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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Miss Jessica Mary Grant 

NCTL case reference: 12662 

Date of determination: 22 July 2015 

Former employer: School A, London  

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 21 and 22 July 2015 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Miss Jessica Mary 

Grant. 

The panel members were Mr Martin Pilkington (lay panellist in the chair), Mrs Kulvinder 

Sandal (teacher panellist) and Ms Nicolé Jackson (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Paddy Roche of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Peter Lownds of Counsel. 

Miss Jessica Grant was present and was represented by Mr Andrew Faux of Counsel.  

The hearing took place in public with some parts being heard in private and was 

recorded. 

B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 5 May 

2015. 

It was alleged that Miss Jessica Grant was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct / 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst employed at School A: 

1. In relation to Pupil A she: 

(a) Removed Pupil A from lessons in order to film private one to one videos of 

him talking about adult matters; 

 (b) Sent and/or showed private videos of Pupil A to another adult or adults; 

 (c) Shared a book with Pupil A which contained personal photos of herself; 
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 (d) Instructed Pupil A to massage her shoulders; 

 (e) Allowed Pupil A to lie with his head on her lap; 

(f) Became overly attached to Pupil A to the extent that he became anxious 

about leaving her. 

2. Filmed pupils changing for PE; 

3. Sent and/or showed a film of pupils changing for PE to another adult or adults; 

4. Allowed pupils to play with her hair; 

5. In doing 1 – 4 above she failed to maintain professional boundaries with pupils. 

The teacher admitted the following particulars: 1a, b, c and e, 2, 3, 4 and 5. She denied 

particulars 1d and 1f. 

She accepted that her admitted conduct constituted unacceptable professional conduct. 

In the course of the hearing the presenting officer indicated, in view of the admissions 

made by Miss Grant, that he did not wish to proceed with particulars 1d and 1f. The panel 

directed in accordance with its powers under paragraph 4.56 of “the Disciplinary 

Procedures” that particulars 1d and 1f should therefore be deleted from the allegation. 

C. Preliminary applications 

There had been a case management hearing on 22 June where the panel had directed 

that some parts of the evidence should be given in private session. The panel also 

directed, with the consent of both parties, that the videos should be viewed in private 

session. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 1 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 4 to 11 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 12 to 54 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 55 to 180 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 181 to 250 
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The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

In addition and with the consent of both parties the panel included in the case papers a 

copy of the case management hearing report dated 22 June 2015 which was added to 

the NCTL documents and numbered 180a to 180e. 

On the application of Counsel for the teacher, which was not opposed by the presenting 

officer, the panel also agreed to admit the following additional documents which were 

added to the teacher’s documents: 

Statement of Individual A – pages 251 to 252   

Statement of Individual B – pages 253 to 254.  

The identity of these 2 witnesses was made known to the panel. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witness called by the presenting officer: 

The headteacher. 

And the following witness called by the teacher: 

Jessica Mary Grant – the teacher.  

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing.  

The case concerns an allegation of unacceptable professional conduct/conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute arising from Miss Grant’s conduct as a teacher at 

School A particularly in relation to Pupil A, a member of her class, who at the time was 

aged 6 years. The allegation follows complaints made by Pupil A’s parents about her 

behaviour towards their son which included the making of short video recordings of Pupil 

A in the course of the school day. 

A total of 4 short videos were made by the teacher and are relied upon by the National 

College in this case as follows: 
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1. “Peace” – a video of Pupil A describing his understanding of “Peace” following a 

discussion in the class about World Peace Day and, thus, made as a part of the 

“Thinking School”  initiative. 

2. “Love” – similarly a video of Pupil A made as part of the “Thinking School” initiative 

following the watching of a short newsround clip about the fighting in Syria. In this 

video Miss Grant asks the pupil a number of questions prompting him to reflect on 

her own personal circumstances. 

3. “The Book” – this video was made with Pupil A after he, with other pupils, had 

seen a book created by an aspiring boyfriend of Miss Grant. The book was 

innocent in content but personal in nature. It was intended solely for Miss Grant. It 

contained a number of photographs of her, pictures of landscapes and poetic 

language. Miss Grant made a very short video of Pupil A addressing the author of 

the book directly and describing how much Pupil A liked the pictures in the book 

and how happy it made him. This was not part of the school’s curriculum. 

4. The PE video – Miss Grant made a video recording of the children in her class 

changing for PE and dancing to music. It is not suggested that any of the children 

were naked but many were in their underwear. The recording shows a woman – 

said to be a teaching assistant – briefly walking across the room. 

None of the videos lasted more than 4 minutes. Other members of staff at the school 

were also making videos of pupils as evidence for the “Thinking School” initiative. 

These videos were then shared with a third party (the aspiring boyfriend) and 3 of them 

with the teacher’s mother – being sent to them by email. 

Finally she is said to have allowed Pupil A to lie with his head in her lap in class and to 

have permitted pupils to play with her hair.  

Miss Grant admits doing these things and says that her motivation was entirely innocent 

although she now understands that it was inappropriate. It is suggested by Miss Grant 

that videoing pupils on personal mobile phones; having informal physical contact with 

pupils; and allowing pupils to play with teachers’ hair, was commonplace in the school 

and known by all members of staff to occur such that, at the time of these events, it was 

regarded as acceptable. The teacher says in retrospect that her behaviour was 

misguided and naive.   

It is not alleged by the National College that her conduct was sexually motivated but the 

National College do submit that there was a serious breach of professional boundaries in 

this case which Pupil A’s mother claims had a significant and upsetting impact on his 

emotional stability. 
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Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you proven, for these 

reasons: 

1. In relation to Pupil A you: 

(a) Removed Pupil A from lessons in order to film private one to one videos of him 

talking about adult matters; 

(b) Sent and/or shared private videos of Pupil A to another adult or adults; 

(c) Shared a book with Pupil A which contained personal photos of yourself; 

(e) Allowed Pupil A to lie with his head on your lap; 

2. Filmed pupils changing for PE; 

3. Sent and/or showed a film of pupils changing for PE to another adult or adults; 

4. Allowed pupils to play with your hair; 

5. In doing 1 – 4 above you failed to maintain professional boundaries with pupils. 

Our reasons are that these particulars are admitted by you and your admissions are 

consistent with the witness statements and other documents contained in the case 

papers. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute 

Having found the particulars of the allegation set out above to have been proven, the 

panel has gone on to consider whether the facts of those proven particulars amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers which we refer to as “the Advice”. 

Miss Grant has accepted that there was both a failure to maintain professional 

boundaries towards pupils, especially Pupil A, and that this is a case of unacceptable 

professional conduct. In our judgement she is right to do so. We take the view that her 

actions in videoing Pupil A, while serious on their own, are substantially aggravated by 

her delivery by email of those videos to both her mother and to a third party. In her 
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evidence to the hearing Miss Grant variously described her conduct in relation to the 

videos as inexcusable, wrong, naive, misguided and ill judged.  

We are satisfied that there was a fundamental breach of the personal and professional 

elements of the Teachers’ Standards and particularly the important requirement to treat 

pupils with dignity, build relationships rooted in mutual respect and at all times observe 

proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s professional position. The evidence in this 

case demonstrates that Miss Grant lost sight of those critical duties and as a 

consequence abused her position of trust towards Pupil A. We note that in the written 

account made by Pupil A’s mother, after Miss Grant left the school during the 

investigation into her conduct,  Pupil A “lost confidence, he was confused and 

withdrawn”. She goes on to say it was “alarming and upsetting”. In her evidence to the 

hearing Miss Grant said that she accepted that her actions could have exacerbated any 

anxieties Pupil A had. 

We recognise that the National College’s case is put only on the basis that there was a 

failure to observe professional boundaries both in relation to the making of the videos 

and, especially, the sharing of them with others outside the school community. However 

there is no suggestion or evidence of any malice or sexual motivation. Nonetheless we 

judge that Miss Grant’s conduct in making inappropriate videos (“Love”, “The Book”, “The 

PE Video”)  and sharing all the videos with persons outside the school community is 

misconduct of a serious nature falling significantly short of the standards of behaviour 

expected of a member of the profession and, thus, unacceptable professional conduct. 

The presenting officer told us that if we should find unacceptable professional conduct 

made out he would not seek a formal determination on the issue of whether Miss Grant’s 

actions also constitute conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. However, in 

the interests of clarity we do, in fact, judge that the teacher’s delivery, by email, of videos 

made with a young pupil to others who had no connection or involvement with the school 

community does damage the collective reputation of the profession. By disclosing the 

videos in that manner she put them into the public domain. 

Finally, in judging whether this is a case of unacceptable professional conduct, the panel 

has focussed on the making and subsequent treatment of the videos in this case since 

we regard these as the core particulars in the allegation. In relation to particulars 1e and 

4, which are also admitted, we do not feel that, taken in isolation, in the context of the 

ethos and culture of the school,  these particulars constitute unacceptable professional 

conduct. The presenting officer indicated that these behaviours were rather less serious 

than the others and we agree with him. They do not contribute to our finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct. 
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Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

A prohibition order aims to protect pupils and maintain public confidence in the 

profession. Prohibition orders are made in the public interest and we recognise the 

importance of considering whether Miss Grant’s conduct is incompatible with being a 

teacher. In doing so the Advice requires that we should look at a number of factors which 

may suggest that she should be prohibited. 

We judge that there has been a serious departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards and the preparation of the “Love”, “Book” 

and “ PE” videos represents an abuse of Miss Grant’s position of trust towards Pupil A, 

as does the delivery of all 4 videos to others not involved with the school. Therefore there 

are clearly indicators which suggest that we should consider recommending that a 

prohibition order should be imposed. However, we are also required to weigh the public 

interest considerations against those of the teacher and to consider whether a prohibition 

order is an appropriate and proportionate measure. 

As already made clear in our finding of unacceptable professional conduct, our principal 

anxiety in assessment of this case relates to the forwarding of the videos to others. By so 

doing Miss Grant surrendered control of the material to her mother and a friend such that 

the videos could not be recovered without the co-operation of the recipients – in our view 

that is the most serious consequence of her behaviour. 

Although this has become an admitted case, we have had the advantage of hearing 

evidence from the headteacher and also from Miss Grant herself. We found Miss Grant to 

be an entirely credible witness. We felt she did her best to tell us the truth and throughout 

much of her evidence she was visibly upset. We felt her expressions of regret, remorse 

and insight into her conduct were genuine. 

The headteacher did not impress as a witness and we felt that she did not always give us 

a full and reliable picture of the school. Some elements of her account to the panel 

changed under cross-examination especially in relation to the policies in place relating to 

safeguarding, confidentiality and acceptable use of personal devices including personal 

phones. 

After hearing the evidence of the live witnesses, viewing all of the videos and 

consideration of the case papers we judged that the following matters should properly be 

taken into account in mitigation: 

- prior to the events covered by this case Miss Grant has a previous good history  

- she now understands the impact of her actions on Pupil A and shows real insight 

into the gravity of her conduct 
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- she is genuinely sorry for her inappropriate behaviour – in this regard we were 

impressed with the unprompted apology she made directly to Pupil A’s parents, 

who were in the hearing room, at an early stage in her evidence 

- at the time of these events she was under significant pressure at the school. 

Despite being a newly qualified and inexperienced teacher, she had been asked to 

take on and had accepted very substantial additional teaching and administrative 

responsibilities  

- she had shown the headteacher the “Peace” video on her personal phone (before 

any of the other videos were made) and the headteacher made no adverse 

comment about the appropriateness or otherwise of recording a 6-year-old pupil in 

this way, as accepted by the headteacher in her evidence 

- it was routine in School A at this time for other members of staff to make video 

recordings of young pupils in furtherance of collecting evidence as part of the 

“Thinking School” initiative and such conduct was promoted as legitimate 

- School A (a private school) was unusual, particularly in relation to the relaxed 

relationship that was tolerated, if not encouraged, between staff, parents and 

pupils, where limited physical contact between staff and pupils was commonplace  

and for example, the headteacher accepted in evidence that she would greet 

pupils, hug them and address them as “darling”  

- at the time of these events we are not satisfied that staff were made aware of any 

policies in place, or that training was provided, which reinforced the need for staff 

to observe appropriate professional boundaries towards pupils  

- after the complaints made by the parents of Pupil A, relevant school policies were 

reviewed and training arranged which may have assisted Miss Grant to recognise 

the inappropriate nature of the videos identified above and the risks inherent in 

releasing the videos into the public domain 

- the number and nature of the written testimonials in the teacher section of the 

case papers provided by both parents and other members of staff at the school 

which speak of Miss Grant’s positive qualities as a teacher  

- the fact that this case is put on a limited basis of failing to observe professional 

boundaries and not on the basis of any more malicious motive. 

We have taken all the above matters into consideration in assessing the nature and 

seriousness of Miss Grant’s behaviour. We noted, importantly, that, whilst these 

considerations were advanced by her, and on her behalf by Counsel, Miss Grant has 

candidly accepted that they do not excuse what she did. She could not offer an 

acceptable explanation for her failure to abide by training that, we believe, she must have 

received in 2 earlier teaching placements in the state sector. She has accepted her 
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failure to implement any training she had previously received or to use common sense. 

However, we are satisfied that she is truly remorseful, has learnt a very hard lesson, has 

reflected on her behaviour and there is no appreciable risk of her repeating this sort of 

irresponsible conduct in the future. The above sets out our summary of the unanimous 

view of the panel. 

Applying all the above considerations to our recommendation, it is the majority view of 

the panel that, exceptionally, this is a case where it would be neither appropriate nor 

proportionate to impose a prohibition order and that the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct is sufficient to satisfy our duty to the public and to mark our 

disapproval of Miss Grant’s conduct.  

The view of the dissenting panel member is that the delivery of the videos to persons 

outside the school community is conduct of sufficient seriousness that a prohibition order 

should be imposed to maintain public confidence in the profession and to uphold proper 

standards of conduct. For the avoidance of doubt, it is not the dissenting member’s view 

that a prohibition order is required for the protection of pupils or other members of the 

public.  

In view of all the matters set out above, the dissenting member considers that if the 

Secretary of State determines that a prohibition order should be imposed then it would be 

proportionate for Miss Grant to be allowed to make a set aside application, if she so 

wishes, after a period of 2 years has elapsed.  

However the majority view of the panel is that a prohibition order should not be imposed 

as it is neither appropriate nor proportionate.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel 

in this case. The panel has found a range of allegations proven for the most part relating 

to the filming of pupils and the sharing of that filming. The panel consider that the proven 

facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Miss Grant has admitted the majority of the allegations and indeed those not admitted 

were withdrawn. She also accepts that her behaviour amounts to unacceptable 

professional conduct.  

The panel found Miss Grant to be an entirely credible witness. It felt she did her best to 

tell the truth despite being visibly upset through much of her evidence. The panel felt her 

expressions of regret, remorse and insight into her conduct were genuine. 

The panel is clear that Miss Grant failed to maintain proper professional boundaries. The 

sharing of the filming with her mother and friend, thus losing control of the videos has 



12 

been highlighted by the panel as the most serious consequence of Miss Grant’s 

behaviour. 

The panel has set out very clearly a wide range of mitigations and are very clear that 

Miss Grant’s behaviour was in no way sexually motivated. Importantly, Miss Grant has 

candidly accepted that they do not excuse what she did. 

In considering whether prohibition would be an appropriate and proportionate sanction 

the panel has been mindful that the purpose of the sanction is not to be punitive albeit it 

may have a punitive affect. Miss Grant has accepted her failure to implement any training 

she had previously received or to use common sense. However the panel is satisfied that 

she is truly remorseful and has learnt a very hard lesson. Miss Grant has reflected on her 

behaviour and the panel is satisfied that there is no appreciable risk of her repeating this 

sort of irresponsible conduct in the future.  

In the circumstances I agree with the panel recommendation that a finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct is of itself proportionate and appropriate in this case. 

 

Decision maker: Paul Heathcote  

Date: 24 July 2015 

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

State. 


