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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 
behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Stephen Lindridge 

TRA reference:    18160 

Date of determination: 29 November 2019  

Former employer: Anthony Gell School, Derbyshire  

A. Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened from 27 to 29 November 2019 at Cheylesmore House, 5 Quinton Road, 
Coventry, CV1 2WT, to consider the case of Mr Stephen Lindridge (“Mr Lindridge”) 

The panel members were Mr Melvyn Kershaw (former teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr 
Martin Pilkington (lay panellist) and Ms Alison Walsh (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Ms Kara O’Neill of Eversheds Sutherland 
(International) LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Mr Luke Deal of Browne Jacobson LLP solicitors. 

The teacher was present and was represented by Mr Colin Henderson of The Reflective 
Practice.  

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 20 
September 2019. 

It was alleged that Mr Lindridge was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as a teacher 
at Anthony Gell School (the “School”) between 2016 and 2018: 

1. He engaged in and/or developed an inappropriate relationship with Pupil A, a 
vulnerable pupil, between 2016 and 2018 including by; 

a. giving her two greeting cards 

b. swapping mobile numbers with her in June 2018; 

c. requesting and/or allowing her to set up Snapchat on your phone; 

d. discussing her sexual history with her; 

e. commenting that Pupil A had "massive tits" or words to that effect with 
reference to an image of her on your mobile phone; 

f. engaging in inappropriate physical contact with her on more than one 
occasion including by; 

i. hugging her 
ii. kissing her cheek  
iii. kissing her head 
iv. kissing her neck 
v. tapping and/or touching her bottom 
vi. allowing her to squeeze I rub your knee 

 
g. communicating with her using Snapchat and/or text messages using words 

to the effect of; 

i. “love you loads and loads xx xx xx" 
ii. “you had a very big impact on me" 
iii. “why did I get so distracted when you were sat in front of me in a short 

skirt having just taken your tights off!" 
iv. "you need to change your perfume. Men clearly can't help themselves 

around you" 
v. “maybe I only miss your magic fingers" 
vi. “morning beautiful" 
vii. “Mmmwwaa x" 
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2. Instructed Pupil A to delete messages from him 

3. His behaviour as may be found proven at Allegation 1 above was conduct of a 
sexual nature and/or was sexually motivated. 

4. His conduct as may be found proven at Allegation 1 was contrary to the School's 
Acceptable use of IT and Communication Policy and/or Code of Conduct. 

5. His conduct at Allegation 2 was dishonest and/or lacked integrity in that he was 
seeking to conceal his conduct towards Pupil A. 

Mr Lindridge admitted to the allegations in part, as set out in the Statement of Agreed 
Facts. 

C. Preliminary applications 
The presenting officer applied to admit 3 documents. Those documents were not served 
in accordance with the requirements of paragraph 4.20 of the Teacher Misconduct: 
Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession (“the Procedures”). As such the 
panel was required to decide whether those documents should be admitted under 
paragraph 4.25 of the Procedures, at the discretion of the panel. The panel took into 
account the submissions from the presenting officer and no objections were raised by the 
teacher’s representative to the admission of the said documents.  

Under paragraph 4.18 of the Procedures, the panel may admit any evidence, where it is 
fair to do so, which may reasonably be considered to be relevant to the case.   

The panel was satisfied that the documents were relevant to the case. The first document 
was a clearer copy of a document that was already contained in the bundle. The second 
document contained a number of the teacher’s performance reviews which the panel 
considered to be relevant to the case as they related to the teacher’s performance at the 
School. The third document contained an email exchange between the teacher’s 
representative and one of the teacher’s witnesses, which confirmed their knowledge as to 
the allegations at the time of making the statement.  

By reason of the above, the panel decided to admit each of the documents, and these 
were paginated as appropriate.  

During the proceedings the presenting officer also applied to submit two further 
documents. The panel noted that these documents were put forward whilst a witness 
gave evidence when it came to light that some of the policy documents contained in the 
bundle were not relevant to the period of the alleged allegations. The panel took into 
account the Procedures and the representations from the teacher’s representative and 
no objections were raised. 
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The panel was satisfied that the documents were relevant as they were school policy 
documents which were in force at the relevant time. By reason of the above, the panel 
decided to admit the documents and they were paginated and placed in the bundle. 

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 4 to 16 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 18 to 46 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 48 to 172 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 174 to 247  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

Performance reviews – pages 248 to 254 

Email correspondence regarding witness statement – page 255 

Code of Conduct October 2016 – pages 256 to 265  

Acceptable Use of IT Policy– pages 266 to 285 

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

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A, [redacted] from the School, called by the 
presenting officer.  

The panel also heard oral evidence from the teacher and Witness B, [redacted], both 
called by the teacher’s representative.  

E. Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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



7 

Mr Lindridge was employed as a science teacher at Anthony Gell School (“the School”) 
from 1 September 2012 to 23 November 2018. Following a disclosure made by a pupil 
(“Pupil A”) to Mr Lindridge concerning a serious safeguarding issue, Mr Lindridge 
reported his concerns to Witness A. Mr Lindridge informed Witness A that the disclosure 
had been made to him through a social media platform. As a result of this, and 
information from the National Citizen Service (“NCS”) which was gathered when Pupil A 
was on a residential course, the School sought to investigate his relationship with Pupil 
A,[redacted]. Later the School opened a formal investigation into Mr Lindridge’s conduct, 
in which it was alleged that in the summer term of 2018, Mr Lindridge engaged in 
inappropriate social and physical contact with Pupil A, [redacted]. The matter was also 
referred to LADO. Following the result of a disciplinary hearing, Mr Lindridge was 
dismissed from the School. 

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

1. He engaged in and/or developed an inappropriate relationship with Pupil A, a 
vulnerable pupil, between 2016 and 2018 including by; 

a. giving her two greeting cards 

The panel noted at the outset that the teacher admitted to this allegation and it was not in 
dispute that the teacher had given Pupil A two greetings cards. 

The panel reviewed the witness statement of Mr Lindridge in which he stated ‘I gave all 
my year 11 tutees a birthday card on their 16th birthdays. My tutees and some classes 
also gave me a birthday card on my birthday’. He went on to explain that he gave Pupil A 
a further card as a ‘congratulations… after she did so well at her interview for an 
apprenticeship to do after leaving the school’.  

Mr Lindridge stated that ‘it was my way of developing a positive atmosphere in the 
classroom and better focus and interest from the pupils’. The panel went on to assess 
photocopied evidence of the cards sent to Pupil A. The panel took the view that it was 
common practice within some schools for teachers to exchange cards with pupils in the 
manner displayed by the teacher. Therefore, the panel concluded that it was not 
inappropriate behaviour. 

The panel found allegation 1.a not proven.  

b. swapping mobile numbers with her in June 2018; 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted this allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.  
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The panel reviewed the witness statement of the teacher in which he said that ‘I readily 
accept that swapping mobile number with Pupil A was inappropriate. I only intended to 
use the phone to keep in contact with Pupil A to find out if she did get the apprenticeship.’ 
Further, in oral evidence, the teacher put forward that he thought it was acceptable, at 
the time, to exchange numbers with Pupil A as he believed her to be an ex-pupil.  

The panel reviewed the witness statement of Witness A in which she stated that she 
informed Mr Lindridge that ‘he should not be having contact with students or ex-students 
over social media and to delete Pupil A’s phone number’. The panel was of the view that 
it was not appropriate to exchange numbers with pupils or ex-pupils and would be 
against common teaching practice, and indeed the School policies. The panel noted that 
if Mr Lindridge had wished to keep in contact with Pupil A, then it would have been more 
appropriate to give the School telephone number or the teacher’s School email address.  

The panel found allegation 1.b proven.  

c. requesting and/or allowing her to set up Snapchat on his phone; 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted this allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.  

The panel reviewed the witness statement of Mr Lindridge in which he said that ‘I did not 
request Pupil A to set up Snapchat, but I acknowledge that I allowed her to do so, 
following her suggestion’. The panel also heard, in oral evidence, that Pupil A referred to 
him as a, ‘dinosaur’ when they were exchanging numbers and therefore set up Snapchat 
on his mobile phone. 

The panel was of the view that it would not be appropriate to exchange social media 
platforms with a pupil or ex-pupil, and that it would be in contravention with the School 
policies. 

The panel found allegation 1.c proven.  

d. discussing her sexual history with her; 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted this allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.  

The panel heard oral evidence from Mr Lindridge that Pupil A ‘disclosed’ information to 
him regarding her sexual history. The panel took a view that this was a safeguarding 
disclosure and not a “discussion” about her sexual history. Further, in the witness 
statement of the teacher, he put forward that ‘Pupil A, along with others, felt comfortable 
in discussing personal issues with me’. The panel also heard oral evidence from Witness 
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A that the School itself had a ‘strong pastoral’ element and that it was her view that pupils 
including Pupil A felt they could confide in adults in the School.  

The panel also heard evidence from both the teacher and Witness A about Pupil A’s 
behaviour and that it was Pupil A’s nature to readily disclose personal information.  

The panel noted that the teacher was consistent in both written and oral evidence about 
his recollection of events. The panel, having assessed all the evidence before it, 
concluded that there was not sufficient evidence to prove that there was more than a 
‘disclosure’ on Pupil A’s part to the teacher. Therefore, the teacher’s behaviour was not 
deemed to be inappropriate.  

The panel found allegation 1.d not proven.  

e. commenting that Pupil A had "massive tits" or words to that effect 
with reference to an image of her on his mobile phone; 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted this allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.  

The teacher put forward in oral evidence that the context of this conversation was that 
whilst in the classroom, Pupil A had unknowingly taken his phone to take a photograph of 
herself and then Pupil A had asked him to check his phone to look at the photograph. He 
explained in written evidence that ‘the picture was taken from stomach height angled 
upwards, so the lower half of the picture was much bigger than the top half…I laughed 
and said it wasn’t her best look. She asked what I meant and I said “your head is tiny, 
your breasts look enormous and I can see up your nostrils”’.  

Whilst the panel could not be certain whether the words used were those contained 
specifically in the allegation, it was satisfied that words to that effect had been said to 
Pupil A. The panel was of the view that it was not appropriate for a teacher to comment 
on a pupil’s physical appearance in the way described by Mr Lindridge.  

The panel found allegation 1.e proven.  

f. engaging in inappropriate physical contact with her on more than one 
occasion including by; 

i. hugging her 

ii. kissing her cheek  

iii. kissing her head 

iv. kissing her neck 
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In regard to allegation 1.f (parts i. to iv.), the panel noted that the teacher admitted these 
allegations and made admissions of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

The panel heard oral evidence from the teacher that he regularly hugged pupils. He 
explained in his written statement that his hugging ‘…was observed by other staff and no 
comment was ever made’.  

Mr Lindridge further went on to explain that ‘I would tell [Pupil A] how proud I was of her 
as I was impressed with the positive turn around in her attitude and focus, and I gave her 
a peck on the cheek and hug, simultaneously’. He also stated ‘these were not individual 
kisses, but part of a hug and a kiss on the cheek at the same time…Sometimes when I 
was sitting down when Pupil A gave me a hug; on these instances the peck hit her neck 
or head’.  

The panel was of the view that this was inappropriate physical contact with Pupil A. 
Indeed, Mr Lindridge recognised that his behaviour was not appropriate and that he had 
‘crossed boundaries’ in treating pupils such as Pupil A as a ‘friend’. 

The panel found allegation 1f (parts i. to iv.) proven.  

v. tapping and/or touching her bottom 

 
It was noted by the panel that the teacher denied this allegation. In the Statement of 
Agreed Facts the teacher put forward that ‘he used rolled up papers to tap/touch Pupil 
A’s bottom but denies using the hand’.   
 
The panel heard oral evidence from Mr Lindridge that he did not initially recall the 
incident. He later stated that he had touched Pupil A’s bottom but did not and would not 
have used his hand. He put forward in his written evidence, which he confirmed in oral 
testimony, that ‘I hurried her out the door by tapping her on the bottom with the rolled up 
papers… telling her to “get out of here cheeky”’.  
 
The panel reviewed written evidence from a note taken by Witness A, during an interview 
with Pupil A, in which the word ‘smacked’ was used. In oral evidence, Witness A was 
unable to confirm to the panel whether Pupil A meant smacked with a hand.  
 
The panel was of the view that there was ambiguity as to the method of contact with 
Pupil A. The panel accepted the teacher’s version of events that he tapped her with rolled 
up papers on her bottom. The panel was of the view that this was inappropriate physical 
contact.  
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The panel found Allegation 1.f (part v) proven.  
 

vi. allowing her to squeeze / rub his knee 

 
The panel noted that the teacher admitted the allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.   
 
The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A in which she stated that when she asked 
Pupil A about this incident, Pupil A demonstrated kissing her fingers and then touching 
them against Mr Lindridge’s knee in order to make him feel better. The panel had regard 
to the fact that this was hearsay evidence and therefore gave it appropriate weight.  
 
Mr Lindridge in his oral evidence described Pupil A as a ‘tactile’ person. He explained in 
written evidence that ‘she was sat by my side and simply touched my knee momentarily’. 
Having assessed the evidence before it, the panel was of the view that the physical 
contact was a spontaneous act by Pupil A and found no evidence to support that Mr 
Lindridge “allowed” this, nor that a “squeeze/rub” took place. 
 
The panel found allegation 1 (part vi) not proven.  

 
g. communicating with her using Snapchat and/or text messages using 

words to the effect of; 

i. “love you loads and loads xx xx xx" 

ii. “you had a very big impact on me" 

iii. “why did I get so distracted when you were sat in front of me in a 
short skirt having just taken your tights off!" 

iv. "you need to change your perfume. Men clearly can't help 
themselves around you" 

v. “maybe I only miss your magic fingers" 

vi. “morning beautiful" 

vii. “Mmmwwaa x" 

In regard to allegation 1.g (parts i to vii), the panel noted that the teacher admitted the 
allegations and made an admission of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute.  
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The panel reviewed the text messages and assessed their content. It was satisfied that it 
was inappropriate to communicate with Pupil A in the ways described. Further, in Mr 
Lindridge’s written evidence he stated ‘I truly regret the style of my written 
communications to Pupil A… I started to use the language pupils used when talking to 
each other. Some of the pupils also used it with me’.  

It was noted that Mr Lindridge, in oral testimony, explained in detail the context behind 
the messages. He explained that the comment made about “magic fingers” which 
potentially carries sexual connotations, was in fact a joke between himself and Pupil A 
that on one occasion his, ‘knees stopped hurting’ after she briefly touched his knee. The 
panel carefully considered the evidence, and accepted his explanation.  

The panel listened to oral evidence from Mrs Lindridge. She explained that Mr Lindridge 
is ‘always adding kisses to texts’ and said, ‘Mmmwaa’ was part of his normal messaging 
behaviour with everyone. This corroborated Mr Lindridge’s account of events.  

The panel found Mr Lindridge’s explanation of the context behind the messages to be 
credible. It was consistent in both his oral and written evidence. Nevertheless, the panel 
was of the view that it is not appropriate for a teacher to message pupils. Furthermore, it 
is not appropriate for a teacher to use the language in the proven allegations. Mr 
Lindridge accepted this and stated, ‘I did not mean anything untoward by sending this 
text and I appreciate this was not appropriate’.  

The panel found allegation 1.g proven in its entirety 

2. Instructed Pupil A to delete messages from you 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted this allegation but explained that ‘his conduct 
was the result of him misunderstanding a management instruction to cease contact with 
Pupil A’.   

The panel reviewed the evidence of Witness A. In her witness statement she said that 
she had informed Mr Lindridge that ‘he should not be having contact with students or ex-
students over social media and to delete Pupil A’s phone number’. She went on to say ‘I 
did not tell Mr Lindridge to delete the text messages between him and Pupil A’.  

In her oral evidence, Witness A accepted that she did not tell Mr Lindridge to keep the 
text messages. In his oral evidence, Mr Lindridge explained that he was absolutely clear 
in his own mind that he had to delete from his phone and from Pupil A’s phone ‘any 
information’ related to their text and Snapchat exchanges. As a result, Mr Lindridge 
contacted Pupil A and asked her to delete his contact details and all messages between 
them from her phone.  

Therefore, the panel found allegation 2 proven.  
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3. Your behaviour as may be found proven at Allegation 1 above was conduct 
of a sexual nature and/or was sexually motivated. 

The panel had regard to the legal advice received and formed its own view. It noted at 
the outset that it would be reasonable to assume that some of the allegations of 
misconduct that had been found proven against Mr Lindridge, could be seen as sexual in 
nature.  

The panel noted that the teacher denied the allegation and vehemently denied any 
sexual motivation to his actions. He consistently repeated his denial throughout the 
proceedings. 

The panel was at pains to scrutinise the evidence before it. It closely questioned Mr 
Lindridge due to the seriousness of the allegation, and in the light of his admissions as to 
an inappropriate relationship and making physical contact with Pupil A.  

The panel considered both the oral and written evidence of the teacher in which he 
admitted that ‘some of my actions were inappropriate and they could result in a 
questioning of my motives. However, I maintain that there was no sexual motivation or 
intent. I was very proud of Pupil A, given the progress she had made’. The panel noted 
that having reflected on some of his behaviour, he recognised that his actions could be 
interpreted as, ‘flirtatious’. However, he was consistent in his evidence that his actions 
were ‘always given in praise or support’.  

The panel heard from Mr Lindridge that he can be ‘over-enthusiastic’. This was confirmed 
by Witness B and who said he was, ‘extrovert’ and ‘craves attention’. The panel heard 
evidence that he had an ‘unguarded commitment’ to pupils, and this was accepted.  

The panel carefully assessed the teacher’s motivation in relation to his misconduct as 
found proven at allegation 1. Mr Lindridge was able to provide plausible explanations 
which gave context to his words and/or actions. The teacher was convincing. He was 
able to explain, in detail, the context of his conduct by reference to the particulars of the 
allegations. He gave clear evidence as to his state of mind at the time. The panel found 
this compelling and accepted his account.  

The panel noted that when questioned as to the possibility of his actions being 
considered sexual, he looked disgusted. At one point he stated that he ‘saw every pupil 
as someone else’s child’. Witness B stated ‘there was nothing in his demeanour then- or 
subsequently- which gave me cause for concern about the possibility of his having a 
romantic or sexual intent to Pupil A or any other young person’. The panel found Witness 
B to be credible and candid in her assessment of Mr Lindridge. It placed appropriate 
weight on her testimony.  
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On the balance of probabilities, and having subjected all the evidence to the most careful 
scrutiny and interrogation, the panel found that Mr Lindridge’s conduct was not of a 
sexual nature and was not sexually motivated.  

The panel found allegation 3 not proven.  

4. Your conduct as may be found proven at Allegation 1 was contrary to the 
School's Acceptable use of IT and Communication Policy and/or Code of 
Conduct 

The panel noted that the teacher admitted the allegation and made an admission of 
unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 
disrepute.  

The panel noted that it was not provided with up to date School policies in the bundle, nor 
did the presenting officer take the panel to the relevant provisions.  During the 
proceedings, at the request of the panel, the relevant policies were provided.  

The panel had regard to the School’s disciplinary outcome letter which listed the areas of 
the policies which Mr Lindridge breached. The letter clearly set out those parts of the staff 
Code of Conduct and the Acceptable Use of IT policy that he had breached due to his 
misconduct. Mr Lindridge admitted during a disciplinary meeting with the School that ‘the 
guidance is very clear’. He further accepted in written evidence that he ‘signed to say I 
had read the documents, but I had clearly not read them in sufficient detail’. 

The panel found allegation 4 proven.  

5. Your conduct at Allegation 2 was dishonest and/or lacked integrity in that 
you were seeking to conceal your conduct towards Pupil A. 

The teacher denied the allegation. He explained in the Statement of Agreed facts that his 
conduct was the result of ‘a misunderstanding of a management instruction to cease 
contact with Pupil A’.  

The panel firstly turned its mind to the actual state of Mr Lindridges’s knowledge or belief 
as to the facts.  As described under allegation 2 proven above, the panel accepts Mr 
Lindridge’s account that his actions were the result of a ‘misunderstanding’ at the time he 
spoke to Witness A.  

He explained in oral evidence that he did not have any intent to ‘conceal’ any messages. 
He stated that at the time he felt he that he had not done anything wrong. Therefore, 
there was nothing for him to conceal. 

The panel found Mr Lindridges’s evidence to be consistent and convincing. He was able 
to recall in detail what he thought the instructions were and why he deleted the 
messages. The panel was of the view that ‘ordinary and decent people’ might reasonably 



15 

accept Mr Lindridge’s account. This was that at the time, he had been asked to instruct 
Pupil A to delete his number and the messages from her phone.  

Therefore, the panel concluded that it was more likely than not that Mr Lindridge’s actions 
were not deliberate. They did not demonstrate a lack of adherence to the ethical 
standards of the teaching profession. 

The panel found allegation 5 not proven.  

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

Having found allegations 1.b, 1.c, 1.e, 1.f (parts i to v), 1g, 2 and 4 proven, 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. 

In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition 
of Teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of the teacher, in relation to the facts found 
proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that by 
reference to Part Two, the teacher 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; 

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with 
statutory provisions; 

• Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 
practices of the school in which they teach. 

• Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Lindridge in relation to allegations found 
proven amounted to misconduct which fell short of the standards expected of the 
profession.  

The panel also considered whether Mr Lindridge’s conduct displayed behaviours 
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice, but the panel 
found that none of these offences were relevant.  
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The panel was satisfied that Mr Lindridge is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct. 

The panel noted that the text messaging took place outside of the education setting, in 
that this was done outside School and not within School hours.  

The panel took 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 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 panel considered that engaging in an inappropriate relationship with a vulnerable 
pupil by making physical contact, exchanging messages and making personal comments 
about a pupil’s appearance, would have a negative impact on Mr Lindridge’s status as a 
teacher. It would damage the public’s perception of him and therefore bring the 
profession into disrepute.  

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Mr Lindridge is guilty of conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. 

Having found some of the allegations proven on the facts, the panel further found that Mr 
Lindridge’s 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. 

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 had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 
and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely, the 
protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, declaring 
and upholding proper standards of conduct and the public interest of retaining the 
teacher in the profession. 

The panel’s findings against Mr Lindridge involved engaging in an inappropriate 
relationship with a vulnerable pupil as well as making physical contact with her and 
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breaching school policies. There was a strong public interest consideration in respect of 
the protection of pupils, and in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession. 
The conduct found against the teacher was outside that which could reasonably be 
tolerated.  

Notwithstanding the misconduct found proven, the panel was of the view that there was a 
strong public interest consideration in retaining the teacher in the profession. The panel 
considered Mr Lindridge to be a man of good character and a talented teacher who has 
made a valuable contribution to the profession, and in the panel’s view would continue to 
do so.   

In view of 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 Lindridge.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel had regard to the public interest 
considerations, both in favour of and against prohibition, as well as the interests of Mr 
Lindridge. 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, the panel considered the following:  

• departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ 
Standards; and 

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

Even though some of the behaviours found proven in this case indicated that a 
prohibition order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating 
factors. Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be not 
appropriate or proportionate. 

The panel heard persuasive evidence from Witness A that Mr Lindridge was a ‘very hard 
working teacher’, he had ‘good relationships with students’, that he was ‘well liked’, that 
he ‘achieved good results’ and that he was ‘caring’. The panel found no evidence of pre-
planning of the actions involved; they were spontaneous but naive. For example, the 
panel accepted Mr Lindridge’s evidence that he wished to exchange phone numbers with 
the pupil to see how she was getting on after leaving the School, and not for an ulterior 
motive.  

The panel accepted that Mr Lindridge was genuinely remorseful for his behaviour. He 
was candid and showed genuine insight into his actions. The panel believed that he now 
fully understands the impact of those actions. The panel also had regard to the fact that 
from the outset he admitted unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 
bring the profession into disrepute.  
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The teacher had a previously good history and the panel accepted that the misconduct 
found proven demonstrated poor judgement. The panel was mindful that the teacher 
accepted that he had clearly overstepped boundaries but was of the view that this was 
due to his self-proclaimed enthusiasm for his pupils. He admitted that he saw himself as 
their ‘friend’ and he realised this was inappropriate. Moreover, the panel accepted that 
the School had an informal but still professional approach to teacher/pupil relationships 
and Witness A confirmed this. Within that environment, Mr Lindridge had initially thrived, 
but became over-enthusiastic in his interactions and communications with pupils.  

The panel had regard to performance reviews which showed him to be a good teacher. 
He had made a career change specifically into teaching, had six years of experience, and 
an unblemished record. 

It was noted by the panel that Mr Lindridge had cooperated throughout, admitted all the 
allegations before him and was consistent in his evidence. 

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 was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 
recommending no prohibition order is a proportionate and appropriate response. The 
panel accepted Mr Lindridge’s evidence. He said: ‘I realise that I haven’t got the balance 
right between the personal and professional approach and I am deeply sorry that I have 
acted in a way  which is, and has been seen to be inappropriate as a teacher. My 
intentions were, and never have been, to act in a manner that could lead to a negative 
impact on any pupil, fellow member of staff or the excellent reputation and good name of 
the school and of the profession of teaching’. The panel accepted that this demonstrated 
that Mr Lindridge has reflected on his misconduct and demonstrated to the panel that he 
has well-developed and sincere insight as to his shortcomings. The panel was also of the 
view that Mr Lindridge showed genuine remorse for his actions.  

In light of the exceptional mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel has 
determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order is not appropriate.   

The panel considers that the publication of the adverse findings it has made is sufficient 
to send an appropriate message to Mr Lindridge, as to the behaviour that is not 
acceptable. This publication also 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.   
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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 allegations 1.b, 1.c, 1.e, 1.f (parts i to v), 1g, 2 and 4 
proven and found that those proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct 
and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. In this case, the panel has 
found some of the allegations not proven. I have therefore put those matters entirely from 
my mind. 

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mr Lindridge 
should not be the subject of a prohibition order. 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 Lindridge 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; 

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with 
statutory provisions; 

• Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 
practices of the school in which they teach. 

• Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Lindridge 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 
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considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mr Lindridge, 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, “Lindridge involved engaging in an inappropriate 
relationship with a vulnerable pupil as well as making physical contact with her and 
breaching school policies. There was a strong public interest consideration in respect of 
the protection of pupils, and in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession.” 
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, “The panel accepted that Mr Lindridge was genuinely 
remorseful for his behaviour. He was candid and showed genuine insight into his 
actions.” 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 conduct found against the teacher 
was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated.” The panel however also say, 
“Notwithstanding the misconduct found proven, the panel was of the view that there was 
a strong public interest consideration in retaining the teacher in the profession. The panel 
considered Mr Lindridge to be a man of good character and a talented teacher who has 
made a valuable contribution to the profession, and in the panel’s view would continue to 
do so.”   

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 Lindridge himself.   

The panel said it heard, “persuasive evidence from Witness A that Mr Lindridge was a 
‘very hard working teacher’, he had ‘good relationships with students’, that he was ‘well 
liked’, that he ‘achieved good results’ and that he was ‘caring’.” The panel also noted it 
had seen, “performance reviews which showed him to be a good teacher.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Lindridge from teaching. A prohibition order would 
also clearly deprive the public of his contribution to the profession for the period that it is 
in force. 
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In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments that it felt, “In 
light of the exceptional mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel has 
determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order is not appropriate.”  

Furthermore the panel also say it, “found no evidence of pre-planning of the actions 
involved; they were spontaneous but naïve”. 

I have given weight to the fact that the panel accepted Mr Lindridge has reflected on his 
misconduct and had, “demonstrated to the panel that he has well-developed and sincere 
insight as to his shortcomings. The panel was also of the view that Mr Lindridge showed 
genuine remorse for his actions.”  

I have given weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution that Mr 
Lindridge has made to the profession. In my view, it is not necessary to impose a 
prohibition order in order to maintain public confidence in the profession. A published 
decision, in light of the circumstances in this case, backed up by remorse and insight 
shown, does in my view satisfy the public interest requirement concerning public 
confidence in the profession.   

 

Decision maker: Dawn Dandy 

Date: 20 December 2019 

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