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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Richard Adams 

TRA reference:  18058  

Date of determination: 25 February 2020 

Former employer: Vardean School, Brighton (the “School”) 

Introduction 

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

TRA”) convened on 24 to 25 February 2020 at Cheylesmore House, 5 Quinton Road, 

Coventry, CV1 2WT, to consider the case of Mr Richard Adams. 

The panel members were Mr Paul Hawkins (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mrs Marjorie 

Harris (former teacher panellist) and Mrs Jean Carter (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Prem Thakor of Eversheds Sutherland 

(International) LLP solicitors. 

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

Mr Adams was present but was represented by Mr Russell Holland of No5 Chambers. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.  
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Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 30 

December 2019. 

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

conduct that may bring the profession into, in that: 

1. On 11 July 2018, he failed to maintain professional boundaries with Pupil A in that 

he: 

a. E-mailed Pupil A’s form tutor suggesting that another member of staff 

wanted to meet with Pupil A, in order that he could meet with her; 

b. Commented that he would be ‘sad that you were not able to teach Pupil A 

anymore’ and/or that she was one of the reasons why he considered not 

leaving the School or words to that effect;  

c. Suggested to Pupil A that when he left the School they could contact each 

other via social media, namely Instagram; 

d. Suggested Pupil A meet him again the following Friday to say his ‘final 

goodbyes’ or words to that effect; 

e. Prevented Pupil A leaving the classroom by holding the handle of the door 

and/or suggesting that she ‘give you a hug’ before she left;  

f. Hugged Pupil A. 

2. Prepared one or more emails which contained false and/or misleading information 

including; 

a. The e-mail referred to at 1a above, in which he suggested to Pupil A’s form 

tutor that another member of staff wanted to meet with Pupil A; which was 

untrue; 

b. An e-mail which he drafted but did not send, in which he pretended to be a 

parent. 

3. His actions as set out at 2a and/or 2b above, if proven, lacked integrity and/or 

were dishonest. 

 
Allegations 1 a., 1 d.(d), 2 a., 2 b. and 3 were admitted by Mr Adams. Mr Adams 

accepted that in respect of these admitted allegations, his conduct amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute.  

Mr Adams denied all of the other allegations.  
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Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application from the presenting officer to amend the Notice of 

Proceedings by amending the word ‘teacher’ to the word ‘teach’ in allegation 1b. The 

panel had the power to, in the interests of justice, amend an allegation or the particulars 

of an allegation, at any stage before making its decision about whether the facts of the 

case had been proved.  

Before making an amendment, the panel was required to consider any representations 

by the presenting officer and by the teacher’s representative, and the parties were 

afforded that opportunity. The teacher’s representative consented to the application. 

The panel considered that the amendment proposed (a correction of a typographical 

error) did not change the nature, scope or seriousness of the allegations. There was no 

prospect of the teacher’s case being presented differently had the amendment been 

made at an earlier stage, and therefore no unfairness or prejudice was caused to the 

teacher. The panel therefore decided to amend the allegation as proposed.  

The panel also noted that the wording of allegation 2 referred to conduct ‘including’, 

rather than ‘namely’ or ‘specifically’. The panel accepted that the allegation had been 

sufficiently particularised for the defence to be able to address matters pertaining to the 

stem of the allegation. However, it agreed that it would be beneficial, for the avoidance of 

doubt, to exercise its powers under paragraph 4.56 of the Teacher Misconduct: 

Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession “the Procedures” to amend the word 

‘including’ to the word ‘specifically’, to remove any vagueness or lack of clarity. Both the 

presenting officer and the teacher’s representative consented to the amendment.  

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 15 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 17 to 22 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 24 to 206 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 207 to 220 

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents within the bundle, 

in advance of the hearing.  
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from (Witness A) [Redacted].  

Mr Adams also gave oral evidence.  

Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Mr Adams was employed as a science teacher at the School from 1 September 2012 

until his dismissal in August 2018. On 12 July 2018 the School were informed of 

allegations made against Mr Adams by a pupil (“Pupil A”). The School conducted an 

investigation which resulted in further allegations being made against Mr Adams.  

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

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

reasons: 

1. On 11 July 2018, he failed to maintain professional boundaries with Pupil A 

in that he: 

a. E-mailed Pupil A’s form tutor suggesting that another member of staff 

wanted to meet with Pupil A, in order that he could meet with her; 

Mr Adams admitted allegation 1 a. In relation to allegation 1 a., the Statement of Agreed 

and Disputed Facts recorded the following: 

“7. Mr Adams accepts that on 11 July 2018, he e-mailed Pupil A’s form tutor 

advising that another teacher, Individual A, wanted to meet her; when in fact 

Mr Adams intended to meet her.  

8. Mr Adams will say that he considered it a more obvious reason for Pupil A to 

have to leave form period to speak to Individual A rather than himself. 

Individual A did not request that Mr Adams send a message on his behalf nor 

did he wish to speak to Pupil A. 

9. Mr Adams acknowledges that he should not have sent this e-mail suggesting 

another teacher wanted to meet Pupil A, when that was not the case.” 
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This admission was supported by written evidence presented to the panel, namely a copy 

of the emails in question. Mr Adams also confirmed that this allegation was admitted in 

his oral evidence.  

Allegation 1 a. was therefore found proven.  

d. Suggested Pupil A meet him again the following Friday to say his 

‘final goodbyes’ or words to that effect; 

Mr Adams admitted allegation 1 d. In relation to allegation 1 d., the Statement of Agreed 

and Disputed Facts recorded the following: 

“17. Mr Adams acknowledges that he suggested to Pupil A that she meet him 

again the following Friday to say ‘final goodbyes’ or words to that effect”. 

This admission was supported by oral evidence that Mr Adams gave to the panel. Mr 

Adams accepted that during his meeting with Pupil A, he informed her that she could say 

‘goodbye’ by coming to the teachers’ science office the following Friday (which, for the 

avoidance of doubt, would have been used by other teachers at the time). Mr Adams 

stated that he had said the same thing to pupils in all of his other classes.   

Allegation 1 d. was therefore found proven.  

2. Prepared one or more emails which contained false and/or misleading 

information specifically: 

a. The e-mail referred to at 1a above, in which he suggested to Pupil A’s 

form tutor that another member of staff wanted to meet with Pupil A; 

which was untrue; 

Mr Adams admitted allegation 2 a. In relation to allegation 2 a., the Statement of Agreed 

and Disputed Facts recorded the following: 

“25. Mr Adams acknowledges that he sent an e-mail to Pupil A suggesting that 

another member of staff wanted to meet with Pupil A. Mr Adams admits that 

this was untrue and contained false and/or misleading information as in fact it 

was Mr Adams who wanted to meet with Pupil A” 

Mr Adams’ admission was supported by evidence presented to the panel, namely a copy 

of the email sent to one of Pupil A’s form tutors. For the avoidance of doubt, the panel 

noted that the first reference to ‘Pupil A’ at paragraph 25 of the Statement of Agreed and 

Disputed Facts, should have been a reference to ‘Pupil A’s form tutor’. This was 

consistent with the documentary evidence presented to the panel and Mr Adams’ oral 

evidence in which he admitted to sending this email.  

Allegation 2 a. was therefore found proven.  
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b. An e-mail which he drafted but did not send, in which he pretended to 

be a parent. 

Mr Adams admitted allegation 2 b. In relation to allegation 2 b., the Statement of Agreed 

and Disputed Facts recorded the following: 

“27. Mr Adams acknowledges that on 15 June 2018, he drafted an e-mail 

purporting to be a pupil’s parent raising a concern about another member of 

staff. 

28. Whilst Mr Adams did not send the draft e-mail he acknowledges that his 

intention was initially to do so, following overhearing a conversation between 

pupils. 

29. Mr Adams acknowledges that the information contained within this information 

was false and/or misleading.” 

This admission was supported by oral evidence that Mr Adams gave to the panel. The 

panel was also provided with a copy of the draft email.  

Allegation 2 b. was therefore found proven.  

3. His actions as set out at 2a and/or 2b above, if proven, lacked integrity 

and/or were dishonest. 

Mr Adams admitted allegation 3. In relation to allegation 3, the Statement of Agreed and 

Disputed Facts recorded the following: 

“31. Mr Adams acknowledges that his conduct as set out in allegation 2a and 2b 

lacked integrity and/or was dishonest as per the standards of an ordinary 

intelligent citizen. This is in light of the fact that the e-mails at allegation 2a and 

2b knowingly contained false and/or misleading information. His intention in 

respect of allegation 2a was in order to meet with Pupil A himself, without 

other members of staff being aware”. 

The panel received legal advice on the terms ‘dishonesty’ and ‘integrity’ and took this into 

account when reaching its decision on allegation 3. The panel considered that both 

subjectively and objectively Mr Adams’ conduct in relation to allegations 2 a. and 2 b. 

was dishonest. The panel noted that it was quite clear that Mr Adams made a conscious 

and active decision to lie and that his actions could not be attributed to mistake or 

carelessness.  

The panel also found Mr Adams’ conduct to have been lacking in integrity. The panel 

considered that Mr Adams’ actions undermined the ethical standards of the profession.  

Allegation 3 was therefore found proven.  
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The panel found allegations 1 b., 1 c., 1 e. and 1 f. against Mr Adams not proved, for the 

reasons specified below.  

When considering allegation 1 the panel acknowledged that the events described came 

to light after a handwritten note was provided to the School by Pupil A’s mother on 12 

July 2018. In his oral evidence, Witness A confirmed that Pupil A was not interviewed at 

the time as the School’s investigation took a different “slant”, in that it focussed more on 

deceit relating to the emails referred to at allegation 2. In cross-examination Witness A 

indicated that there was no need to establish what had actually happened in the meeting 

between Mr Adams and Pupil A, because he was primarily concerned with the 

dishonesty exhibited by Mr Adams in relation to the emails. Witness A accepted that the 

School had not gone back to establish what had actually happened by interviewing Pupil 

A. The panel felt that this significantly curtailed the extent to which it could rely on Pupil 

A’s written evidence, as her evidence had not been tested.  

Whilst the panel acknowledged that Witness A had provided a witness statement, it 

recognised that it had not had the opportunity to cross-examine or test her evidence, as 

she was not in attendance at the hearing.  

The panel wish to make clear that it fully understood the reasons why Pupil A was not in 

attendance at the hearing. The panel was presented with two directly conflicting accounts 

of the events on 11 July 2018. Mr Adams provided live oral evidence which was 

extensively tested by the panel, whereas Pupil A’s absence meant that the panel was 

unable to rely on her evidence to the same degree as the evidence presented by Mr 

Adams. This meant that the TRA was unable to prove its case. 

The panel took these factors into consideration when reaching its conclusions in respect 

of allegations 1 b., 1 c., 1 e. and 1 f. 

1. On 11 July 2018, he failed to maintain professional boundaries with Pupil A 

in that he: 

b. Commented that he would be ‘sad that you were not able to teach 

Pupil A anymore’ and/or that she was one of the reasons why he 

considered not leaving the School or words to that effect;  

In written evidence Pupil A stated “Mr Adams told me that when he was looking for new 

jobs he was thinking of reasons why he shouldn’t leave and said ‘you were at the top of 

the reasons why I shouldn’t leave’”.  

Mr Adams denied this. In both oral and written evidence, Mr Adams explained that he 

had been waiting for the right position to become available at a school closer to where his 

wife worked, as this was where Mr Adams and his wife envisaged they would move to 

raise their family. He stated that he “had accepted a position three months before the 
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allegation” and that Pupil A, or indeed any pupil, would not have played a role in his 

decision making.  

Mr Adams added that at the time of the meeting he had not taught Pupil A for around 4  

to 6 months and that it was very unlikely that he would have taught her again in the 

future. Therefore, it was further argued that Pupil A would not have been a factor in Mr 

Adams’ decision making process.  

On the basis of the evidence presented, the panel was not satisfied that allegation 1 b. 

had been proven. 

c. Suggested to Pupil A that when he left the School they could contact 

each other via social media, namely Instagram; 

In the witness statement, Pupil A stated Mr Adams “continued to say that when he leaves 

we will be able to add each other on Instagram and message on there”.  

Mr Adams expressly denied this, stating that he had never communicated with Pupil A on 

social media and that Pupil A did not have any of his personal details on social media or 

otherwise. In oral evidence Mr Adams stated that he kept his social media private and 

that he would not have given his account details to any pupil.    

The panel was presented with documentary evidence from the School’s investigation 

meeting in July 2018. The notes of this meeting indicated that during the meeting Mr 

Adams stated that it was Pupil A who initiated this discussion by asking “Sir, would I be 

able to contact you”. The notes indicated that Mr Adams ‘laughed off’ this suggestion and 

stated that Pupil A could not contact him. In oral evidence Mr Adams confirmed this 

version of events, adding that whilst he may not have physically ‘laughed’ at Pupil A’s 

suggestion, he did dismiss it as something that would not happen.  

On the basis of the evidence presented, the panel was not satisfied that allegation 1 c. 

had been proven. 

e. Prevented Pupil A leaving the classroom by holding the handle of the 

door and/or suggesting that she ‘give you a hug’ before she left;  

f. Hugged Pupil A. 

Mr Adams denied allegations 1 e. and 1 f. 

The panel was presented with conflicting written evidence in respect of both allegations. 

In his witness statement Mr Adams stated “I deny that I either asked her, or gave her, a 

hug. I am well aware that such behaviour would be a breach of professional boundaries 

and I would never consider such an action”. In contrast, Pupil A, in the witness statement, 

stated “As I went to leave, Mr Adams marched over to the door and held the door handle 

so I couldn’t open the door. He said ‘give me a hug’. I didn’t want to hug Mr Adams but I 
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did because I felt that I couldn’t say no in that situation and felt scared about what may 

happen next”. 

In oral evidence Mr Adams reaffirmed his position, stating that he did not undertake the 

actions that he was accused of, as such actions would be wrong and not something that 

he would do. In particular, Mr Adams denied ever hugging or attempting to hug Pupil A. 

Mr Adams stated that he was taken aback at the time and was surprised that Pupil A had 

made such allegations.  

To assist the panel, Mr Adams drew a diagram of the classroom and provided a detailed 

account of his interactions with Pupil A on 11 July 2018. He stated that during the 

meeting with Pupil A he was positioned behind his desk, whereas Pupil A was sat at one 

of the desks on the front row. Mr Adams described the approximate distance to the 

panel. Mr Adams explained that Pupil A got up to leave the classroom via the door (as 

she had to attend a lesson) and as she did so, Mr Adams began walking in the same 

direction, a short distance behind her. Mr Adams stated that Pupil A then left the 

classroom, but as the door was closing (once Pupil A had left) he put his hand on the 

door to check whether any members of his class were lined up outside the classroom, 

which they were not. The door then closed and Mr Adams proceeded to collect some 

books from an area of the classroom near to the door.  

Mr Adams explained that there were glass windows on two different walls of the 

classroom, albeit that he acknowledged that part of one of these walls (near to the door) 

was brick. In any event, Mr Adams was clear that people could see into the classroom if 

they so wished. Mr Adams did, however, accept that at the time of the meeting, very few 

pupils or staff would have been in the corridors to witness the meeting taking place. 

The panel carefully considered the evidence before it, but on the basis of the evidence 

presented, the panel was not satisfied that allegations 1 e. or 1 f. had been proven. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute  

Having found a number of the allegations proved, the panel went on to consider whether 

the facts of those proved 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 acknowledged that in relation to the allegations admitted by Mr Adams in the 

Statement of Agreed and Disputed Facts (allegations 1 a., 1 d., 2 a., 2 b. and 3, Mr 

Adams accepted that his conduct amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  
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The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Adams, in relation to the facts found 

proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by 

reference to Part 2, Mr Adams 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, and maintain high standards in 

their own attendance and punctuality. 

• 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 Adams amounted to misconduct of a 

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

The panel also considered whether Mr Adams’ conduct displayed behaviours associated 

with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice. 

The Advice indicates that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a 

panel is likely to conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel found that none of these offences was relevant. 

Nevertheless, the panel was satisfied that Mr Adams was guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

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 also took account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

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

in the way that they behave. 

The findings of misconduct were serious, and the conduct displayed would be likely to 

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

public perception. 

The panel therefore found that Mr Adams’ actions constituted conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 
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Having found the facts of particulars 1 a., 1 d., 2 a., 2 b. and 3 proved, the panel further 

found that Mr Adams’ 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/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 only one of these to be relevant in this case, namely: the 

interest of retaining the teacher in the profession. 

The panel decided that there was a strong public interest consideration in retaining the 

teacher in the profession, since no doubt had been cast upon his abilities as an educator 

and he is able to make a valuable contribution to the profession. 

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 Adams.   

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 

Adams. 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 proved. In the list 

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

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

Teachers’ Standards; 

• dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or it 

has been repeated and/or covered up. 

Even though some of the behaviour found proved 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 appropriate or 

proportionate. 
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The panel identified the following mitigating factors: 

• Mr Adams had not been subject to any previous disciplinary proceedings/warnings 

and had a good service record. In written evidence Mr Adams stated that he 

consistently met his appraisal targets and had a clean enhanced DBS record and 

this was not challenged by the TRA. He stated that he successfully applied for a 

TLR position within the School, which he held for three years before his dismissal.  

• In oral evidence, Witness A accepted that prior to these allegations there were no 

concerns with Mr Adams and that he was of good character.  

• The panel had sight of a reference provided by a [Redacted] at Mr Adams’ current 

employer. The referee confirmed that Mr Adams had been working in the capacity 

of support carer and administrative assistant since September 2018 and that he 

had proven to be a popular and trusted worker with both clients and staff. In 

addition, the referee noted that Mr Adams had worked in a professional manner 

with honesty and integrity.  

• Mr Adams explained that around the time of the allegations he had experienced 

some particularly difficult personal circumstances. He explained that he had been 

supporting his wife, [Redacted]. Within the bundle there was also reference to Mr 

Adams’ best friend passing away, although these points were not discussed 

during the hearing.  

Whilst the panel acknowledged that Mr Adams had not been acting under duress, it was 

clear that he had shown insight and fully acknowledged that such conduct should not be 

repeated again. The panel did not believe that Mr Adams posed a risk to pupils in his 

care. The panel accepted that Mr Adams had made ill-judged mistakes and appreciated 

that he had attempted to do the ‘right thing’, but had gone about it in the wrong manner. 

The panel also noted that Mr Adams had already spent a lengthy period of time out of the 

teaching profession as a result of these allegations.  

The panel considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with no 

recommendation of prohibition and whether the publication of the findings made by the 

panel would be sufficient.   

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

the recommendation of no prohibition order would be both a proportionate and an 

appropriate response.  

The panel noted that Mr Adams had acted dishonestly. However, given that the nature 

and severity of the behaviour were at the less serious end of the spectrum and, having 

considered the mitigating factors that were present, the panel determined that a 

recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case.  

The panel considered that the publication of the adverse findings was sufficient to send 

an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour that are not 



15 

acceptable, and the publication would 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 some of the allegations 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 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 Adams 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, and maintain high standards in 

their own attendance and punctuality. 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel was also, “satisfied that the conduct of Mr Adams amounted to misconduct of 

a serious nature which 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 
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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 Adams, 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 found that he failed to maintain professional boundaries with a 

pupil and was dishonest.  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, “ it was clear that he had shown 

insight and fully acknowledged that such conduct should not be repeated again. The 

panel did not believe that Mr Adams posed a risk to pupils in his care. The panel 

accepted that Mr Adams had made ill-judged mistakes and appreciated that he had 

attempted to do the ‘right thing’, but had gone about it in the wrong manner.”  I have 

therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching my overall 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 it, “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 also took account of the 

uniquely influential role that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must 

be able to view teachers as role models in the way that they behave. 

The findings of misconduct were serious, and the conduct displayed would be likely to 

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

public perception.” 

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 Adams himself. The panel 

say it, “ had sight of a reference provided by a [Redacted] at Mr Adams’ current 

employer. The referee confirmed that Mr Adams had been working in the capacity of 

support carer and administrative assistant since September 2018 and that he had proven 
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to be a popular and trusted worker with both clients and staff. In addition, the referee 

noted that Mr Adams had worked in a professional manner with honesty and integrity.”  

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

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

In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments, “The panel 

noted that Mr Adams had acted dishonestly. However, given that the nature and severity 

of the behaviour were at the less serious end of the spectrum and, having considered the 

mitigating factors that were present, the panel determined that a recommendation for a 

prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case.” 

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

the public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order. 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 28 February 2020 

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

State. 

 

 


