that any such departure from a fully 

public hearing must be to the minimum extent possible. 

The panel did not consider that the the nature of the allegations made against Mr Watts 

were sufficient reason for all or part of the hearing to take place in private. However, the 

panel noted that there is some evidence contained in the bundle relating to Mr Watts' 

health and to another identifiable individual's health. Health information is a well-

recognised category of material that may justify a departure from a fully public hearing. 

Accordingly, the panel determined that, firstly, in respect of Mr Watts, if any oral evidence 

is given about any health matters then that evidence will be received in private. Secondly, 

the name of the other individual, in respect of which there is evidence about their health, 

shall be anonymised for the purposes of the hearing and of the decision. 

Admission of further evidence from Mr Watts 

The panel considered an application, made by the presenting officer on behalf of Mr 

Watts, to admit an email from a friend of Mr Watts, served very late on the evening of 24 

January 2017. The presenting officer did not oppose its admission on the basis that it 

was served late. The presenting officer submitted that it was relevant evidence in the 

case. The panel was satisfied that the evidence contained within it was relevant to the 

issues in the case. The panel did not consider that, given the position advanced by the 

presenting officer, there would be any unfairness to the NCTL in its admission. The panel 

considered that, given the document supports Mr Watts' case, it was in the wider 

interests of justice for the document to be admitted. 

Admission of further evidence by the NCTL 

After the presenting officer had opened the case, an application was made to admit the 

witness statement, and oral evidence, of Witness B and its exhibits, along with an email 

from Mr Watts dated 27 January 2017. Witness B’s evidence is relied upon by the NCTL 

in support of its case that Mr Watts' partner was a fabrication. Mr Watts in his email, in 

addition to stating that he does not oppose the admission of Witness B’s evidence, sets 
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out some further matters which appear to further advance the case. The panel 

considered the evidence of Witness B and that contained in Mr Watts' email to be 

relevant to the issues in the case. Given the fact that there is no objection to admission of 

the evidence, the panel was satisfied that it was fair to admit the evidence. 

Admission of further evidence after the panel had retired 

After the panel retired to consider its decision on facts and the question of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, it had to 

adjourn until 7 June 2017 due to lack of time to complete its deliberations. The day 

before the hearing resumed, Mr Watts sent an email to the NCTL that was, in effect, an 

application for further written evidence of Witness C to be introduced and further 

submissions from Mr Watts himself. This appears to have arisen due to Mr Watts having 

read the contents of the transcripts of the original hearing, which were produced to assist 

the panel and the parties at the resumed hearing. On the morning of 7 June 2017, it 

became apparent that Witness C was willing to give oral evidence via Skype. The 

application was opposed by the NCTL. 

Applications to introduce fresh evidence so late in the proceedings are highly undesirable 

and to be strongly discouraged, particularly where the evidence sought to be introduced 

could readily have been obtained at a much earlier stage. For either party to do so is 

liable to create significant unfairness to the other party. That unfairness may arise 

because there may have been witnesses called who could have been asked different 

questions and given different evidence had the fresh evidence been available at the 

outset, an opportunity to comment on the fresh evidence by the other party has been lost, 

and the panel is at greater risk of coming to an incorrect conclusion on the evidence. 

None of these things is in the public interest. Accordingly, the panel approached its 

consideration of this application with great care. 

The presenting officer submitted that it would be unfair to admit the evidence and fresh 

submissions. It was submitted that Mr Watts had had the opportunity to provide this 

evidence at an earlier stage and did not take that opportunity. He had taken the decision 

not to attend the hearing and therefore gave up the opportunity to make submissions to 

the panel. However, the presenting officer accepted that the only area where she would 

have asked different questions of Witness A would have been in relation to her 

knowledge of the funeral arrangements of Person 1, an area in respect of which Witness 

A gave evidence in any event. The presenting officer also submitted that Witness C 

would be giving evidence with the benefit of having read the transcript of the 

proceedings. She therefore knew what evidence had been given previously, something 

she would not know in the ordinary course of events. However, the presenting officer 

accepted that was a matter she could make submissions on and that the panel could 

bear in mind when considering what weight to give to Witness C’s evidence. 

The panel considered that it had the power to admit this evidence and the submissions, 

even at this late stage. It was satisfied that both the evidence and the submissions were 
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clearly relevant to the issues in the case. The only issue, therefore, that the panel had to 

determine was whether it was fair to admit the evidence. The panel bore in mind that it 

was necessary for it to ensure fairness to both parties. The panel considered that, on 

balance, it was appropriate to admit the evidence. In the absence of Mr Watts, the oral 

evidence of Witness C was the only oral evidence available to the panel to assist it with 

determining the criticial issue in the case – the existence or otherwise of Person 1. The 

panel considered that any prejudice caused to the NCTL by the late admission of this 

evidence, as well as the written submissions of Mr Watts, could be readily remedied by 

providing the presenting officer with the opportunity to make further submissions to the 

panel. 

Adjournment 

Witness C was unable to attend in person on 7 June 2017, although she was willing to do 

so. Therefore, in order to avoid further delay to the proceedings, the panel agreed to 

accept her evidence via Skype. Unfortunately, there were significant technological 

problems with obtaining a reliable link. Furthermore, and with no criticism at all of Witness 

C, she was in the highly undesirable position of having to give evidence from a room in 

the school she was working in where she received apparently regular interuptions from 

other individuals who were unaware that she was giving evidence. The panel, therefore, 

invited submissions as to how to proceed. The presenting officer informed the panel that 

Mr Watts' position was that Witness C’s evidence should be taken by telephone. The 

presenting officer submitted that she did not oppose that application. 

The panel did not consider that it was appropriate to take Witness C’s evidence by 

telephone. There was no guarantee that, if taking the evidence by telephone, Witness C 

would not suffer the same sort of interruptions that she suffered whilst trying to give her 

evidence via Skype. Given that her evidence was the only oral evidence being called in 

support of Mr Watts' case, the panel considered it particularly important that it should be 

able to have sight of Witness C whilst she was giving her evidence. The panel was, 

therefore, faced with no other option but to adjourn the proceedings so that Witness C’s 

attendance could be secured. 

In order to ensure proper progression of proceedings the panel considered that it was 

appropriate to make the following directions: 

i. That the hearing is adjourned and relisted for 1 day, on a date to be confirmed; 

ii. That Witness C is required to attend to give oral evidence, unless Mr Watts notifies 

the NCTL in writing that he no longer relies on her evidence; 

iii. That the NCTL have liberty to apply, should it deem it necessary, to the High Court 

under Part 34 of the Civil Procedure Rules for a witness summons to secure 

Witness C’s attendance; 

iv. That the parties have leave to apply to vary these directions. 
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The panel wishes to make clear to the parties that it would require compelling reasons to 

accede to any further application to introduce any further evidence prior to making its 

findings on facts, unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 5 to 11 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 13 to 18 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 20 to 169 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 171 to 200  

In addition, the panel admitted the following, further, documents:  

An email dated 24 January 2017; 

The witness statement of Witness B, with exhibits; and 

An email dated 27 January 2017. 

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

Witnesses 

 Witness A, headteacher of Fosse Bank School 

 Witness B, Intelligence Analyst at Browne Jacobson LLP 

 Witness C, teaching assistant at Fosse Bank School 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has carefully considered the case before it and has reached a decision. 

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing. 
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It is alleged that Mr Matthew Watts, a teacher at Fosse Bank School ("the School"), took 

sick and compassionate leave when he was not permitted to do so. The NCTL's case is 

that he misled the School as to his reasons for taking leave and that, in doing so, he 

acted dishonestly. 

Allegation 1 relates to leave taken on 9 January 2015, 17 September 2015, 4 November 

2015, and 5 November to 5 December 2015. In addition, Mr Watts asked to miss three 

staff briefings, which would be held for 15 minutes at 8am on Mondays. 

Mr Watts accepts that he did mislead the School as to his reasons for taking leave on 17 

September 2015. He accepted that, on that date, although he said that he was 

supporting Person 1 at a police station, that was a lie. He accepts – although it does not 

form part of allegation against him – that he lied to the headteacher about his address. 

However, he asserts that any lies he told were because the headteacher was going out 

of her way to make his working life as difficult and unhappy as possible. He says that 

when he was taking time off school he was doing so to look after his long-term girlfriend. 

He says that she was suffering from [redacted] difficulties and, in due course, died from 

[redacted]. The NCTL say that this girlfriend is a fabrication.  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

1. Requested compassionate leave and/or sick leave between January 2015 to 

December 2015 for reasons other than the stated purpose for which you 

requested this leave; 

The NCTL's case in respect of all of the dates above is that Person 1, the individual to 

whom the requests for time off is all related to, is not a real person and has been 

fabricated by Mr Watts. The NCTL does not set out what it says the real reason might 

have been for taking time off, nor does it call any evidence in that regard. 

As set out above, Mr Watts accepts that he misled the headteacher about the real reason 

for taking time off on 17 September 2015. His admission is, in the panel's view, 

supported by the evidence which has been placed before it. On that basis, the panel find 

allegation 1 proved. 

However, given the way in which the NCTL puts its case, the panel must go on to 

determine whether allegation 1 is proven only in respect of 17 September 2015 or other 

dates as well. The panel has borne carefully in mind that the burden of proof rests with 

the NCTL and that it must demonstrate that there was some reason or reasons other 

than Mr Watts' taking time off other than the reasons he gave in respect of each date. 

The NCTL seek to prove its case by proving that Person 1 is a fabrication. 
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The panel did not consider that the NCTL had adduced sufficiently cogent evidence to 

discharge its burden to prove that Person 1 was a fabrication. 

The evidence relied upon by the NCTL came from essentially two sources: firstly, the 

evidence of Witness A, the headteacher, who gave evidence about the lack of any direct 

contact by members of staff at the School with Person 1 and her lack of belief in Person 

1's existence. Secondly, it relied upon the evidence of Witness B, an intelligence analyst 

employed by Browne Jacobson LLP, who gave evidence of the electronic and database 

searches he had undertaken to establish whether Person 1 existed. None of his research 

revealed the existence of any recently living individual with Person 1's name connected 

to Mr Watts. It is of note that Witness B only gave evidence at all due to the panel's 

request that somebody at Browne Jacobson LLP give evidence as to what enquiries as 

to Person 1's existence had been undertaken and so had to be conducted within a 

relatively short timeframe. The panel considered that, in those circumstances, it needed 

to treat the outcome of Witness B’s endeavours with a degree of circumspection. 

Mr Watts had been asked on repeated occasions for information which could confirm 

Person 1's existence. In particular, he had received correspondence from Browne 

Jacobson LLP making clear that, if no such information is provided, it will ask the panel to 

draw a "negative inference" from that lack of response. It must have been clear to Mr 

Watts by that stage that he need only provide a minimal amount of information about his 

former partner to establish that he had been telling the truth about her all along. Mr Watts 

has consistently refused to provide that information to anybody, although he has replied 

promptly to other enquiries. Instead, he has repeatedly asserted that he must keep 

information about the identity of Person 1 private. He has never given any proper 

reasons why he must do so. In giving her evidence, Witness C offered an explanation for 

Mr Watts' reluctance based on what she had been told by Mr Watts. However, although 

the panel accepted Witness C to be an honest and frank witness, she was only able to 

relay what Mr Watts had told her. The panel did not have the benefit of any corroborative 

documentary evidence before it of the account she gave and was unable to properly 

explore the explanation that Witness C gave.  

The panel had misgivings about the manner in which Mr Watts has engaged in these 

proceedings. It seemed to the panel that there were easy steps which could have been 

taken by Mr Watts to demonstrate at an early stage that Person 1 existed. However, it is 

not for Mr Watts to disprove the allegations brought by the NCTL. 

The panel did not consider that, in requesting being permitted to miss three staff briefings 

to assist Person 1, Mr Watts was requesting either compassionate leave or sick leave. 

Being permitted to miss those meetings was merely an exercise by the headteacher of 

her discretion as his employer to permit him to depart from his ordinary working hours. 
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The panel considered that the NCTL's evidence was insufficient to satisfy it to the civil 

standard that Person 1 did not exist. 

Accordingly, the panel finds allegation 1 proven in relation to the reason given by Mr 

Watts for his absence on 17 September 2015 only. 

2. In doing 1 above you acted dishonestly in that you procured time off work by 

positively asserting that leave was required in connection with a person stated 

to be your partner, prior to their death, a person whom the school later had 

reason to believe on the balance of probabilities did not exist. 

The panel considers that the drafting of this allegation, coupled with the way in which the 

NCTL has put its case throughout, necessitates a finding of fact by the panel that Person 

1 is a fabrication. Given that the panel was not satisfied that sufficient evidence had been 

adduced by the NCTL to prove that Person 1 did not exist, the panel finds this allegation 

not proved. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute 

Having found one of the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable 

professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher misconduct: The 

prohibition of teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Matthew Watts, in relation to the facts found 

proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by 

reference to Part Two, Mr Watts is in breach of the following standards: 

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school… 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach.. 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Watts fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. The panel has also considered whether Mr Watts' conduct 

displayed behaviours associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the 

Advice. 

The panel has found that none of these offences is relevant. 
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Mr Watts misled the headteacher as to the reason for his unapproved absence from work 

on 17 September 2015. It is a duty of any employee not to mislead their employer as to 

the reason why they may require a leave of absence from work. That duty is particularly 

acute for teachers because of the consequences which can flow from an unapproved 

absence from work. Mr Watts' actions resulted in time having to be taken by the 

headteacher, the police and the LADO investigating the accuracy of the reasons he gave 

for his absence on 17 September 2015. Furthermore, he was due to attend an external 

professional development course at which he failed to appear. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Watts is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 

community. The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the 

way they behave. 

Whilst the panel considers the proven misconduct to be serious, it relates to a single, 

isolated incident. There is no evidence of any lasting impact on pupils. Therefore, the 

panel did not consider that the conduct displayed would be potentially damaging to the 

public perception of the teaching profession. 

The panel therefore does not find that Mr Watt's actions constitute conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct, it is 

necessary for the panel to go on to consider whether it would be appropriate to 

recommend the imposition of a prohibition order by the Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so. Prohibition orders should not be 

given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have punitive effect.  

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the 

Advice and having done so has found one to be relevant in this case, namely declaring 

and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Watts, which involved misleading the 

headteacher of the School as regards the reason for being absent from school on 17 

September 2015, there is a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 
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standards of conduct in the profession as the conduct found against Mr Watts was 

outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest consideration that is present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition 

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Watts. 

There is a strong public interest consideration in otherwise competent and dedicated 

teachers being permitted to continue in the teaching profession. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Watts. The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition 

order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven. The panel 

did not consider that any of the behaviours in the list of such behaviours were relevant.  

The panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating factors to 

militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate measure to 

impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the behaviour in this 

case.  

The teacher did have a previously good history. 

The panel noted that the proven misconduct related to an isolated incident which Mr 

Watts has admitted. The panel notes the testimonials which have been submitted by Mr 

Watts and the testimonial evidence which was given by Witness C during her oral 

evidence. The panel is satisfied that there is evidence which points towards Mr Watts 

being an otherwise competent and dedicated teacher who remains an asset to the 

teaching profession. 

The panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response. 

Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the 

possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the 

panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order would not be 

appropriate in this case. The panel considers that the finding of misconduct in and of 

itself is sufficient to mark the misconduct and to highlight that it is not acceptable for 

teachers to take an unannounced leave of absence and subsequently mislead their 

employers as to the reasons for it. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of the 

panel in respect of sanction and review period. 
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In considering this case I have given very careful attention to the advice that is published 

by the Secretary of State concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case the panel has found one element only proven of one allegation. That has 

been found to be unacceptable professional conduct but not conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of 

State that Mr Watts should not be the subject of a prohibition order, but that there should 

be a published finding of unacceptable professional conduct.   

In particular the panel has found that Mr Watts is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school… 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach.. 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Watts fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. 

I have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in 

the public interest. In considering that for this case I have considered the overall aim of a 

prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the 

profession. I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would 

achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher. 

I have also asked myself whether or not a less intrusive measure, such as the published 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. I have to consider 

whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 

considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mr Watts, and the impact that will have 

on him, is proportionate. 

In this case I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 

children. The panel has observed “There is no evidence of any lasting impact on pupils.”    

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 

confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “the panel did not consider that the 

conduct displayed would be potentially damaging to the public perception of the teaching 

profession.”   

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 

all teachers and that failure to impose a prohibition order might be regarded by the public 

as a failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations I have had 
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to consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed 

citizen.” 

I have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct, in the absence of a prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as 

being a proportionate response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this 

case.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Watts himself. The panel 

found itself, “satisfied that there is evidence which points towards Mr Watts being an 

otherwise competent and dedicated teacher who remains an asset to the teaching 

profession.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Watts teaching for the period that it is in force. 

The panel has concluded, “is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and 

appropriate response. Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less 

serious end of the possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were 

present in this case, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition 

order would not be appropriate in this case. The panel considers that the finding of 

misconduct in and of itself is sufficient to mark the misconduct and to highlight that it is 

not acceptable for teachers to take an unannounced leave of absence and subsequently 

mislead their employers as to the reasons for it.” 

For these reasons I have also concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate. A 

published finding of unacceptable professional conduct is a serious finding and is a 

proportionate outcome for this case.  

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 1 September 2017  

This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State. 


