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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Adam Evans 

TRA reference:    17166 

Date of determination: 5 March 2019 

Former employer: Fazakerley High School, Liverpool 

A. Introduction 

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

TRA”) convened on 4 March 2019 to 5 March 2019 at Cheylesmore House, 5 Quinton 

Road, Coventry, CV1 2WT consider the case of Mr Adam Evans. 

The panel members were Professor Roger Woods (former teacher panellist – in the 

chair), Ms Fiona Tankard (teacher panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr James Danks of Blake Morgan LLP. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Ms Holly Quirk of Browne Jacobson LLP. 

Mr Adam Evans was present and was represented by Mr Jonathan Storey.  

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 3 

January 2019. 

It was alleged that Mr Adam Evans was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst employed as a 

teacher at the Fazakerley High School: 

1. He made one or more comments of an inappropriate and/or sexual nature to 

one or more pupils, including to the effect of: 

a) "it looks like you've fingered a smurf" with reference to a pupil with blue 

fingers; 

b) describing a pupil's work as "trolls pubes"; 

c) "you look like you're deep throating it" with reference to a pupil eating a 

chocolate bar; 

d) "at least now we know he spits" with reference to a pupil spitting 

chocolate into a bin; 

e) that teenage boys "finger blast" teenage girls; 

f) suggesting that a pupil sniff a seat because "sweaty gooches" had been 

on it; 

g) making beeping noises whilst holding a pedometer near a pupil, to 

suggest it was indicating that he was a paedophile 

By a Statement of Agreed Facts dated 1 February 2019, Mr Evans admitted the 

allegations and that this amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application from Mr Storey that the hearing should be held in 

private for those parts of the evidence that related to Mr Evans' health.  

It decided that the public interest required that the hearing should be public, but decided 

it would hear certain parts of Mr Evans’ evidence in private. 
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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: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings, Response, Statement of Agreed Facts and Amended 

Notice of Proceedings – pages 5 to 16h 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 18 to 23 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 25 to 90 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 92 to 191 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

• Mr Evans on his own behalf. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing. 

Mr Evans had been employed at Fazakerley High School ('the School') from September 

2015 as a trainee teacher and from September 2016 as a newly qualified teacher in 

science, specifically physics.  

On 6th February 2018, a pupil complained to another teacher in respect of a number of 

inappropriate comments made by Mr Evans during a recent lesson. As a result of this 

complaint, Mr Evans was subject to an investigation, which resulted in a disciplinary 

hearing in April 2018 and, subsequently, his dismissal for gross misconduct. 
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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. You made one or more comments of an inappropriate and/or sexual 

nature to one or more pupils, including to the effect of: 

a) "it looks like you've fingered a smurf" with reference to a pupil with 

blue fingers 

b) describing a pupil's work as "trolls pubes" 

c) "you look like you're deep throating it" with reference to a pupil 

eating a chocolate bar 

d) "at least now we know he spits" with reference to a pupil spitting 

chocolate into a bin 

e) that teenage boys "finger blast" teenage girls 

f) suggesting that a pupil sniff a seat because "sweaty gooches" had 

been on it 

g) making beeping noises whilst holding a pedometer near a pupil, to 

suggest it was indicating that he was a paedophile. 

The panel noted the Statement of Agreed Facts, in which Mr Evans unequivocally 

admitted all of these allegations.  

In addition, the panel also had the benefit of a witness statement from Pupil A, who 

explained that Mr Evans had made the following comments: 

"When a pen popped on Pupil B's hand and Mr Evans said it looked like they'd 

been 'fingering a smurf'." 

"When I got out my textile work and began to pull it apart when Mr Evans said that 

my work looked like 'troll's pubes'." 

"Once Pupil B was eating a chocolate bar Mr Evans told him to spit it out, as it was 

a rule that you cannot eat food in the class. Pupil B then spat out his chocolate 

bar. Mr Evans said 'at least we know he spits and not swallows' and said it looked 

like they (Pupil B) was deep throating it. Pupil B seemed uncomfortable and 

embarrassed, as the rest of the class were laughing. Pupil B laughed too." 
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"When I had a pedometer on my watch, Mr Evans wanted a look at it…I had 

pronounced the word incorrectly (as a paedo-meter)…Someone in the lesson said 

that a pedometer counted steps and explained the difference between paedo-

meter and pedometer….Mr Evans began beeping the pedometer in front of Pupil 

D. Pupil D said, "Sir, are you calling me a paedo?" 

"When Mr Evans was on the topic of the pedometer, he started talking about 

finger-blasting girls and said that it was not right for a 15 year old to finger blast a 

14 year old." 

"Once I had mentioned that a seat was warm and Mr Evans said something along 

the lines of 'sniff the seat because sweaty gooches have been on it.' This made 

me feel uncomfortable but I laughed it off as everybody else in the class found it 

funny." 

The panel also heard evidence on these allegations from Mr Evans. He accepted that all 

of the alleged comments had been said by him and that each was inappropriate and of a 

sexual nature, although there was no sexual intent behind their use.  

Mr Evans' recollection was that these comments had been made in one lesson at the end 

of January or beginning of February 2018. Whilst he could not recall making the 

comments alleged at 1c and 1d, Mr Evans admitted these allegations due to his pattern 

of behaviour at the time of the incident.  

Mr Evans also gave evidence on his personal circumstances that were present at that 

time. The panel determined that this evidence was more pertinent, if appropriate, to be 

considered as mitigation. 

In the light of the unequivocal admissions to all of these allegations, the written evidence 

of Pupil A and the live evidence from Mr Evans, the panel determined that each 

comment, on balance, had been made by Mr Evans. Further, each was clearly 

inappropriate and, in context, of a sexual nature. The panel therefore found each 

allegation proved. 

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

Having found all of the allegations to have been proved, the panel went on to consider 

whether the facts of those proven allegations amounted to unacceptable professional 

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

Whilst the panel noted Mr Evans' acceptance that his proven conduct amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute, the panel approached this part of the proceedings with an independent mind. 
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In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition 

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

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Evans in relation to the facts found 

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

reference to Part Two, Mr Evans 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: 

o treating pupils with dignity, 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, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Evans amounted to misconduct of a 

serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 

The comments he made were, in the context of a science lesson, without excuse and 

unacceptable. 

The panel also considered whether Mr Evans' conduct displayed behaviours associated 

with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice and found none of these to 

be relevant. 

The panel took into account the way 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 took 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 findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on Mr Evans' status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public's 

perception of him and the profession. 

For the above reasons, the panel further found Mr Evans' conduct amounted 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 was 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 had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and 

proportionate measure, and whether it would be 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 a number of them to be relevant in this case, 

namely: 

• the maintenance of public confidence in the profession; 

• declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct; and 

• the interest of retaining the teacher in the profession. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Evans, which involved his making comments of 

an inappropriate and sexual nature in front of pupils during one lesson, the panel 

considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if 

conduct such as that found against Mr Evans were not treated with the utmost 

seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. Similarly, the panel also 

decided that a strong public interest consideration was present in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession as the conduct found against Mr Evans was 

outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

The panel determined that there was a strong public interest consideration in retaining Mr 

Evans in the profession. The panel had the benefit of a number of references attesting to 

Mr Evans' qualities as a teacher and also as a person. Some of those references that the 

panel determined to be most pertinent included: 

• Individual A, colleague (page 42): "Adam is an asset to the department and brings 

a variety of knowledge, skills and experience, which contributes to its success." 

• Individual B, colleague (page 167): "Mr Evans has a good rapport with his 

students and gave his time freely to help anyone who was struggling with the 

subject…Mr Evans has always come across to me as a hard-working dedicated 

young teacher who wanted the best for the students in his care." 

• Individual C, colleague (page 169): "He always put the students first, planning 

regularly, even on his dinner hour…The students used to tell me how much they 

enjoyed his lessons and were full of praise for him as a teacher. His knowledge of 

the curriculum and subject is first class…He was always eager to learn, rapidly 

making plans for his future pathway, always wanting to make things better and 

easier for everyone involved." 
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• Individual D, colleague (page 171): "I do believe that Mr Evans could contribute a 

great deal to the profession." 

• Former pupil (page 173): "Mr Evans was an excellent teacher…The support which 

Mr Evans offered to us throughout the course was enormous…I did not question 

Mr Evans' professionalism or integrity at any point…Mr Evans has helped me out 

a lot." 

• Parent of a former pupil (page 179): "He was my son's favourite teacher…He was 

approachable and friendly but could also answer my questions in a very 

professional manner…I feel that any future employer would benefit from his 

professionalism, his skills and his approach to pupils and their parents." 

In addition, the panel also referred to the Review Form produced following Mr Evans' 

lesson observation (page 157), in which he was scored as 'Grade 1' for all criteria save 

for two scored at 'Grade 2'. Mr Evans was also described, in this document, as having 

made "exceptional progress". 

In view of the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel carefully 

reviewed whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition order, taking 

into account the effect that this would have on Mr Evans. 

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

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

Evans. 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 may be relevant in this case are:  

• serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

• misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils, and 

particularly where there is a continuing risk. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to the appropriateness of a 

prohibition order, the panel considered whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

factors to militate against the appropriateness and proportionality of a prohibition order, 

particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the behaviour in this case.  

In the light of the panel's finding, it determined that Mr Evans' actions were deliberate and 

there was no evidence that he was acting under duress. Nevertheless, the panel noted 

that, prior to this case, Mr Evans had a previously good history. 

In addition to the references provided for Mr Evans, the panel also benefited from hearing 

live evidence from him, specifically in respect of the circumstances leading up to the 

relevant lesson. 
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Mr Evans explained that, in October 2017, he had been promoted to Acting Second in 

Charge of the Faculty of Science and PE despite only having been qualified as a teacher 

for one year. He stated that he found this position to be rewarding, but stressful with the 

additional responsibilities, which he had to manage with his existing teaching 

commitments.  

On 22 January 2018, Mr Evans explained that his long-term partner [became ill]. 

[REDACTED] and he was allowed to take a week's compassionate leave to look after 

her. During this time off, Mr Evans continued to do work for the School. 

Mr Evans said that he now realised [REDACTED], he had also become withdrawn from 

society and friends in order to look after his family. 

From Mr Evans' recollection, upon his return to School, the first class that he taught was 

that in which he made the comments. Mr Evans stated that he had a close relationship 

with the pupils in this class and, to some extent, the time he spent in the class was a 

substitute for the social interaction he would normally have with his friends. Mr Evans 

accepted that he used humour as a teaching tool but, for this lesson, due to the stresses 

he was under, he had severely misjudged what was appropriate. He had, on this one 

occasion, treated these pupils as if they were his friends. 

Mr Evans fully appreciated that the comments that he used were completely 

inappropriate for a teacher to say to students. He said that he was 'disgusted' with 

himself and was 'distraught' that Pupil A had considered not going to future classes in 

order to avoid hearing similar comments. Mr Evans stated he was dedicated to his pupils 

and would not purposely do anything to adversely impact them in any way. He was also 

disappointed in himself as a person as such comments did not reflect the 'family man' 

that he described himself as. 

Upon reflection, Mr Evans was of the view that, in January 2018, he was suffering from [ill 

health]. [REDACTED]. 

Mr Evans did not expect a set of circumstances similar to those that had occurred in the 

lead up to the incident to happen again. Nevertheless, he did appreciate that teaching 

was an inherently stressful career and had learnt coping mechanisms to deal with stress 

in the future. [REDACTED]. As a result of this process, the need for clear and 

unambiguous boundaries to be maintained was now apparent to Mr Evans.   

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 would be sufficient.   

In the panel's opinion, the comments made by Mr Evans were clearly inappropriate and, 

because of the words used, sexual. However, the conduct complained of was limited to a 

single lesson and was a misjudgement, albeit a significant one, by Mr Evans following a 

lengthy period of pressure being placed on him both in a professional and personal 
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capacity. Whilst Mr Evans may have used humour as a teaching tool, the use of 

inappropriate comments to pupils appeared to be conduct that was out of character for 

him. 

Although Pupil A had been upset by Mr Evans' comments, there was no evidence before 

the panel that any pupils had suffered any harm. With the new coping strategies that Mr 

Evans had learned, the panel considered that any chance of repetition had been 

minimised. It appeared that Mr Evans now had a full and clear understanding as to how 

to appropriately communicate with pupils. 

The panel was impressed by the manner in which Mr Evans gave evidence before it and 

his dedication to teaching was clear, as corroborated within the references provided. It 

appeared to the panel that Mr Evans was at the beginning of his career and still had a 

significant amount that he could contribute to the profession and to teaching pupils. 

Mr Evans' remorse appeared genuine to the panel, which also noted his early admissions 

to all allegations. These provided some further indication as to his insight on his 

behaviour. 

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 

recommending no prohibition order was a proportionate and appropriate response.  

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

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

panel determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order was not appropriate in 

this case.   

The panel considered that the publication of the adverse findings it had made was 

sufficient to send an appropriate message to Mr Evans regarding the standards of 

behaviour that are not acceptable and would also meet 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 sanction.   

In considering this case, I have also given very careful attention to the Advice that the 

Secretary of State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case, the panel has found all of the allegations proven and found that those 

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

the profession into disrepute.  
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The panel has recommended that the findings of unacceptable professional conduct and  

conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute, should be published and that such 

an action is proportionate and in the public interest. 

In particular, the panel has found that Mr Evans 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 treating pupils with dignity, 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, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Evans “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 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 Evans, and the impact that will have 

on him, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

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

children. The panel has observed that Mr Evans behaviour, “ involved his making 

comments of an inappropriate and sexual nature in front of pupils during one lesson.” A 

prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from being present in the future. I 

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

panel sets out as follows, “….remorse appeared genuine to the panel, which also noted 

his early admissions to all allegations. These provided some further indication as to his 

insight on his behaviour.” 

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

confidence in the profession.  The panel observe, “ the conduct displayed would likely 

have a negative impact on Mr Evans' status as a teacher, potentially damaging the 

public's perception of him and the profession.” 
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I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 

all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order 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 Evans himself.  The panel 

refer to a number of positive references including, “ "I do believe that Mr Evans could 

contribute a great deal to the profession." 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Evans from teaching and would also clearly deprive 

the public of his contribution to the profession for the period that it is in force. 

I have also taken into account the comments of the panel that, “the conduct complained 

of was limited to a single lesson and was a misjudgement, albeit a significant one, by Mr 

Evans following a lengthy period of pressure being placed on him both in a professional 

and personal capacity. “   For all of these reasons, I have concluded that a prohibition 

order is not proportionate or in the public interest.  

I consider therefore that the publication of the findings of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is proportionate and in 

the public interest in all the circumstances of this case.  

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 6 March 2019 

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

State. 


