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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations on behalf of the 

Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Devon Reid 

TRA case reference: 14470 

Date of determination: 26 June 2018 

Former employer: Cockshut Hill School, Birmingham 

A. Introduction 

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

TRA”) convened on 25 and 26 June 2018 at the Ramada Inn, The Butts, Coventry CV1 

3GG to consider the case of Mr Devon Reid. 

The panel members were Mr Paul Bompas (lay panellist – in the chair), Mr Ian Carter 

(teacher panellist) and Mr Michael Lewis (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Robin Havard of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Mr Ben Bentley of Browne Jacobson LLP 

solicitors. 

Mr Devon Reid was present and was represented by Mr Lawrence Shaw, NASUWT. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 

B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 24 

January 2018. 

It was alleged that Mr Devon Reid was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

1. On or around 28 March 2013 he failed to disclose safeguarding concerns about 

Pupil A which she had drawn to his attention. 

2. On or around 6 January 2015, when applying to be registered for supply teacher 

work with Capita Education Resourcing, he failed to disclose the fact that he had 

been the subject of police enquiries undertaken following allegations against him 

which might have a bearing on his suitability for the work in that: 

a. In 2005 and / or 2013-14 the police investigated allegations against him 

[redacted], made by Pupil B; 
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b. In 2013 and / or 2014 the police had investigated an allegation against him 

of [redacted], namely Pupil A; 

3. His conduct as described at paragraph 2 as may be found proven was dishonest. 

 

Mr Reid admitted the facts of allegation 1. 

Mr Reid denied allegations 2 and 3. 

In respect of those allegations which were admitted and denied, Mr Reid denied that he 

was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and of conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

Mr Shaw applied for allegation 1 to be dismissed by the panel on the basis that it related 

to an allegation of a lack of competence as opposed to unacceptable professional 

conduct. Paragraph 2.3 of the Teacher Misconduct – Disciplinary Procedures for the 

Teaching Profession made it clear that the TRA would not investigate cases where it was 

alleged that teachers were guilty of incompetence. 

Mr Bentley resisted the application and stated that the facts of allegation 1 could amount 

to unacceptable professional conduct in accordance with the definition contained in the 

document entitled Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition of Teachers ("the Advice") and 

by reference to Part Two containing the personal and professional conduct elements of 

the Teachers' Standards. 

The panel decided that, although it had not prejudged the issue in any way, the facts of 

allegation 1 could amount to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct which 

may bring the profession into disrepute. In the judgment of the panel, depending on its 

findings of fact, such conduct could amount to serious misconduct falling short of the 

standards expected of a teacher. In reaching this decision, the panel considered Part 

Two of the Personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers' Standards and, 

in particular, the need for teachers to uphold public trust in the profession and maintain 

high standards of ethics and behaviour by having regard for the need to safeguard pupils' 

well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions. 

It was also open to Mr Shaw to revisit this submission at the close of the evidence and 

before the panel deliberated on its findings. 

The application was therefore dismissed. 
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D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Anonymised pupil list – page 2;  

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 3 to 12; 

Section 3: TRA witness statements – pages 13 to 24; 

Section 4: TRA documents – pages 25 to 77; 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 78 to 119. 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witness called by the TRA: 

Witness A – Business Development Manager at Capita Education Resourcing ("Capita") 

who was, throughout the material time, the Divisional Manager at Capita for Birmingham. 

Mr Reid gave evidence on his own account. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

The panel confirmed that it had read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Statement of agreed facts 

The panel considered a Statement of Agreed and Disputed Facts ("the Statement") which 

was signed by Mr Reid on 25 June 2018 and by the presenting officer on 14 June 2018. 

The following summary of Mr Reid's background was taken from the Statement. 

"1. Mr Devon Reid, born 14 February 1976, was employed at the Cockshut Hill School, 

Birmingham, where he taught as a Maths teacher from 2008 until he was suspended in 

2013. Prior to this he taught at the Lindon School, Birmingham, where he also taught as 

a Maths teacher during the period 2004 – 2007." 
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With effect from 31 December 2014, Mr Reid resigned from Cockshut Hill School and had 

not taught since that time. 

 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

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

reasons: 

1. On or around 28 March 2013 you failed to disclose safeguarding concerns 

about Pupil A which she had drawn to your attention. 

Paragraph 2 to 8 of the Statement stated as follows: 

"2. Mr Reid admits allegation 1. On 28 March 2013, Mr Reid was teaching Pupil A, a Year 

11 student, in a Maths lesson. He noticed [redacted]. 

3. Mr Reid was concerned and asked about this. He advised Pupil A that he would need 

to speak to the Child Protection Officer about her, but she pulled her blazer over her 

arms and advised him that they were already aware. Mr Reid asked what it was they 

were aware of and Pupil A said that she would come back and tell him at break time. 

4. Pupil A returned to see Mr Reid at the end of break into Lesson 3 and disclosed to him 

that [redacted]. Mr Reid states that Pupil A told him that the appropriate people were 

already aware of the situation. 

5. Mr Reid remembers that Pupil A was crying during this conversation and so he 

emailed her Head of Year and Class Teacher to advise them that she was with him as 

the reason that she was not in the next lesson. Mr Reid did not mention in this email the 

nature of the concern which had led to Pupil A being upset. 

6. Mr Reid saw Pupil A again after the Easter holidays, on 18 April 2013, when she came 

to see him along with another pupil. During the course of this meeting Pupil C left the 

room and Pupil A discussed her concerns in relation to her Maths paper. During the 

course of this conversation Mr Reid acknowledged that she “had enough problems last 

year” – referring to the disclosure she had made before Easter – and that she needed “to 

settle down and get serious this year”. 

7. Mr Reid confirms that at the relevant time in 2013 after he had been at the School for 5 

years he had attended safeguarding and child protection training, and was aware that if a 

student made a disclosure, the matter should be referred to the Child Protection Officer 

and / or the Head teacher, and depending on the nature of the concern, also to the Head 

of Year. 
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8. Mr Reid admits that he failed to disclose the safeguarding concerns about Pupil A 

which she had drawn to his attention to the relevant persons within school – including 

making any attempt to ascertain whether those matters were already known to the school 

– at any point after the disclosure was made by Pupil A in March 2013." 

The panel made the following additional findings of fact. 

At the time he was interviewed by the police on 8 May 2013, Mr Reid said again that 

Pupil A was resistant to him speaking to the school about his concerns. It was clear from 

his response that Pupil A was most insistent that he should not do so and that the school 

was already aware of it. In his account contained in a document entitled, "Proof of 

evidence", and his detailed statement prepared for this hearing, Mr Reid maintained that 

Pupil A did not want him to speak to anyone at the school. Mr Reid simply accepted her 

word that the school was already aware of her issues with regard to self-harming and the 

disclosure relating to her termination the previous year. 

The panel had heard evidence from Mr Reid regarding the training he had received in 

safe-guarding and pupil welfare. He was also a teacher of some 11 years' experience at 

the time this occurred. 

The panel found that Mr Reid would have seen that, even though the events involving 

Pupil A's [redacted] may have occurred the previous year, Pupil A was still affected by it. 

She tried to [redacted] and became upset when discussing the matter with Mr Reid. At 

the very least, the panel found that Mr Reid should have asked Pupil A to tell him who, 

amongst the senior members of staff at the school, including the Child Protection Officer, 

knew about what had occurred so that he could check that the pupil was providing an 

accurate account. 

Taking account of the seriousness of the disclosure, Mr Reid should have known that he 

was under an obligation to notify the Child Protection Officer. The decision to refrain from 

doing so illustrated a lack of judgment on his part. When giving evidence, Mr Reid 

acknowledged that he had failed to exercise proper judgment. As stated, had Pupil A in 

fact made the disclosure the previous year, it would simply have been a matter of this 

being confirmed. 

On this basis, the panel found the facts of allegation 1 proved. 

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

these reasons:   

2. On or around 6 January 2015, when applying to be registered for supply 

teacher work with Capita Education Resourcing, he failed to disclose the 

fact that he had been the subject of police enquiries undertaken following 

allegations against him which might have a bearing on his suitability for the 

work in that: 
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a. In 2005 and / or 2013-14 the police investigated allegations against him 

[redacted], made by Pupil B; 

b. In 2013 and / or 2014 the police had investigated an allegation against him 

of [redacted], namely Pupil A; 

Paragraphs 9 to 11 of the Statement stated as follows: 

"9. Mr Reid denies this allegation, however, the following factual admissions are made to 

assist in narrowing the issues for determination. Mr Reid admits that he applied to be 

registered for supply teacher work with Capita Education Resourcing on 6 January 2015. 

This process involved the completion of an application form and attendance at an 

interview. 

10. Mr Reid admits as a matter of fact that he was the subject of police enquiries 

undertaken following allegations that might have had a bearing on his suitability to work 

as a teacher: 

a. in 2005 and/or 2013/14 the police investigated allegations against him including 

[redacted] made by Pupil B; 

b. in 2013 and/or 2014 the police investigated an allegation against him of [redacted], 

namely Pupil A. 

11. The sub-particulars of allegation 2.a. and 2.b. are agreed factually, but Mr Reid 

denies that he failed to disclose these matters and so the main stem of allegation 2 is 

denied."The panel made the following additional findings of fact. 

The panel heard evidence from Witness A. The panel recognised that the events giving 

rise to this allegation occurred some two and a half years ago. However, Witness A 

stated that she located Mr Reid's CV on a "Jobs Board". She had noticed that Mr Reid 

was a maths teacher and had a good history of permanent employment. Witness A 

considered that someone with that sort of background and experience would be attractive 

to schools as a supply teacher. She therefore contacted him and invited him to come in 

to her office for an interview. In the course of that initial conversation with Mr Reid, 

Witness A confirmed that she informed Mr Reid what he needed to bring with him in 

terms of evidence of identity and qualifications. Witness A denied that Mr Reid informed 

her of the investigations by the police in 2005 and 2013 or the Crown Court trials he had 

faced which had led to his acquittal. 

On attending the interview, Witness A asked Mr Reid to complete documents contained 

within a "Candidate Registration Pack". This included two questions under the title, 

"Declaration of Criminal Record". When Mr Reid was completing the document, Witness 

A was coming in and out of the room as she was taking copies of the documentation Mr 

Reid had been asked to bring with him. She would then return the original documents to 

him. Mr Reid was therefore left to complete the form. To both questions under 
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Declaration of Criminal Record, Mr Reid had answered no. This meant that, in answering 

the first question, he asserted that he had no criminal convictions, cautions, reprimands 

or formal warnings that were not, "protected" for the purposes of the relevant 

legislation.In answering "no" to the second question, Mr Reid was asserting that he was 

not, "… aware of any police enquiries undertaken following allegations made against you 

which may have a bearing on your suitability for this work". 

Once he had completed the form, Witness A interviewed Mr Reid. The responses to 

questions put to Mr Reid are noted in handwritten form in a standard document entitled, 

"Teacher Interview Questions". Witness A accepted that these were notes as opposed to 

formal minutes of the meeting. 

Witness A had written notes in the box relating to the question, "Tell me about your most 

recent teaching post. Why did you leave?". These notes referred to an agreed reference 

being provided following a two year investigation which resulted from a false allegation 

being made by a pupil. The notes stated that a process was not followed which led to 

compensation and Mr Reid left with a "compromise type agreement".  

In her written statement and her oral evidence, Witness A indicated Mr Reid had 

informed her that he had pursued successfully a claim against the school in the 

Employment Tribunal whilst still employed at the school but had then resigned as he did 

not consider that he could remain at the school in such circumstances. 

Witness A stated that Mr Reid had not told her of the police investigations nor of the 

criminal trials which he had faced in the Crown Court. She said that it had come as a 

surprise when, some time later, Mr Reid provided her with his DBS certificate which 

made reference to the criminal trials he had faced and the nature of the allegations. It 

was on this basis that Witness A indicated that her agency would not be able to offer his 

services to any schools. 

Mr Reid gave evidence and his account was similar to that of Witness A's although with 

some important distinctions.  

Mr Reid stated that, in the very first telephone conversation with Witness A, he had told 

her about the police investigations and the criminal trials he had faced. He had asked her 

whether there was any point in attending the interview as a result of what had happened. 

He said that Witness A had informed him that there was, as even a conviction was not 

necessarily fatal to a teacher securing a teaching post. 

Mr Reid stated that, on attending the interview, Witness A was coming in and out of the 

office but she did assist him in the completion of the Candidate Registration Pack. In 

particular, there was a discussion between them during which Mr Reid told her again 

about his past history relating to his criminal trials and he asked Witness A for advice on 

how to answer the questions in the section Declaration of Criminal Record. On the basis 

of that discussion, on his acquittal of all charges, and as there were no ongoing police 
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investigations, he considered it was appropriate to answer "no" to the second question. 

The panel also noted that, following his acquittal, he had been reinstated by his former 

school. 

As for the assertion made by Witness A that Mr Reid had successfully pursued a claim 

against the school in the Employment Tribunal whilst still employed at the school, Mr 

Reid confirmed that he had never pursued such a claim and had no idea where this 

reference to the Employment Tribunal had originated. 

The panel had found both Witness A and Mr Reid to be credible witnesses. However, on 

balance, the panel found that, whilst Witness A was genuinely endeavouring to assist the 

panel in understanding the chronology of events, her evidence was not reliable and there 

were a number of inconsistencies which were, in the panel's judgement, material. 

The interview which took place between Witness A and Mr Reid was just under two and a 

half years ago. It was the only interview attended by Mr Reid whereas Witness A would 

have been carrying out similar interviews with approximately three to five people each 

week. Witness A stated on a number of occasions that she was unable to remember 

certain matters which she was asked to describe, some of which were particularly 

pertinent to the circumstances surrounding her engagement with Mr Reid both prior to 

and on 6 January 2015. 

Witness A referred to Mr Reid as someone who was an open and friendly individual who 

gave a good impression, talking enthusiastically and passionately about teaching. In the 

panel's judgement, this was not consistent with someone who was setting out to 

deliberately conceal information. 

In the notes taken by Witness A at the interview on 6 January 2015, there was no 

mention of the claim successfully pursued by Mr Reid at the Employment Tribunal. 

Taking account of the other information contained within the notes, such as reference to 

a, "Compromise type agreement", the panel did not accept Witness A's suggestion that 

she would not have recorded a reference to the Employment Tribunal as this related to 

personal information concerning Mr Reid. 

More fundamentally, there was no reference at all in the notes to any discussion between 

Witness A and Mr Reid about the involvement of the police. However, in paragraph 6 of 

her statement, Witness A wrote that, at the interview on 6 January 2015, "He [Mr Reid] 

said that the police had found no case to answer." Whilst Witness A tried to provide an 

explanation, the panel found that Mr Reid must have made reference to the police 

involvement at some stage in the interview. The panel also found that, for the police to 

have found no case to answer, it must follow that they had carried out an investigation to 

enable it to reach such a conclusion.  Furthermore, on the basis that Witness A had been 

made aware of police involvement, the panel found, on the balance of probabilities, that 

Mr Reid had informed her in the initial telephone conversation of the Crown Court trials 

he had been through as well as providing further information at the interview.   



11 

The panel found Mr Reid's explanation plausible, and found that, on being approached by 

Witness A, he told her about his background and the criminal trials which led him to ask 

her whether, in the light of that information, there was any point in him attending for an 

interview. Mr Reid also knew that his appearances at trials in the Crown Court had 

received extensive press coverage and was in the public domain. 

The statement of Witness A was also inconsistent in that, whilst at paragraph 6, she 

stated that Mr Reid had told her that the police had found no case to answer, in 

paragraph 7, she stated, "Mr Reid made no comment at any point during my interview 

with him of any police involvement, nor did he mention court proceedings." The 

statements in paragraph 6 and 7 were clearly irreconcilable. 

Finally, the events leading to the production of his DBS certificate, and its content, 

provided further support for the account provided by Mr Reid. The DBS certificate was 

sent to Mr Reid. Despite its content, which gave an account of the criminal trials faced by 

Mr Reid together with the comment made by West Midlands Police, Mr Reid produced 

the DBS certificate to Witness A. The panel found, on the balance of probabilities, that it 

was simply not plausible for Mr Reid to produce the certificate if he had made absolutely 

no mention of the involvement of the police, let alone two crown court trials, at any stage 

prior to its production.  

For all these reasons, the panel accepted the evidence of Mr Reid, and found, that he 

had made full and frank disclosure to Witness A regarding the police investigations and 

Crown Court trials both during the initial telephone conversation and at the interview on 6 

January 2015. The panel accepted the reasons put forward by Mr Reid for answering the 

questions in the Candidate Registration Pack under Declaration of Criminal Record in the 

way that he did. 

On the panel having preferred the evidence of Mr Reid, and having found that he had 

disclosed the police investigations to Witness A on 6 January 2015, the panel was 

satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Mr Reid had disclosed the fact that he had 

been the subject of police enquiries undertaken following allegations against him which 

might have a bearing on his suitability for the work. 

Consequently, the panel found allegation 2 not proved.   

3. Your conduct as described at paragraph 2 as may be found proven was 

dishonest 

Paragraph 12 of the Statement stated as follows: 

"12. Mr Reid denies that he failed to disclose the matters alleged at allegation 2, and 

therefore denies that he acted dishonestly when seeking to secure work as a supply 

teacher with the relevant agency." 
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Having found allegation 2 not proved, it must follow that the panel also found allegation 3 

not proved. 

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

Having found allegation 1 to have been proved on the basis outlined above, the panel 

had gone on to consider whether the facts of that proven allegation amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute 

Paragraph 13 of the Statement stated as follows: 

"13. Mr Reid denies that his conduct in respect of allegations 1 – 3 amounts to 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute."The panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition of 

Teachers, which the panel referred to as “the Advice”. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Reid in relation to the facts found proved, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that by reference to 

Part Two, Mr Reid was 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 having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ 

well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions; 

The panel was satisfied that, on the facts found proved under allegation 1 above, the 

conduct of Mr Reid amounted to unacceptable professional conduct in that it was 

misconduct of a serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of 

the profession.  

The panel therefore found Mr Reid guilty of unacceptable professional conduct. 

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

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

perception.  

The panel therefore found that Mr Reid's actions constituted 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. 
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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 had been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have a punitive effect.   

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

Advice and, having done so, has found each of them to be engaged in this case, namely: 

the protection of pupils; the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, and 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Reid, which involve a serious error of judgement 

relating to the safe-guarding and well-being of a student, the panel considers that public 

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

is not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel also considers that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession is also present as the conduct found against Mr 

Reid is outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that are present, the panel has 

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 Reid. In considering the 

issue of proportionality, the panel has applied the following test, namely whether a less 

intrusive measure could be used without unacceptably compromising the achievement of 

the relevant objective and whether, having regard to these matters and the severity of the 

consequences for Mr Reid, a fair balance can be struck between the rights of Mr Reid 

and the interests of the public. 

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

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition. The panel took further account of 

the Advice, which suggested that a prohibition order may be appropriate if certain 

behaviours of a teacher had been proven. In the list of such behaviours, the one relevant 

to this case was: 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 notes that Mr Reid is a person of previous good character and, other than the 

circumstances giving rise to the current allegation which had been found proved, he has 

a good record of professional performance.  
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The panel has read carefully the testimonial from a professional colleague, Individual A, 

which is highly supportive and relevant.   

It is clear to the panel from the oral and written evidence that Mr Reid has a high degree 

of insight into his misconduct and is deeply remorseful. He has always admitted the facts 

of allegation 1 and, in doing so, he has recognised his error of judgment in failing to 

disclose the information provided to him by Pupil A. He has maintained that he will not 

make the same mistake again. Whilst the panel does not consider that this binds in any 

way the discretion to be exercised by the Secretary of State, the panel also notes that, on 

appeal, the school reinstated Mr Reid to his employment at the school, administering a 

final written warning for his failure to disclose. The panel is satisfied that the risk of Mr 

Reid repeating the behaviour which has given rise to the allegation of non-disclosure is 

extremely low.  

Mr Reid has maintained his professionalism throughout these protracted proceedings. 

Mr Reid's professional reputation has already been blemished as a result of his conduct. 

In the particular circumstances of this case, the public findings of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is a 

sanction in itself and will be with Mr Reid throughout his career as a teacher.  

Whilst not for a moment minimising the seriousness of Mr Reid's conduct, the panel has 

taken all of the circumstances into account, to include: the particular circumstances 

surrounding the failure to disclose the information provided by Pupil A, the level of insight 

and remorse shown by Mr Reid, and his previous good history. In the panel's judgment, it 

is appropriate to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order in relation 

to Mr Reid is neither proportionate nor necessary in order to protect the public interest. 

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.  

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 only the first of the allegations proven and found that 

the proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute. In my consideration I have therefore put those 

matters not found proven entirely from my mind. The panel has made a recommendation 

to the Secretary of State that Mr Reid should not be made the subject of a prohibition 

order.    

In particular the panel has found that Mr Reid is in breach of the following standards:  
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Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of ethics and 

behaviour, within and outside school, by having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ 

well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions; 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Reid 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 Reid, 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 that Mr Reid’s behaviour involved “a serious error of 

judgement relating to the safe-guarding and well-being of a student,”. A prohibition order 

would therefore prevent such a 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, “Mr 

Reid has a high degree of insight into his misconduct and is deeply remorseful. He has 

always admitted the facts of allegation 1 and, in doing so, he has recognised his error of 

judgment in failing to disclose the information provided to him by Pupil A.” 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, “that public confidence in the profession 

could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found is 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.  
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I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Reid. I have taken account 

of the panel’s comments, “the school reinstated Mr Reid to his employment at the school, 

administering a final written warning for his failure to disclose. The panel is satisfied that 

the risk of Mr Reid repeating the behaviour which has given rise to the allegation of non-

disclosure is extremely low.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Reid from continuing to teach. It would also 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 

insight and remorse.  

I have also placed considerable weight on the finding of the panel that Mr Reid “has 

maintained his professionalism throughout”  .  

For these reasons I have concluded that a prohibition order is not necessary in this case.  

I consider therefore that a published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that is likely to bring the profession into disrepute is sufficient to satisfy the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession.  

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 27 June 2018 

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

State. 
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