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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Janine Clark 

Teacher ref number: 0519985 

Teacher date of birth: 23 April 1972 

NCTL case reference: 12632 

Date of determination: 23 November 2015 

Former employer: St John’s Angell Town CE Primary School, Brixton 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 23 November 2015 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Janine Clark. 

The panel members were Ms Nicolé Jackson (lay panellist – in the chair), Mr Tony 

Woodward (teacher panellist) and Ms Mary Speakman (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Graham Miles of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Gudron Young of counsel 

Mrs Clark was present and was represented by Ms Heather Platt of counsel. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 

B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 29 June 

2015. 

It was alleged that Mrs Clark was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

While employed at St John’s Angell Town CE Primary School, Brixton (“the School”) on 

14 May 2014 she: 

1. In relation to end of Key Stage 2 National Curriculum Tests (“KS2 Tests”) outside 

of test conditions, made changes to a pupil(s) script for Mental Maths; 
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2. Failed to adhere to examination guidelines surrounding the administration of KS2 

Test papers; 

3. Sought to mislead the Standards and Teaching Agency (STA) as to the attainment 

of pupils in their KS2 Tests; 

4. In carrying out 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above, her actions: 

 a. were dishonest 

 b. resulted in the KS2 Tests being annulled consequently impacting negatively 

on pupils and the School. 

Mrs Clark admitted the alleged facts and also admitted that her conduct amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

Ms Platt made an application to introduce an additional document consisting of a 

reference from the acting headteacher of Hollydale Primary School, Nunhead. The panel 

agreed to admit this additional document as page 178. 

The parties also submitted a signed Statement of Agreed Facts, which the panel 

admitted as pages 179 to 185 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology with page number 2 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response with page numbers from 4 to 9 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements with page numbers from 11 to 20 

Section 4: NCTL documents with page numbers from 22 to 119 

Section 5: Teacher documents with page numbers from 121 to 185 

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

hearing with the exception of the Statement of Agreed Facts. 
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Statement of agreed facts 

The panel received a Statement of Agreed Facts, which was also read to the panel by 

the presenting officer.   

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.  

Mrs Janine Clark was a teacher at St John’s Angell Town CE Primary School. Mrs Clark’s 

employment at the school commenced in April 2008. In June 2014, concerns were raised 

about possible maladministration of KS2 Tests when an examiner was marking the 

children’s reading paper and questioned the number of changes that the children had 

made to their answers. This led to the Standards and Teaching Agency (STA) examining 

all of the KS2 Test papers from the school. Having examined all of the papers, the STA 

concluded that there was no maladministration around the reading paper or maths A and 

B papers. However, they had concerns about indentations made on some of the mental 

maths papers and one script from the spelling, punctuation and grammar papers. The 

KS2 Test papers are such that any marks made on one copy might be seen as 

indentations on the paper below. The STA requested that the local authority carry out an 

investigation. 

During the local authority’s investigation, various members of staff were interviewed, 

including Mrs Clark. The STA subsequently informed the headteacher, Individual A, that 

it was the STA’s belief that four mental maths papers had been tampered with. The STA 

concluded that marks had been inserted on the scripts that appeared on the scripts 

below. The headteacher spoke to Mrs Clark and she admitted that she made changes to 

the scripts concerned. Mrs Clark admitted that she had altered some of the mental maths 

scripts at random by adding a decimal point and taking out zeroes to script answers. Mrs 

Clark said that the opportunity to make these changes occurred when she was left in the 

headteacher’s office to collate the scripts. One pupil had been taking his tests at the 

Primary Pupil Referral Unit and the school was waiting for the return of his test paper 

before all the scripts could be placed in a bag and sealed. This caused a delay of some 

45 minutes before the bag was sealed. Mrs Clark was dismissed from her employment 

following a disciplinary hearing. Her appeal against her dismissal was unsuccessful. 
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Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

That Mrs Clark was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

While employed at St John’s Angell Town CE Primary School, Brixton (“the 
School”) on 14 May 2014 she: 

1. In relation to end of Key Stage 2 National Curriculum Tests (“KS2 Tests”) 
outside of test conditions, made changes to a pupil(s) script for Mental 
Maths; 

2. Failed to adhere to examination guidelines surrounding the administration of 
KS2 Test papers; 

3. Sought to mislead the Standards and Teaching Agency (“STA”) as to the 
attainment of pupils in their KS2 Tests; 

4. In carrying out 1 and/or 2 and/or 3 above, her actions: 

 a. were dishonest; 

 b. resulted in the KS2 Tests being annulled consequently impacting 
negatively on pupils and the School. 

Mrs Clark admits the facts alleged in all of the particulars of the allegation and has signed 

a statement of agreed facts. The panel finds the facts proved based on Mrs Clark’s 

admissions, the agreed statement of facts and all of the documentary evidence provided. 

The panel is satisfied that Mrs Clark’s action in particulars 1, 2 and 3 were dishonest by 

the ordinary standards of reasonable and honest members of the teaching profession 

and that Mrs Clark must have realised that by those standards her conduct was 

dishonest. Ms Platt has confirmed that Mrs Clark admits dishonesty on that basis. 

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

The panel noted that Mrs Clark admitted that her conduct amounted to unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. The panel 

took these admissions into account, but made its own determination. 

The panel is satisfied that Mrs Clark breached the personal and professional conduct 

elements of the Teachers’ Standards in that she: 

 failed to maintain a high standard of ethics and behaviour. 

 failed to demonstrate a high standard of personal and professional conduct. 
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 failed to act within frameworks which set out her professional duties and 

responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that Mrs Clark’s actions amounted to misconduct of a serious 

nature falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. The 

panel is also satisfied that Mrs Clark’s dishonest conduct would be likely to have a 

negative impact on Mrs Clark’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public’s 

perception of the profession, thereby bringing the profession into disrepute. Accordingly, 

the panel finds that Mrs Clark is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

The panel has considered this case very carefully. The panel has taken into account the 

evidence put forward in mitigation, including the oral evidence of Mrs Clark, Individual A 

and Individual B and the substantial number of written character references and 

testimonials provided. The panel has also taken into account the submissions made by 

Ms Young and Ms Platt and the guidance contained in ‘Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers.’   

The panel is satisfied that there are elements of Mrs Clark’s conduct that may be 

incompatible with her being a teacher, namely that: 

 this was a serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements 

of the Teachers’ Standards, and 

 Mrs Clark’s actions were dishonest and had a negative impact on the school and 

its reputation.  

Although Mrs Clark admitted that her conduct was dishonest and the panel also found it 

to be, there are a number of mitigating factors, namely: 

 Mrs Clark found herself in a position that she could not have anticipated and the 

presenting officer has conceded that Mrs Clark’s actions were not premeditated. 

This is consistent with Mrs Clark’s own description of this being a ‘moment of 

madness’; 

 this was an isolated incident confined to four pupils’ papers selected at random. 

The panel has taken into consideration the fact that Mrs Clark has a previous good 

history and a substantial number of very positive written testimonials have been provided. 

All of the evidence before the panel is that Mrs Clark is an inspirational and gifted teacher 

respected by parents, pupils, peers and members of the senior leadership team. Mrs 

Clark was recognised as an outstanding teacher, working in an area of severe 

deprivation, who achieved exceptional results.  
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In addition, we heard oral evidence from Individual B, who was the former headteacher at 

the school and a member of the senior management team. Individual B was also a 

member of the panel of governors that determined that Mrs Clark should be dismissed 

from her teaching post. This evidence was entirely supportive of Mrs Clark. In our 

experience, such a level of support in this context is wholly unprecedented. Individual B 

said that she had seen the effect that these events had upon Mrs Clark and that she was 

confident that her behaviour was entirely out of character and would not be repeated. 

Individual B had already provided a professional reference to that effect.  One of the 

written references provided to the panel was from a long-standing governor at the school 

who chaired the disciplinary hearing against Mrs Clark. He agreed that Mrs Clark’s 

actions were out of character and, in his opinion, would not be repeated. In it he said that; 

‘it is my personal view that to ban Mrs Clark from teaching in the UK as a result of this 

incident would be a wholly disproportionate response’. He added that he believes that; 

‘banning Mrs Clark would deprive the UK teaching profession of a hugely talented 

individual’. 

The panel heard evidence from Mrs Clark, supported by written evidence from her 

counsellor, about the pressure that Mrs Clark was under at the relevant time. The 

pressure related to closing the wide attainment gap between that of her Year 6 pupils and 

expected norms. The panel heard that, prior to Mrs Clark’s involvement, many children 

had made little progress from the end of Year 2. The panel heard evidence about what it 

regarded as an excessive number of hours that Mrs Clark was working with pupils after 

school, at weekends and during holiday periods. As a matter of record, had they not been 

annulled, the pupils in this cohort would have achieved or exceeded national targets. 

Mrs Clark has admitted the allegations against her and, in her evidence to the panel, 

expressed remorse, which we found to be genuine and stated that she was dismayed by 

her actions, which she described as ‘ridiculous’. The panel had the benefit of hearing 

from Mrs Clark in person and assessing her sincerity. It accepted that Mrs Clark has 

shown insight into her actions and their consequences. The panel is satisfied that the risk 

of repetition is very low. Mrs Clark now has a better understanding of the nature and 

effect of stress on her and, with external support, has identified appropriate coping 

strategies which she has already used in a professional environment. The panel heard 

that in January 2014 Mrs Clark suffered what was described as a ‘mini-breakdown’, 

although she returned to school the following day without any strategies being put in 

place to support her. [Redacted]. 

Since her dismissal, Mrs Clark has obtained new employment as a Year 6 teacher and 

the panel has been presented with a very favourable reference from the acting 

headteacher who said ‘I really hope that Mrs Clark will be able to continue to work in our 

school for many years to come, as her work here is invaluable and very much 

appreciated by all staff, parents and pupils.’ 
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The presenting officer acknowledged that this is not a case in which a prohibition order is 

needed to protect pupils or other members of the public. Rather, the public interest 

considerations relate to the need to uphold public trust and confidence in the teaching 

profession and to declare and uphold proper standards of conduct. The panel has 

weighed in the balance these elements of the public interest against the teacher’s 

interests. The panel concluded that the public announcement of our findings that these 

actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute satisfies the requirement to declare and uphold proper 

standards of professional conduct. 

The panel has concluded that a prohibition order is not necessary in the public interest in 

this case and that such an outcome would not be proportionate. Accordingly, the panel’s 

recommendation is that a prohibition order should not be made in this case. 

The panel strongly wishes to stress that it does not condone the actions of the teacher. 

However, this is a wholly exceptional case for the reasons stated above.  

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. 

This case has resulted in a finding of unacceptable professional conduct  and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. Indeed the behaviours found proven include 

a finding of dishonesty.  

This is a serious finding and a finding that is now in the public domain.  

The panel has listened very carefully in this case to the particular circumstances and to 

the significant  support that Mrs Clark has, not only from the headteacher and governors 

from the school where these incidents occurred, but also from the school where she is 

now working. The acting headteacher there has told the panel “I really hope that Mrs 

Clark will be able to continue to work in our school for many years to come, as her work 

here is invaluable and very much appreciated by all staff, parents and pupils.’ 

It is clear that this was not premeditated dishonesty and it is also evident that Mrs Clark 

has shown remorse and insight into her behaviour and into the consequences of that 

behaviour. As a result of her actions the KS2 Tests at the school were annulled and this 

had a negative impact on pupils and the School. 

The panel has properly considered whether a prohibition order would be proportionate in 

this case. Prohibition should not be punitive, although it may have a punitive effect.  
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I have weighed up all the relevant factors in this case and on balance I support the panel 

in its recommendation.  In this case the publicly declared finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct is a proportionate outcome.  

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 26 November 2015 

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

State. 


