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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Richard Main 

TRA reference:    16477 

Date of determination: 24 May 2018 

Former employer: Bourton Meadow Academy, Buckinghamshire  

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 

Agency”) convened on 21 May 2018 to 24 May 2018 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon 

Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Richard Main. 

The panel members were Mr Martin Pilkington (lay panellist – in the chair), Mr John 

Armstrong (lay panellist) and Cllr Gail Goodman (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Ms Surekha Gollapudi of Eversheds Sutherland 

(International) LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the Agency was Mr Andrew Cullen of Browne Jacobson LLP 

solicitors. 

Mr Main was present and was represented by Ms Lisa Hancox of Counsel.  

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 21 

February 2018. 

It was alleged that Mr Main was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

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

1. On or around 15 July 2016 during a staff event held at The Woolpack, 

Buckingham: 

a. Offered cocaine to one or more staff members 

b. Attempted to put his hand(s) down Individual 1’s trousers 

2. In or around December 2015 on the night of the staff party held at Prego 

Restaurant offered cocaine to Individual 2 

3. Made one or more offensive and/or inappropriate comments to a member of staff, 

in that: 

a. When responding to a request for leave to attend a medical appointment by 

Individual 3 he said “Why, do you have chlamydia or something?” or words 

to that effect 

b. When asked by Individual 4 if she should share work with Individual 5 he 

said, “you do it as you just want to get into bed with [Individual 5]” or words 

to that effect 

c. During and/or following a staff Christmas party in December 2013 at the 

Buckingham Hotel he said to Individual 6 “you know sometimes [Individual 

6] you just need to shut the fuck up” or words to that effect 

4. On or around 17 March 2016 he was difficult to contact and/or uncontactable 

following an emergency that arose during the PGL trip despite being named as the 

24 hour emergency contact for the trip 

5. On 18 March 2016 he attended work in an unfit state due to his alcohol 

consumption the previous evening 

The teacher admits the facts of allegations 1, 2, 3 and 4 in part and denies the facts of 

allegation 5.  

The teacher denies that the admitted facts amount to unacceptable conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  
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C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications.  

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Anonymised pupil list, Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 2 to 11 

Section 2: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 13 to 25 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 27 to 406 

Section 4: Teacher documents – pages 408 to 511 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from six members of both current and former staff of the 

School. 

The panel heard oral evidence from the teacher.  

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. 

Mr Main was employed at Bourton Meadow School (“the School”) from January 2003, 

initially as an NQT, eventually progressing to the headteacher role by 2013. It is alleged 

that between December 2013 and July 2016 Mr Main made inappropriate comments to 

members of staff, both during the working day and whilst at staff parties. In addition it is 

alleged that Mr Main was uncontactable despite being the named emergency contact for 

a school trip and that he was unfit for work the following day due to his alcohol 

consumption.  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 
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The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

1. On or around 15 July 2016 during a staff event held at The Woolpack, 

Buckingham: 

b. Attempted to put your hand(s) down Individual 1’s trousers 

Mr Main admitted this allegation in oral evidence, confirming he was intoxicated at the 

staff party so could not remember the event itself but that he accepted Individual 1’s 

account of what happened.  

The panel also had regard to his statement dated 7 May 2018 in which he stated, 

“unfortunately I do not recall this event and so am unable to comment on my motives 

from the event itself.” 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 1 that, during the staff party at the 

Woolpack, Mr Main became over familiar with her and attempted to put his hand down 

the back of her trousers. Individual 1 went on to say that she recoiled at this contact and 

felt uncomfortable. 

The panel accepted Individual 1’s evidence that “it was a one off occurrence that was not 

repeated again and I never felt uncomfortable in the workplace. I held Mr Main in high 

regard at the School and we had a respectful working relationship.” 

The panel found Individual 1 to be a credible and reliable witness. The panel found 

allegation 1.b. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

2. In or around December 2015 on the night of the staff party held at Prego 

Restaurant offered cocaine to Individual 2 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 2 who stated that following the staff party, 

she went to Mr Main’s room to collect some money which needed to be passed to a 

colleague. Whilst she was in the room, Individual 2 stated that Mr Main offered her a 

drink and cocaine. Individual 2 confirmed that she did not see any cocaine in the room. 

Mr Main gave oral evidence that he does not take illegal drugs, does not deal in drugs 

and would not know how to purchase drugs. He accepted Individual 2’s account of the 

evening as being within the realm of possibility. However, he did not think it likely that he 

offered her cocaine. Mr Main gave oral evidence that he may have made a joke about 

cocaine but there was no intent to provide cocaine.  

The panel noted that the conversation took place following a staff party at which alcohol 

was consumed. The panel found Individual 2 to be a credible witness.   

The panel found allegation 2 proven on the balance of probabilities.  
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3. Made one or more offensive and/or inappropriate comments to a member of 

staff, in that: 

a. When responding to a request for leave to attend a medical 

appointment by Individual 3 you said “Why, do you have chlamydia or 

something?” or words to that effect 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 3 who stated that she asked for time off to 

attend an emergency medical appointment and Mr Main responded with a question 

asking if she had chlamydia. Individual 3 gave evidence that she found this conversation 

extremely distressing.  

Individual 1 gave evidence that she was in the vicinity of this conversation. She recalled a 

conversation between Individual 3 and Mr Main in which a doctor’s appointment and 

chlamydia were discussed although she was unable to recall the detail of the 

conversation. Individual 1 gave evidence that Mr Main was “clearly joking” when he made 

the comment about chlamydia. 

Mr Main gave oral evidence that he recalled Individual 3 starting to ask for time off. He 

stated that he interrupted her and suggested it was to do with chlamydia. Mr Main stated 

he was not aware that Individual 3 needed time off for an emergency doctor’s 

appointment when he made the comment and that he realised it was inappropriate 

shortly afterwards. Mr Main gave oral evidence that he accepted he made an 

inappropriate joke and that he had apologised to Individual 3 shortly after the comment.  

The panel found allegation 3.a. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

b. When asked by Individual 4 if she should share work with Individual 5 

you said, “you do it as you just want to get into bed with [Individual 

5]” or words to that effect 

The panel had regard to the witness statement of Individual 4 which was not disputed by 

Mr Main. Individual 4 stated within this that she was not shocked or offended by this 

comment and that “it was more or less accepted that this was the sort of thing that 

Richard would say.” 

Mr Main accepted that he made this comment, and that it was inappropriate, although he 

said it in a “jokey” way.   

The panel found allegation 3.b. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

c. During and/or following a staff Christmas party in December 2013 at 

the Buckingham Hotel you said to Individual 6 “you know sometimes 

[Individual 6] you just need to shut the fuck up” or words to that effect 
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The panel had regard to the witness statement of Individual 6 who stated that whilst at a 

staff party, Mr Main asked her to join him at the bar and started a conversation during 

which he said “you know [Individual 6], sometimes you just need to shut up.” Individual 6 

was unable to recall whether Mr Main swore.  

The panel saw statements taken during the School’s investigation in which another 

teacher gave evidence that she heard Mr Main swear during this conversation. The panel 

placed less weight on this evidence as it conflicted with the evidence of Individual 6, who 

was a direct participant in the conversation.  

Mr Main accepted that he did say sometimes Individual 6 needed to “shut the hell up”.  

Whilst the panel was not satisfied that there was sufficient evidence that Mr Main swore 

during his conversation with Individual 6, it found that the conversation he had with 

Individual 6 included a comment that she should “shut up”.  

The panel recognised that this conversation took place in a public setting whilst both Mr 

Main and Individual 6 were under the influence of alcohol. Two members of staff felt it 

necessary to intervene in order to bring the conversation to a close. 

The panel found allegation 3.c. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

4. On or around 17 March 2016 he was difficult to contact and/or uncontactable 

following an emergency that arose during the PGL trip despite being named 

as the 24 hour emergency contact for the trip 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 7, a member of the School’s senior 

management team, that both she and Mr Main attended a conference for school leaders 

which overlapped with a four day residential school trip for Year 6 pupils.  

In the early hours of 18 March 2016, Individual 7 confirmed that she returned a telephone 

call to a staff member on the School trip after receiving several missed calls from them to 

report an emergency. During this conversation she became aware that the staff member 

had first tried to contact Mr Main but he was not answering his telephone. Individual 7 

was staying in the same hotel as Mr Main and so then attempted to wake him up by 

knocking on his door. However, she was not successful in waking him. Mr Main awoke 

approximately one and a half hours after the initial phone call to him, and Individual 7 

confirmed the actions she had taken in the intervening time.  

Individual 7 confirmed that the signal in the hotel was not good for any of the delegates.  

Mr Main provided evidence that he had drunk approximately one to one and a half bottles 

of wine at the conference networking dinner. Mr Main admitted in oral evidence that he 

forgot to change his phone from silent to ring mode before he went to sleep that evening 

at around midnight.  
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The panel found allegation 4 proven on the balance of probabilities.   

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, 

for these reasons: 

1. On or around 15 July 2016 during a staff event held at The Woolpack, 

Buckingham: 

a. Offered cocaine to one or more staff members 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 2 that whilst in the vicinity of the bar, Mr 

Main offered to buy her a drink. When she declined this offer, Individual 2 stated Mr Main 

went on to say, “I can get you anything you want.” The panel carefully considered the 

context of this statement and whilst it understood Individual 2 may have inferred this to 

have been an offer of drugs, it was more likely in the circumstances that it was an offer to 

buy her a drink.  

The panel also heard oral evidence from Individual 3 that whilst she was dancing, Mr 

Main came up from over her shoulder and offered her “a coke”, or “coke”. The panel was 

not satisfied with the strength of this evidence, particularly taking into account that the 

incident occurred in a loud bar on the dance floor.  

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 7 that she did not see any evidence of any 

behaviour indicating cocaine was being taken at the staff party.  

Mr Main was unable to recall this conversation and thought it unlikely it occurred as he 

did not use illegal drugs.  

The panel found allegation 1.a. not proven, on the balance of probabilities.  

5. On 18 March 2016 you attended work in an unfit state due to your alcohol 

consumption the previous evening 

The panel heard oral evidence from Individual 7 who stated that after receiving the 

telephone calls in the early hours of the morning about the emergency on the School trip, 

both she and Mr Main went to sleep for a few hours. In the morning, she and Mr Main 

agreed it would be sensible for her to drive and confirmed “I had drunk only one to two 

glasses of wine; it was better for me to drive back.” 

Individual 7 went on to confirm that Mr Main was articulate, able to hold a conversation 

and did not appear drunk at all during the approximately three hour journey from the 

conference venue to the School.  

On arrival at the School Individual 7 confirmed a number of actions which Mr Main had 

undertaken in a leadership capacity to manage the emergency.  
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The panel accepted the evidence of Individual 3 who stated that Mr Main appeared 

dishevelled as his shirt was not ironed and he was not clean shaven.  

The panel noted Mr Main’s evidence that he had drunk one to one and a half bottles of 

wine the night before. The panel accepted Mr Main’s evidence that his appearance was 

not up to his usual high standards due to the events of the previous evening. 

The panel found allegation 5 not proven, on the balance of probabilities.  

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

Having found a number 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 Main in relation to some of the facts found 

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

reference to Part Two, Mr Main 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, by  

o …building relationships rooted in mutual respect, and at all times observing 

proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s professional position 

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

practices of the school in which they teach… 

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

expected of the profession. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Main’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice and the panel 

has found that none of these offences are relevant. 

Having found the facts of particulars 3.b. and 3.c. proven, nevertheless we find that Mr 

Main’s actions in making inappropriate comments to Individual 4 and Individual 5 do not 

amount to unacceptable professional conduct. Whilst his comments showed sufficiently 

poor judgement to be considered misconduct, given the context, they do not amount to 

serious misconduct and so do not reach the threshold. In respect of allegation 4, the 

panel found that Mr Main was not contactable for a period of approximately one and a 

half hours in the early hours of the morning. During this time the panel particularly noted 

that a number of staff members efficiently and competently managed the emergency 
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situation. The panel did not find that this relatively short period of time of Mr Main not 

being contactable could amount to serious misconduct.  

Having found the facts of particulars 1.b., 2 and 3.a. proven, we find that Mr Main’s 

actions of inappropriate physical contact with a staff member, offering drugs to a staff 

member (even if this was made as a joke), and dealing insensitively with a request for 

time off for an emergency doctor’s appointment, are serious misconduct.  

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. 

The panel notes that allegations 1.b. and 2 took place outside of the education setting in 

that they occurred during staff social events at local restaurants, bars and hotels. The 

panel found that both the offer of drugs to a staff member whilst inebriated, even as a 

misguided joke, and crossing appropriate professional boundaries with a member of staff 

could lead to pupils being exposed to or influenced by his behaviour in a harmful way.  

The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception.  

Having found the facts of particulars 1.b, 2, and 3.a. proven, we further find that Mr 

Main’s conduct in respect of these allegations amounts to both unacceptable professional 

conduct and 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 and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, 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 deciding 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, nor to show that blame has been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have a punitive effect.  

The panel has carefully reviewed the particular public interest considerations set out in 

the Advice and, having done so, has found a number of them to be relevant in this case, 

namely the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, and declaring and 

upholding proper standards of conduct.  
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The panel’s findings against Mr Main involved inappropriate physical contact with a staff 

member, offering drugs to a staff member (albeit as a joke when under the influence of 

alcohol), and dealing insensitively with a request for time off for an emergency doctor’s 

appointment. 

The panel considers that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Main were not treated with the utmost 

seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel also noted there was a public interest in declaring proper standards of conduct 

in the profession as the conduct found against Mr Main was outside that which could 

reasonably be tolerated. 

The panel went on to consider that there was a strong public interest in retaining the 

teacher in the profession, since no doubt has been cast upon Mr Main’s abilities as an 

educator and he is able to make a valuable contribution to the profession. The panel had 

particular regard to the evidence that, during his time as headteacher, the School 

maintained an “outstanding” judgement from OFSTED. The panel also saw and heard 

oral evidence of Mr Main’s leadership and positive impact on the School. For example, 

he implemented an innovative pupil progress data system during his time as a classroom 

teacher at the School.  

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were 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 Main.   

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 

Main. 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. In the list 

of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, 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 panel noted that whilst Mr Main’s actions were deliberate and it could not be argued 

he was acting under duress, they constituted a misguided and ill-advised attempt to 

implement a friendly, open culture within the School. Mr Main accepted, in clear and 

unequivocal terms, that his attempts at humour were often inappropriate. He 

acknowledged that this was not a suitable management style and that he had crossed 
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boundaries in how he conducted relationships with staff. The panel also considered that 

allegation 3.a. found proven was a spontaneous, off-the-cuff comment which he had not 

thought through and for which he apologised later that day. Mr Main gave further 

evidence on how he now manages his professional interactions to ensure he does not 

place himself, or his colleagues, in a similar situation in the future. 

[Redacted]. 

The panel went on to note that Mr Main had a previous good history.  

The panel heard detailed evidence from Individual 7 and a former staff member that Mr 

Main was in all other respects an effective headteacher. Individual 7 commented that “his 

time as a leader was a difficult time in the sense that there were budget constraints. He 

had to make some really difficult decision…he was very fair to work with and would 

always listen to any concerns we had.” 

The panel was provided with five character references from two parents at the School, 

two governors at the School and a member of staff of the School. The panel particularly 

noted the statement of the member of staff at the School who said “the children of 

Bourton Meadow liked and respected Richard. Many parents commented about how 

disappointed they were that Richard had left the school, in fact several parents asked if 

they could contact Richard directly to thank him for supporting them and their children 

during his time as headteacher.” 

The panel first considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with 

no recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the findings 

made by the panel is sufficient.   

The panel is of the view that applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen 

recommending no prohibition order is a proportionate and appropriate response. The 

panel was satisfied that the allegations it found proven were of a serious nature. 

However, the panel carefully considered the evidence of Mr Main, and of his former 

colleagues at the School and, in light of this oral evidence, was able to place these facts 

into the appropriate context. 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 will not be appropriate. The panel considers that the publication of the adverse 

findings of misconduct is sufficient to send a sufficiently strong message to the teacher 

as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and meets the public interest 

requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession. 

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 no sanction. 
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In considering this case, I have also 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 a number of allegations proven and found that 1.b, 2, 

and 3.a. amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. Where the panel has not found the facts proven I have put 

these matters from my mind. The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of 

State that Mr Main should not be the subject of a prohibition order.  

In particular the panel has found that Mr Main 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, by  

o …building relationships rooted in mutual respect, and at all times observing 

proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s professional position 

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

practices of the school in which they teach… 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Main 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 Main, 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 say it, “found that both the offer of drugs to a staff member whilst 

inebriated, even as a misguided joke, and crossing appropriate professional boundaries 

with a member of staff could lead to pupils being exposed to or influenced by his 

behaviour in a harmful way.” A prohibition order would therefore prevent this risk from 

being present.  

I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse which the 

panel sets out as follows, “in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, 

the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be 

appropriate.” The panel has also commented that Mr Main, “accepted, in clear and 

unequivocal terms, that his attempts at humour were often inappropriate. He 



15 

acknowledged that this was not a suitable management style and that he had crossed 

boundaries in how he conducted relationships with staff.” Furthermore the panel also 

considered that in relation to allegation 3.a. found proven that it, “was a spontaneous, off-

the-cuff comment which he had not thought through and for which he apologised later 

that day. Mr Main gave further evidence on how he now manages his professional 

interactions to ensure he does not place himself, or his colleagues, in a similar situation 

in the future.” 

I have therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching my decision. 

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 considers that public 

confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found 

against Mr Main were not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the 

conduct of the 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 

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 Main himself. The panel 

have seen character references from governors, a member of staff and parents at the 

School. The panel also heard detailed evidence from Individual 7 and a former staff 

member that Mr Main was, “in all other respects an effective headteacher.” Individual 7 

commented that “his time as a leader was a difficult time in the sense that there were 

budget constraints. He had to make some really difficult decision…he was very fair to 

work with and would always listen to any concerns we had.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Main from continuing in the teaching profession. A 

prohibition order would also clearly deprive the public of his contribution to the profession 

for the period that it is in force. 

In this case I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning the 

nature of the behaviour and insight shown. The panel has said that although the 

misconduct was serious, “the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less serious 

end of the possible spectrum.” The panel also commented that at the time of the 

allegations it accepted Mr Main’s evidence that, [redacted]. In addition I have noted the 
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panel’s comment that the offer of drugs to a staff member was, “a joke when under the 

influence of alcohol”. 

I have also given weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution that 

Mr Main has made to the profession and the mitigating factors presented in this case. In 

my view it is not necessary to impose a prohibition order in order to maintain public 

confidence in the profession. I agree with the panel that, “the publication of the adverse 

findings of misconduct is sufficient to send a sufficiently strong message to the teacher 

as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and meets the public interest 

requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession.” 

A published decision backed up by remorse and insight in my view does satisfy the public 

interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

For these reasons I have concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and in 

the public interest in order to achieve the aims which a prohibition order is intended to 

achieve. 

 

 

Decision maker: Dawn Dandy  

Date: 30 May 2018 

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

State. 


