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

Teacher:   Mr Christopher Aitken 

Teacher ref number: 0661057 

Teacher date of birth: 15 April 1982 

TRA reference:  18622 

Date of determination: 30 April 2021 

Former employer: The Together Federation (Cantley, Horning and Freethorpe 
Primary Schools)  

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 29 April 2021 and 30 April 2021 by virtual hearing, to consider the 
case of Mr Christopher Aitken. 

The panel members were Professor Roger Woods (former teacher panellist – in the 
chair), Ms Susanne Staab (teacher panellist) and Mr Richard Barratt (lay panellist). 

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

The presenting officer for the TRA was Sherelle Appleby of Browne Jacobson LLP 
solicitors. 

Mr Aitken was present and was represented by Jonathan Storey, Counsel, instructed by 
Yin-Wai Wong of the National Association of Headteachers. 

The hearing took place by way of a virtual hearing in public with part of the hearing being 
held in private. The hearing was recorded. 
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings, dated 4 March 
2021. 

It was alleged that Mr Aitken was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst the Headteacher of the 
Together Federation: 

1. On or around 14 May 2018, in relation to the Key Stage 2 English Grammar, 
Punctuation and Spelling examination, you amended the answers of the following 
pupils without good reason: 

a. Pupil A 

b. Pupil B 

c. Pupil C 

d. Pupil D 

e. Pupil E 

f. Pupil F 

g. Pupil G 

h. Pupil H 

i. Pupil I 

2. By your actions set out in paragraph 1, you 

a. were dishonest  

b. failed to act with integrity. 

Mr Aitken had admitted the facts of both allegations within a statement of agreed facts 
which he had signed on 12 May 2020. Mr Aitken also admitted within that statement that 
his actions amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute.  

Preliminary applications 
Additional documents 
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The panel considered applications from both the presenting officer and the teacher’s 
representative for the admission of additional documents.  

The teacher’s document was an additional witness statement for Individual B 
[REDACTED]. 

The TRA’s additional documents were an anonymised pupil list and copies of the test 
scripts of pupils F, G, H and I of 14 May 2018 which Mr Aitken is alleged to have altered.  

The documents subject to both applications had not been served in accordance with the 
requirements of paragraph 4.20 of the Procedures, and as such the panel was required 
to decide whether those documents should be admitted under paragraph 4.25 of the 
Teacher Misconduct: Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession 2018 (the 
“Procedures”) at the discretion of the panel.  

The panel heard representations from both the presenting officer and teacher’s 
representative in respect of the applications. The presenting officer and the teacher’s 
representative had no objection to the admission of the documents. 

The panel considered that both the presenting officer’s and the teacher’s additional 
documents were relevant and would assist the panel in determining issues in the hearing. 
Accordingly, the documents were added to the bundle. 

Part of the hearing to be heard in private. 

The panel also considered an application from the teacher’s representative that part of 
the hearing - [REDACTED] - should be heard in private.  

The panel heard submissions from the teacher’s representative and the presenting officer 
on the application before reaching its decision. The presenting officer did not have an 
objection to the application.  

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: Notice of Proceedings and Teacher’s Response to Notice of Referral – 
pages 2 to 10 

• Section 2: Statement of Agreed Facts – pages 12 to 14 
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• Section 3: TRA’s documents – pages 16 to 213 

• Section 4: Teacher’s documents – pages 215 to 375. 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following additional documents to the bundle: 

• Anonymised pupil list – page 376 

• Additional witness statement of Individual B [REDACTED] – pages 316a – 316b.  

• Test scripts of pupils F, G, H, I - pages 377 - 392.  

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents within the bundle, 
in advance of the hearing and the additional documents that the panel decided to admit. 

Witnesses 

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

Mr Aitken gave oral evidence at the hearing. Mr Aitken also called the following 
witnesses to give oral evidence at the hearing: 

• Individual A [REDACTED]. 

• Individual B [REDACTED]. 

• Individual C [REDACTED]. 

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

On or around 17 March 2016, Mr Aitken became the Headteacher of the Cantley and 
Horning Federation which comprised of Horning Primary School (“School 1”) and Cantley 
Primary School (“School 2”). Mr Aitken had worked at School 1 since September 2007.  

On 14 May 2018, pupils at School 1 and School 2 sat the Key Stage 2, English grammar, 
punctuation and spelling paper 2 (spelling) (“the Test”). The completed test scripts were 
collected by the Standards and Testing Agency (“the STA”) on or around 15 May 2018.  

It is alleged that at some point between the test scripts from School 1 and School 2 being 
handed to Mr Aitken and the scripts being provided to the STA, he amended some of the 
test scripts. 
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The Cantley and Horning Federation formally merged with Freethorpe Community 
Primary School (“School 3”) to form the Together Federation (“the Federation”), on or 
around 1 January 2019.  

On or around 14 January 2019, the STA contacted School 1 to outline their concerns 
about maladministration of the Test on 14 May 2018. The Federation commenced an 
investigation into these maladministration concerns, on or around 5 February 2019. 

On or around 11 March 2019, Mr Aitken resigned on notice as the Headteacher of the 
Federation in order to start a new post as a teacher at a new school [REDACTED] from 
September 2019.  

On or around 10 April 2019, the STA informed the Federation that there was also 
evidence of maladministration in respect of the Test which had taken place at School 2 
on 14 May 2018.  

On 23 April 2019, Mr Aitken informed the Federation that he had made alterations to test 
scripts at both School 1 and School 2 on 14 May 2018. Mr Aitken confirmed this in a 
written statement he provided to the Federation on 1 May 2019.  

The Federation held a disciplinary hearing on 23 July 2019 and Mr Aitken was summarily 
dismissed. The Federation made a referral to the TRA on 9 August 2019. 

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

1. On or around 14 May 2018, in relation to the Key Stage 2 English grammar, 
punctuation and spelling examination, you amended the answers of the 
following pupils without good reason: 

a. Pupil A 

b. Pupil B  

c. Pupil C 

d. Pupil D  

e. Pupil E  

f. Pupil F  

g. Pupil G  

h. Pupil H  
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i. Pupil I  

The panel noted that in the signed statement of agreed facts dated 12 May 2020, Mr 
Aitken had admitted this allegation in its entirety. Notwithstanding that admission, the 
panel made its own determination of the facts of this allegation on all of the evidence 
before it, and the oral evidence provided at the hearing.  

The panel found the facts of this allegation proven.  

Mr Aitken’s admissions in the agreed statement of facts were consistent with the oral 
evidence he provided at the hearing. The panel also noted the evidence within the bundle 
that Mr Aitken had accepted he had made changes to the test scripts, in particular the 
written statement he provided to the Federation on or around 1 May 2019.  

The panel heard oral evidence from Mr Aitken that after he had collected the test scripts 
on 14 May 2018, at School 1 and then at School 2, he made alterations to the scripts on 
14 May 2018 before the scripts were collected by the STA on 15 May 2018. The panel 
determined that Mr Aitken had made, as he had admitted, “push throughs” to some of the 
answers of pupils A to I for the Test (i.e. inserting a letter to a pupil’s answer to provide 
the correct spelling).  

Upon considering the documentation and the submissions from the parties, the panel 
considered it was clear that amendments to the answers of pupils A to I had been made. 
The panel was provided with no evidence to suggest, and it was not submitted by Mr 
Aitken, that anyone else had altered the test scripts.  

The panel found that Mr Aitken had no good reason to amend the test scripts on 14 May 
2018 and noted that Mr Aitken accepted this.  

On examination of all the documents before the panel and on consideration of the oral 
evidence, the panel was satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the facts of this 
allegation are proved.  

2. By your actions set out in paragraph 1, you 

a. were dishonest  

b. failed to act with integrity. 

The panel noted that Mr Aitken admitted this allegation in its entirety within the statement 
of agreed facts. 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 that by altering the pupils’ test scripts, Mr Aitken had portrayed all of the 
answers to the test questions as their own, when that was not the case.  
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The panel concluded that Mr Aitken’s conduct had clearly been dishonest by the 
objective standards of ordinary decent people. In reaching this decision, the panel 
considered the case of Ivey v Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd t/a Crockford. 

When considering whether Mr Aitken had failed to act with integrity the panel considered 
the case of Wingate & Anor v The Solicitors Regulation Authority. The panel, having 
considered all the evidence, found that Mr Aitken had failed to act with integrity when he 
amended the test scripts of pupils A to I on 14 May 2018.  

On consideration of all the evidence, the panel found the facts of both limbs of this 
allegation proven.  

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 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 was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Aitken, in relation to the facts found 
proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by 
reference to Part 2, Mr Aitken 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… 

• 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 Aitken in respect of both allegations 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 it is a basic expectation and essential requirement that teachers do 
not alter examination papers of pupils. Further, the panel considered that it was a 
fundamental requirement of the teaching profession that teachers acted both honestly 
and with integrity, especially in terms of pupil assessment where teachers, and 
particularly headteachers, are in a key position of trust and responsibility.  

The panel considered that Mr Aitken’s conduct would have been to his own benefit and 
not to the ultimate benefit of the school and especially not to the benefit of the pupils. In 
addition, the panel considered that if the alterations had not been uncovered by the STA, 
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the consequences, especially for the pupils, could have been serious in that the pupils 
may have been judged on inaccurate prior attainment scores.  

The panel considered that the consequences of Mr Aitken’s actions, once uncovered, 
had been serious, not least for the pupils A to I whose test results for the examination 
were annulled during the course of their next school year.  

The panel considered that in his actions on 14 May 2018, Mr Aitken had fallen well short 
of these basic requirements of the profession. However, the panel noted that Mr Aitken’s 
misconduct was limited in time and scope to his actions on 14 May 2018 in respect of 
one key stage 2 spelling paper for nine pupils, and therefore did not consider Mr Aitken’s 
actions to be at the most serious end of the spectrum.  

In considering whether Mr Aitken’s conduct was conduct which may bring the profession 
into dispute, the panel took into account the way in which the teaching profession is 
viewed by others and 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 panel found that Mr Aitken had not acted as a positive role model in respect of his 
actions on 14 May 2019. Mr Aitken accepted this.  

The panel considered evidence within the bundle of the negative impact that Mr Aitken’s 
actions had had on the reputation of the Federation. The panel was not able to cross-
examine witnesses of the Federation on the extent of the impact Mr Aitken’s actions had 
had but considered, on the balance of probabilities, that it was likely to have had a 
negative impact on the Federation’s reputation, parental confidence and subsequently 
the pupil roll.  

The panel considered that Mr Aitken’s proven actions on 14 May 2018 would be likely to 
bring the teaching profession into dispute, in that public confidence in the profession 
would be damaged by a finding that a headteacher had changed pupils’ test papers 
before they were submitted to the examination authority.  

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

In summary, having found the facts of the allegations proved, the panel found that Mr 
Aitken’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 
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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.  

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 set out in the Advice 
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 Aitken, which involved conduct that was 
both dishonest and lacked integrity, the panel considered that there was a public interest 
consideration in declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. The panel 
considered that the conduct found against Mr Aitken had fallen short of conduct which 
could be reasonably tolerated.  

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be 
weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Aitken was not treated with the 
utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession.  

The panel determined on reviewing all the evidence that there was a strong and 
substantial public interest consideration in retaining Mr Aitken in the profession.  

The panel considered there was substantial evidence that Mr Aitken had made a 
valuable and significant contribution to the profession over the 14 years in which he had 
been a teacher. In particular, the panel noted the strong evidence of the positive impact 
and contribution that Mr Aitken has had as a teacher at the new school [REDACTED] 
which he had worked at since September 2019.  

The panel heard compelling witness evidence from Individual A [REDACTED] and 
Individual B [REDACTED] of the positive and significant contribution Mr Aitken had made 
at his new school. The panel noted the following comments:  

• Individual A. 

o “[Mr Aitken] teaches to a very high standard and brings his passion for learning 
to the classroom. The class is a mix of yr4-6 and [Mr Aitken] manages the 
different needs of all children excellently.” 
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o “[Mr Aitken] has become a figure of respect within the school community and 
has formed close working relationships with colleagues and parents. Children 
in [Mr Aitken’s] class achieve highly and make excellent progress from their 
different starting points.” 

• Individual B. 

o “At a local level Mr Aitken has greatly enhanced the reputation of the 
Federation in which he serves. He is held in the highest esteem by children, 
parents and colleagues. If he were to leave the negative impact would be 
massive.”  

o “The desire of the [REDACTED] would be for our children to continue to benefit 
from the high quality, stable and caring education which Mr Aitken offers. He is 
also a greatly valued colleague and a teacher respected by parents and the 
local community.” 

The panel also noted the witness statements within the bundle of Mr Aitken’s other 
colleagues at his new school of his abilities as a teacher and the positive impact that he 
had and his supportive nature.  

• Individual D [REDACTED] 

o “[Mr Aitken] is one of the most supportive colleagues I have ever had the 
pleasure to work with in my 25 years’ teaching, and I know I can go to him any 
time for advice.” 

o “I have been at [REDACTED] for 11 years and I really feel he is as a great fit 
and huge asset to our teaching team. As a colleague he is a pleasure to work 
with.” 

• Individual E [REDACTED]  

o “I have known and worked with Chris as [REDACTED] at [REDACTED] for 
over a year now. He, from the start, has been honest with me, telling me 
everything. I can tell you without a doubt that [Mr Aitken] is incredibly 
remorseful for his actions, and has expressed it many times to me. He has also 
put in place every measure possible so that this never happens again.” 

o “The children, staff, parents and the community all think very highly of him and 
the success he has brought to [REDACTED] school in such a short time. He is 
a fantastic, caring, kind and incredible teacher who has such a positive rapport 
with everyone, especially the children.”  

The panel considered that there was substantial evidence of Mr Aitken’s positive 
contribution to the teaching profession over the course of his 14 years in the profession.  
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• Individual F [REDACTED] 

 
o “Since I joined Cantley Primary School as [REDACTED] Chris has worked at a 

consistently high standard as both class teacher and a school senior leader.” 

o “Chris is an outstanding teacher; his organisation, understanding of children’s 
learning needs, motivational and inspiring teaching skills and leadership of 
pupil data tracking all support the school’s journey from good to being close to 
achieving an outstanding judgement.”  

 
• Individual G [REDACTED] 

 
o “[Mr Aitken] always thought and cared deeply about the children in his care, 

and invested copious amounts of time and energy into making children the 
best version of themselves.”  

The panel also noted within the bundle the numerous examples of positive feedback 
which Mr Aitken had received from his pupils and parents during the course of his 
teaching career.  

The panel noted that other than the events of 14 May 2018, no doubts had been cast as 
to Mr Aitken’s ability or professionalism. The panel noted that Mr Aitken had not 
previously been subject to any disciplinary sanctions.  

The panel heard compelling evidence from Individuals A and B during the course of the 
hearing of the significant loss to their school if Mr Aitken was no longer allowed to teach. 
In particular, the panel heard evidence of the rapport and positive impact which Mr Aitken 
had had with some of the vulnerable pupils at the school and the potential negative 
consequences of Mr Aitken no longer being able to assist those pupils. The panel noted 
Individual A’s comment, “to lose Mr Aitken would be devastating”. 

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 Aitken.  

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 
Aitken.  

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; 
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• dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or it has 
been repeated and/or covered up; 

The panel considered that Mr Aitken by his actions of altering the test scripts of the pupils 
before the scripts were collected by the STA on 14 May 2018 had seriously departed 
from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards. 
However, the panel considered that Mr Aitken’s proven actions had been limited in time 
and scope to his actions on 14 May 2018. The alterations made occurred on nine pupils’ 
scripts in total for one exam.  

Having considered all the evidence before it during the course of the hearing, including 
all the mitigating factors set out below, the panel considered that the risk of Mr Aitken 
ever repeating his actions of 14 May 2018 were negligible.  

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition 
order might 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. 

The panel considered that Mr Aitken’s actions had been deliberate in that he had been 
aware that he was altering pupils’ scripts before they were due to be submitted to the 
STA. The panel did not consider that Mr Aitken was acting under duress at the time he 
had amended the test scripts on 14 May 2018.  

The panel noted Mr Aitken had been suffering from [REDACTED] at the relevant time 
and considered this was likely to have negatively impacted upon his decision making on 
14 May 2018. However, that being the case, the panel considered that the stresses 
which Mr Aitken had been under on 14 May 2018, could not excuse his actions in altering 
the test papers. Mr Aitken wholly accepted this.  

There was strong and substantial evidence that Mr Aitken’s misconduct on 14 May 2018 
was completely out of character and an aberration. Mr Aitken had a long and good 
history as a teacher. The panel also considered a large number of character references 
that were provided on his behalf. In particular, the panel noted the following statements: 

• Individual H [REDACTED] 

o “I have seen first-hand the level of remorse that [Mr Aitken] feels for his 
decisions and actions in May 2018, but it is clear to me that these actions were 
not then, and are not now, a reflection of his true character.” 

• Individual I [REDACTED] 

o “I have offered to write this statement today for two reasons. Firstly, Chris 
made a mistake, he has taken accountability for it, and has and still is paying 
the consequences of his actions. Secondly, because not many people know 
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better than me what Chris and the other Headteachers of our schools have had 
to deal with, the immense stress they have been put under and how this 
affected their mental health.” 

The panel considered that Mr Aitken displayed deep and genuine remorse in relation to 
his misconduct. It was abundantly clear to the panel from the oral evidence which Mr 
Aitken gave at the hearing and the evidence submitted by others that he was wholly 
remorseful for his actions. The panel noted that Mr Aitken accepts full responsibility for 
his actions and understands the seriousness of his misconduct.  

During the course of the hearing and in the evidence presented in the bundle, Mr Aitken 
displayed a high degree of insight into his misconduct and coherently explained to the 
panel why his conduct had been wrong and that he appreciated the consequences of his 
actions.  

The panel heard evidence from Mr Aitken of the steps he had taken to ensure 
[REDACTED] and no longer put himself under excessive pressure.  

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, 
the recommendation of no prohibition order would be both a proportionate and an 
appropriate response.  

Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour were at the less serious end of the 
possible spectrum and, having considered the significant 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 it had made was 
sufficient to send an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour 
that are unacceptable, 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.  
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In this case, the panel has found all of the allegations proven and found that those 
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute.  

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mr Christopher 
Aitken 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 Aitken 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… 

• 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 Aitken fell significantly short of the standards 
expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are serious as they include a finding of amending pupil 
answers from a Key Stage 2 examination, actions that were dishonest and a failure to act 
with integrity.  

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 Aitken, and the impact that will have 
on him, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 
panel sets out as follows, “The panel considered that Mr Aitken displayed deep and 
genuine remorse in relation to his misconduct. It was abundantly clear to the panel from 
the oral evidence which Mr Aitken gave at the hearing and the evidence submitted by 
others that he was wholly remorseful for his actions. The panel noted that Mr Aitken 
accepts full responsibility for his actions and understands the seriousness of his 
misconduct.” I have therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching my 
decision. 
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I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “Mr Aitken’s proven actions on 14 May 
2018 would be likely to bring the teaching profession into dispute, in that public 
confidence in the profession would be damaged by a finding that a headteacher had 
changed pupils’ test papers before they were submitted to the examination authority.  

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 Aitken himself and the 
panel comment “there was substantial evidence that Mr Aitken had made a valuable and 
significant contribution to the profession over the 14 years in which he had been a 
teacher. In particular, the panel noted the strong evidence of the positive impact and 
contribution that Mr Aitken has had as a teacher at the new school.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Aitken 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 “The panel 
noted Mr Aitken had been suffering from [REDACTED] at the relevant time and 
considered this was likely to have negatively impacted upon his decision making on 14 
May 2018. However, that being the case, the panel considered that the stresses which 
Mr Aitken had been under on 14 May 2018, could not excuse his actions in altering the 
test papers. Mr Aitken wholly accepted this”.  

I have also given consideration to the contribution Mr Aitken has made to the profession 
and the positive references provided and the panel commented “There was strong and 
substantial evidence that Mr Aitken’s misconduct on 14 May 2018 was completely out of 
character and an aberration. Mr Aitken had a long and good history as a teacher. The 
panel also considered a large number of character references that were provided on his 
behalf”. 

For these reasons, I have concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and not 
in the public interest for this case. 
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I agree with the panel that the publication of the adverse findings it has made would be 
sufficient to send an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour 
that were not acceptable, and that the publication would meet the public interest 
requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession. 

 

Decision maker: Sarah Buxcey  

Date: 10 May 2021 

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