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

Teacher:   Mr John Wiseman 

Teacher ref number: 0054912 

Teacher date of birth: 30 November 1973 

TRA reference:  18468  

Date of determination: 19 March 2021 

Former employer: Calderstones School, Liverpool.  

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 18 March 2021 to 19 March 2021 by virtual hearing, to consider 
the case of Mr John Wiseman. 

The panel members were Mr Gamel Byles (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mrs 
Kelly Thomas (lay panellist) and Mr Paul Hawkins (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Robert Kellaway of Birketts LLP solicitors. 

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

Mr Wiseman was present and was represented at the hearing by Mr Jonathan 
Storey of Cornwall Street Barristers. Mr Wiseman’s solicitor, Ms Alicia Pimblett of the 
National Education Union, was also present during the hearing.   

The hearing took place by way of a virtual hearing in public with part of the hearing 
being heard in private. The hearing was recorded. 
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings dated 18 
November 2020. 

It was alleged that Mr Wiseman was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed 
as an ICT/Computing teacher at Calderstones School between 1 September 2001 
and 8 February 2019: 

1. On or around 5 November 2018, he altered and/or amended one or more 
pupils’ coursework which had been chosen for sample by the exam board, in 
respect of R082 Creating Digital Graphics I-Media course.  

2. His conduct as may be found proven at allegation 1 above lacked integrity 
and/or was dishonest.  

Mr Wiseman admitted the facts of both allegations against him. Mr Wiseman also 
admitted that his actions amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

Preliminary applications 
The panel considered an application from Mr Wiseman that part of the hearing 
[redacted] should be heard in private.  

The panel heard submissions from the presenting officer and the teacher’s 
representative on the application before reaching its decision. The panel deliberated 
and then granted the application. The panel considered it was not contrary to the 
public interest for the part of the hearing, which was the subject of the application, to 
be heard in private.     

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 4 

• Section 2: Notice of proceedings, response and statement of agreed facts – 
pages 5 to 14. 
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• Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency Documents – pages 15 to 396. 

• Section 4: Teacher’s Documents – pages 397 to 547.  

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

In advance of the hearing, the panel had also listened to an audio recording of a 
meeting which had taken place on 5 November 2018 between Mr Wiseman and 
Individual A [redacted].  

Witnesses 

The presenting officer did not call any witnesses to give oral evidence at the hearing. 

Mr Wiseman gave evidence at the hearing. Mr Wiseman also called the following 
witnesses as character witnesses:   

• Individual B [redacted]   

• Individual C [redacted]   

• Individual D [redacted]  

• Individual E [redacted]   

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

Mr Wiseman had been employed as a teacher at Calderstones School (“the School”) 
from September 2001 until he resigned on 8 February 2019. 

On 5 November 2018, Individual A asked Mr Wiseman [redacted] to submit the 
coursework of 15 pupils who had been chosen by OCR (the examination board), as 
a moderation sample for the R082 Creating Digital Graphics I-Media course. Mr 
Wiseman redacted told by Individual A to transfer the relevant files for their pupils to 
a folder on the School server by the end of the School day on 7 November 2018, 
after which the School would submit the samples to OCR.  

Mr Wiseman taught 8 out of the 15 pupils chosen for the sample [redacted]  

On 5 November 2018, Mr Wiseman transferred the files of the pupils, which he 
taught on to the School server.  
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On 12 November 2018, concerns were raised at the School about the sample of Mr 
Wiseman’s pupils which had been saved to the server for submission to OCR.  It 
was alleged that on 5 November 2018, in particular between 16:20 and 18:02, Mr 
Wiseman had altered one or more of his pupils’ coursework before transferring the 
files to the School’s server.  

Mr Wiseman was suspended by the School on 12 November 2018 and the School 
commenced a disciplinary investigation.   

On 14 November 2018, the School referred the matter to OCR who undertook their 
own investigation into the allegation that Mr Wiseman had altered his pupils’ 
coursework before it had been due to be sent to OCR for review.    

Mr Wiseman resigned from his role at the School on 8 February 2019.    

On or around 4 April 2019, following the completion of its investigation, OCR’s 
malpractice committee barred Mr Wiseman from all involvement in OCR 
examinations and assessments for 4 years (i.e. until the end of April 2023). OCR 
made a referral to the TRA on 20 June 2019. 

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows. 

1. On or around 5 November 2018, you altered and/or amended one or 
more pupils’ coursework which had been chosen for sample by the 
exam board, in respect of R082 Creating Digital Graphics I-Media 
course. 

The panel noted that in the statement of agreed facts, Mr Wiseman admitted this 
allegation in its entirety. Mr Wiseman also confirmed in his oral evidence at the 
hearing that he admitted the facts of this allegation. Notwithstanding Mr Wiseman’s 
admissions, the panel made its own determination on the facts of this allegation on 
all of the evidence before it, and the oral evidence it had heard at the hearing.  

The panel found the facts of this allegation proven.  

The panel noted Mr Wiseman admitted he had altered 27 out of the 28 files from the 
coursework sample between 16:20 and 18:02 on 5 November 2018 in respect of 8 
pupils he had taught.   

In reaching its decision, the panel took into account that when interviewed during the 
investigation process the majority of Mr Wiseman’s pupils confirmed that the last 
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time they had made alterations to their coursework was before the half term 
break/late October 2018. The panel considered these statements corroborated Mr 
Wiseman’s admission that it had been him who had altered the coursework.    

Upon considering the documentation and the submissions from the parties, the panel 
considered it was clear from a comparison of the original copies of the files saved by 
Individual A, to the files which Mr Wiseman had saved to the server, that extensive 
and significant modifications had been made to the pupils’ coursework which may 
have affected the pupils’ grades. The panel was taken to numerous examples of the 
amendments during the hearing. The panel found that the alterations included the 
following: rephrasing statements, inserting new paragraphs/text and/or deleting text, 
inserting and/or deleting images, making amendments to tables, re-wording and re-
formatting.  

During the hearing, the panel also noted Mr Wiseman accepted he had made 
alterations to the pupils’ coursework which were detailed in the School’s investigation 
report dated January 2019. The panel also noted that Mr Wiseman had again 
admitted he had made alterations the pupils’ coursework in his letter to OCR of 13 
February 2019.   

On consideration of all the evidence, the panel found that Mr Wiseman had made 
significant and extensive amendments to the coursework, which had been due to be 
submitted to OCR for moderation. The panel found the facts of this allegation 
proven.  

2. His conduct as may be found proven at allegation 1 above lacked 
integrity and/or was dishonest.  

The panel noted that in the statement of agreed facts, Mr Wiseman admitted this 
allegation in its entirety. However, the panel again made its own determination on 
the facts of this allegation based on all the evidence before it and the oral evidence it 
had heard.  

The panel found the facts of this allegation proven.  

The panel found that by amending and/or altering the pupils’ coursework Mr 
Wiseman had portrayed the content of all the coursework which he had uploaded to 
the School’s system as the pupils’ own work, when that was not the case.  

Mr Wiseman admitted that some of the amendments which he had made would have 
made a difference to the mark, and in some instances the grade, which the pupil 
would have received for the coursework. Mr Wiseman explained to the panel he had 
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amended the coursework as he was concerned the marks he had previously 
awarded for the coursework may have been overly generous.  

The panel noted that Mr Wiseman had had a meeting with Individual A on 5 
November 2018 about another issue but had not raised any issue with the 
coursework to be submitted to OCR during the course of that meeting.   

The panel noted that during his investigatory meeting with the School on 7 
December 2018, Mr Wiseman had initially denied he had made amendments to the 
pupils’ coursework on 5 November 2018. It was only at the end of that meeting that 
Mr Wiseman admitted he had altered some of the coursework. The panel noted that 
Mr Wiseman now accepted he should have admitted he had made changes to the 
coursework at the start of that meeting and he stated he now regretted he had not 
done so.   

The panel also noted that, on or around the time he altered the coursework, he also 
signed the OCR authentication form to confirm that the pupils’ work had been carried 
out under the required conditions set by OCR, which was not the case.  

The panel concluded that Mr Wiseman’s conduct had clearly been dishonest by the 
objective standards of ordinary decent people. In addition, the panel found that Mr 
Wiseman had acted without integrity.  

The panel did consider the wider evidence presented of Mr Wiseman’s general good 
character. However, this evidence of general good character did not dissuade the 
panel that Mr Wiseman had acted dishonestly and without integrity when he had 
amended 8 of the pupils’ coursework on 5 November 2018 before it was due to be 
submitted to OCR.   

The panel considered that the actions of Mr Wiseman in respect of allegation 1 had 
been both dishonest and had lacked integrity. 

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

The panel went on to consider whether the facts of the 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”. 
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The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Wiseman, in relation to the facts 
found proved, involved a breach of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered 
that, by reference to Part 2, Mr Wiseman was in breach of the following standard:  

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

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Wiseman in respect of both allegation 
1 and 2 amounted to misconduct of a serious nature which fell significantly short of 
the standards expected of the teaching profession.  

The panel considered that it was a basic expectation and essential requirement that 
teachers would not alter pupils’ coursework before it is submitted to an exam board. 
Further, the panel also considered that it was a basic and essential requirement that 
teachers acted both honestly and with integrity, especially in terms of pupil 
assessment where teachers were placed in a significant position of trust. 

Mr Wiseman was a teacher with over 17 years’ experience and he would have been 
aware, as he had now admitted, that his actions had been wholly unprofessional and 
wrong. The panel agreed with Mr Wiseman that what he had done on 5 November 
2018 was effectively a form of cheating which was extremely serious.  

The panel also considered whether Mr Wiseman’s conduct displayed behaviours 
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice.  The 
panel found that the offence of serious dishonesty was potentially relevant. 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 considered that Mr Wiseman’s actions amounted to dishonesty of a 
serious nature. He had made extensive and significant changes to the coursework of 
pupils he had taught immediately before that coursework was due to be sent to the 
exam board. The panel considered that the consequences of Mr Wiseman’s conduct, 
if it had not been uncovered by his colleagues, could have been very serious for the 
School but especially for the pupils whose coursework had been amended. The 
amendments suggested that the pupils had reached a higher standard of attainment 
than they actually had. The panel considered that the primary consequence of Mr 
Wiseman’s actions would have been to his own benefit and not to the long-term 
benefit of the School and especially not to the benefit of the pupils.   

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.  
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The panel considered it clear that the public would not expect or tolerate a teacher 
dishonestly amending the coursework for pupils before it was submitted to an exam 
board to pass the amended work off as the pupils own work.  

The panel considered that it would be likely that public trust in the teaching 
profession would be weakened if members of the public were aware of the proven 
facts. The panel considered that schools, teachers and pupils who had kept to the 
examination rules would themselves feel cheated by such actions and this would 
undermine confidence in the credibility of the examination system.     

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 panel found that Mr Wiseman had not acted as a role 
model in respect of the proven allegations. The panel considered that if pupils were 
aware of Mr Wiseman’s actions, this would set a bad example to pupils as it could 
suggest to those pupils that it is acceptable to cheat.    

The panel found that the Mr Wiseman’s actions constituted conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. 

In reaching its decision on unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 
bring the profession into disrepute the panel considered the mitigating circumstances 
put forward by Mr Wiseman including: the evidence of the [redacted] he had been 
suffering with at the material time, the circumstances of the School environment and 
the issues he was finding with the courses he was teaching and support he felt he 
lacked. However, those submissions did not dissuade the panel that Mr Wiseman’s 
actions in respect of allegations 1 and 2 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.  
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The panel noted that 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 and, having 
done so, 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 the light of the panel’s findings against Mr Wiseman, which involved conduct that 
was both dishonest and lacked integrity, the panel considered there was a strong 
public interest consideration in declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 
The panel considered that the conduct found against Mr Wiseman fell well short of 
conduct which could be reasonably tolerated.  

The panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 
weakened if conduct such as that which had been found against Mr Wiseman was 
not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the 
profession.   

The panel also considered that there was a public interest consideration in retaining 
Mr Wiseman in the profession. The panel was provided with evidence that Mr 
Wiseman had made a valuable contribution to the profession over the 17 years in 
which he had been a teacher.  

Whilst Mr Wiseman admitted that he had struggled to fully understand the various 
components of the I-media modules which he had been asked to teach shortly 
before the misconduct had taken place in November 2018, no doubts had been 
expressed as to Mr Wiseman’s ability as a teacher. The panel was provided with 
evidence that Mr Wiseman had been a successful ICT teacher. The panel also heard 
that Mr Wiseman had experience in teaching business studies and citizenship.   

The panel considered that there was evidence that Mr Wiseman was good at 
interacting with pupils he taught. The panel considered that the character statement 
of Individual F [redacted]  provided a good account of the evidence the panel had 
heard on this point during the course of the hearing and found within the bundle: 

• “John’s interaction with his pupils was always positive and his focus was to
give them the confidence and help them achieve to the best of their ability. His
strength was being able to calmly manage poor behaviour from the more
challenging pupils and form good relationships with pupils of all ages, Year 7
to Year 11 GCSE pupils.”
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• “He created a nurturing and caring environment in his classroom at all times.”

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 Wiseman.   

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 Wiseman.  

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

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

• dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences

The panel considered that Mr Wiseman by his actions of altering the coursework of 
his pupils on 5 November 2018 before it was due to be submitted to the exam board, 
had seriously departed from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 
Teachers’ Standards.  

The panel considered that if the School had not discovered that Mr Wiseman had 
made the alterations to the coursework his misconduct could have had serious 
consequences on the education of the pupils whose coursework had been amended. 
Moreover, the panel considered that Mr Wiseman’s misconduct could have had 
serious consequences and had only not done so because the School had discovered 
the misconduct.  

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. The panel took into account that mitigating factors may indicate that a 
prohibition order would not be appropriate or proportionate. 

The panel considered that Mr Wiseman’s actions had been deliberate in that he had 
been aware that he was altering the coursework before it was due to be submitted to 
OCR.  

The panel did not consider that Mr Wiseman was acting under duress. The panel did 
note that Mr Wiseman had been [redacted]at the relevant time. [redacted] 
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There was strong evidence that Mr Wiseman’s conduct was completely out of 
character and an aberration. Mr Wiseman did have a long and good history as a 
teacher. The panel also considered a number of character references that were 
provided on his behalf. In particular, the panel noted the following statements: 

• Individual E [redacted]

o “I can genuinely say that in all my years at school and in fact outside
my professional role I have met few people as genuine and caring as
John Wiseman.”

• Individual G [redacted

o “I find John to be a reliable, honest teacher. Having joined [redacted]
school as an NQT, John was a friendly colleague who always puts the
interests of others before his. In my time working with him, John was a
very well liked, valued member of staff and somebody I knew I could
rely on.”

• Individual D [redacted

o “I have always found John Wiseman to be professional and honest. He
was always friendly and approachable by students, parents/carers and
colleagues. John Wiseman was always willing to offer support and
share his expertise with everyone he came into contact with. I feel that
John Wiseman still has a lot to offer to the teaching profession.”

Recommendation 

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.   

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent 
citizen, it would not be a proportionate and appropriate response to recommend no 
prohibition order. The panel did consider whether a recommendation that the 
publication of adverse findings would be sufficient. However, the panel determined 
that doing so would unacceptably compromise the strong public interest 
considerations of maintaining public confidence in the profession and declaring and 
upholding proper standards of conduct which the panel found to be present in this 
case. The panel decided that those public interest considerations outweighed the 
public interest of retaining Mr Wiseman in the profession.  
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The panel was of the view that prohibition was both proportionate and appropriate. 
Accordingly, the panel made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that a 
prohibition order should be imposed with immediate effect.  

The panel went on to consider whether or not it would be appropriate for it to decide 
to recommend a review period of the prohibition order. The panel was mindful that 
the Advice states that a prohibition order applies for life, but there may be 
circumstances, in any given case, that may make it appropriate to allow a teacher to 
apply to have the prohibition order reviewed after a specified period of time that may 
not be less than 2 years.   

The panel noted Mr Wiseman accepts full responsibility for his actions and 
understands the seriousness of his misconduct. Mr Wiseman clearly communicated 
to the panel his remorse for his actions and the panel found his remorse to be both 
genuine and sincere.   

The panel considered that Mr Wiseman had demonstrated insight into his conduct, 
both in terms of acknowledging its severity and potential consequences. The panel 
noted that Mr Wiseman had taken steps including counselling and steps to change 
his mind-set in terms of asking for support when he needed it in the future. Mr 
Wiseman also acknowledged that at the material time he had been overstretched in 
terms of his commitments outside of the classroom. 

The panel decided that the findings indicated a situation in which a review period 
would be appropriate and, as such, decided that it would be proportionate, in all the 
circumstances, for the prohibition order to be recommended with provisions for a 2 
year review period. 

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 both sanction and review period.   

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/or conduct that may 
bring the profession into disrepute.  

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mr Wiseman 
should be the subject of a prohibition order, with a review period of  2years.  
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In particular, the panel has found that Mr Wiseman is in breach of the following 
standards:  

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

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Wiseman fell significantly short of the 
standards expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are particularly serious as they include a finding of 
altering pupils’ coursework chosen for sample by the exam board, conduct that 
lacked integrity and/or was dishonest.  

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 
Wiseman, 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, “The panel considered that if pupils were aware of 
Mr Wiseman’s actions, this would set a bad example to pupils as it could suggest to 
those pupils that it is acceptable to cheat”.  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 noted Mr Wiseman accepts full responsibility for his actions and 
understands the seriousness of his misconduct. Mr Wiseman clearly communicated 
to the panel his remorse for his actions and the panel found his remorse to be both 
genuine and sincere”.   

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain 
public confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “The panel considered that it 
would be likely that public trust in the teaching profession would be weakened if 
members of the public were aware of the proven facts. The panel considered that 
schools, teachers and pupils who had kept to the examination rules would 



16 

themselves feel cheated by such actions and this would undermine confidence in the 
credibility of the examination system”.     

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 Wiseman himself. 
Although he is no longer working at the School the panel comment “There was 
strong evidence that Mr Wiseman’s conduct was completely out of character and an 
aberration. Mr Wiseman did have a long and good history as a teacher. The panel 
also considered a number of character references that were provided on his behalf.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Wiseman 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. 

In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning 
the dishonesty found. The panel has said, ”The panel considered that Mr Wiseman’s 
actions amounted to dishonesty of a serious nature. He had made extensive and 
significant changes to the coursework of pupils he had taught immediately before 
that coursework was due to be sent to the exam board”.  

I have given less weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution 
that Mr Wiseman has made to the profession. In my view, it is 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, does not in my view satisfy the 
public interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

For these reasons, I have concluded that a prohibition order is proportionate and in 
the public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order. 

I have gone on to consider the matter of a review period. In this case, the panel has 
recommended a 2 year review period.  
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I have considered the panel’s comments “The panel considered that Mr Wiseman 
had demonstrated insight into his conduct, both in terms of acknowledging its 
severity and potential consequences. The panel noted that Mr Wiseman had taken 
steps including counselling and steps to change his mind-set in terms of asking for 
support when he needed it in the future. Mr Wiseman also acknowledged that at the 
material time he had been overstretched in terms of his commitments outside of the 
classroom”.  

I have considered whether a 2 year review period reflects the seriousness of the 
findings and is a proportionate period to achieve the aim of maintaining public 
confidence in the profession and in this case I have decided it does.  

I consider therefore that a 2 year review period is required to satisfy the maintenance 
of public confidence in the profession.  

This means that Mr John Wiseman is prohibited from teaching indefinitely and 
cannot teach in any school, sixth form college, relevant youth accommodation 
or children’s home in England. He may apply for the prohibition order to be set 
aside, but not until 29 March 2023, 2 years from the date of this order at the earliest. 
This is not an automatic right to have the prohibition order removed. If he does apply, 
a panel will meet to consider whether the prohibition order should be set aside. 
Without a successful application, Mr Wiseman remains prohibited from teaching 
indefinitely. 

This order takes effect from the date on which it is served on the teacher. 

Mr Wiseman has a right of appeal to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court 
within 28 days from the date he is given notice of this order. 

Decision maker: Sarah Buxcey 

Date: 22 March 2021 

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