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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
 
Teacher:   Mr Andrew Simon Bartholomew Holt    
 
Teacher date of birth:          
 
TA Case ref no:  5076  
 

Date of Determination: 14 August 2012 
 
Former Employer:   Felsted School, Essex 
 
A. Introduction  
 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 14 
August 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider 
the case of Andrew Simon Bartholomew Holt.   
 
The Panel members were Dr Roland Kitchen (Lay Panellist– in the Chair), Mr John 
Pemberton (Professional Panellist) and Ms Jean Carter (Lay Panellist).   
 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Paul Owston of Berrymans Lace Mawer LLP 
Solicitors.  
 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Louisa Atkin of Browne 
Jacobson LLP Solicitors.   
 
Mr Holt was not present but was represented by Mr Anderson of the NASUWT. 
 
The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   
 
B. Allegations 
 
The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 9 
March 2012. 
 
It was alleged that Mr Holt was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that: 
 
On 25 February 2010, despite having previously received a final written warning 
concerning inappropriate behaviour, Mr Holt changed from his outer work clothes 
into casual clothes in the Matron’s office in a boarding house with a Year 10 girl, 
Pupil A, (and no other person) present and did not insist that she leave the room or 
remove himself to another, more private place. 
Mr Anderson confirmed that Mr Holt admitted the facts of the allegation and that 
those amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. 
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C. Summary of Evidence 
 
Documents 
 
In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents which 
included: 
 
Anonymised Pupil List – on pages 1 & 2 
 
Notice of Proceedings & Response – on pages 3 – 14 
 
Teaching Agency Documents – on pages 15 – 81 
 
In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 
 
Email with attached questions and answers – on pages 82 – 85 
 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of 
the hearing and that they had read the additional documents when considering 
whether to admit them as evidence. 
 
Opening addresses 
 
Ms Atkin addressed the Panel on the facts and unacceptable professional conduct 
by reference to the documents in bundle and General Teaching Council’s Code of 
Conduct and Practice for Registered Teachers, effective from 1 October 2009. 
 
Mr Anderson confirmed that Mr Holt wished the Panel to consider his statement on 
page 52 of the bundle as his account of the matter.  That was the statement he 
provided for the school disciplinary hearing and he had not changed his position 
since then.  Mr Holt had not denied anything, even though there were no witnesses, 
and he had recognised the seriousness of the matter.  There were some 
discrepancies in the accounts of the matter but the issues in dispute were minor and 
Mr Holt had apologised to Pupil A and the school.  There was no ulterior or sexual 
motive and Mr Holt had given an assurance about his future conduct.  Mr Anderson 
went through Mr Holt’s answers to his questions, addressed the contents of the 
pupils’ statements and answered various questions from the Panel, in particular in 
relation to Mr Holt’s suspension. 
 
Closing addresses 
 
After the Panel had announced its decision in relation to the facts and unacceptable 
professional conduct Ms Atkin and Mr Anderson addressed the Panel on sanction.  
They referred the Panel to the guidance on that and Panel’s role in balancing the 
public/professional interest and the interests of Mr Holt.  Ms Atkin submitted that this 
was a serious matter given the previous final written warning.  Mr Anderson repeated 
those mitigating factors raised in his opening address, submitted that Mr Holt had 
insight and that Pupil A was not vulnerable and neither her nor her parents had been 
concerned about the matter.  In the circumstances it was unreasonable and 
disproportionate to recommend a prohibition.   
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D. 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.  
 
It is alleged that whilst employed at Felsted School, Essex, Mr Holt changed his 
outer clothing in the presence of a female pupil. 
 
Findings of fact 
 
Our findings of fact are as follows: 
 
We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Mr Holt proven, for 
these reasons: 
 
On 25 February 2010, despite having previously received a final written warning 
concerning inappropriate behaviour, Mr Holt changed from his outer work clothes 
into casual clothes in the Matron’s office in a boarding house with a Year 10 girl, 
Pupil A, (and no other person) present and did not insist that she leave the room or 
remove himself to another, more private place. 
 
Mr Holt admitted the facts of the allegation at all stages of the school investigation 
process. This is confirmed in his email dated 24 July 2012, at page 8 in the bundle, 
in response to the Notice of Proceedings Form, at pages 9 – 11 of the bundle. Mr 
Anderson has also accepted the facts of the allegation of behalf of Mr Holt. 
 
We have also accepted the evidence in the bundle relating to the school’s 
investigation of the matter to the effect that this incident took place as alleged. 
 
We note there are some discrepancies in the evidence as to exactly what occurred 
but these do not affect the substance of the allegation.    
 
Unacceptable Professional Conduct 
 
Having found the facts of the allegation proved we further find that this amounts to 
unacceptable professional conduct. 
 
This is because: 
 
Mr Holt’s actions constituted misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short 
of behaviour expected of a teacher. 
 
We have noted Mr Holt’s admission, in his email dated 24 July 2012 and through Mr 
Anderson today, that his actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 
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Mr Holt’s actions breached the General Teaching Council’s Code of Conduct and 
Practice for Registered Teachers, effective from 1 October 2009. Specifically: 
 

 Under principle [1] he failed to establish and maintain professional boundaries in 
his relationship with a pupil. 

 

 Under principle [8] he failed to uphold public trust and confidence in the teaching 
profession by failing to maintain reasonable standards in his behaviour. 

 
We accept that there was no sexual motivation to Mr Holt’s behaviour and have 
noted that neither Pupil A nor her parents were unduly concerned about the incident.  
Nevertheless we echo the statement made by Mr Holt’s headteacher, Dr Walker, in 
the notes of the appeal at page 40 of the bundle, that it was clearly unprofessional 
for Mr Holt to change his clothes in front of a pupil, regardless of how innocent the 
circumstances.    
 
Panel’s Recommendation to the Secretary of State 
 

When considering what sanction, if any, to recommend we have had regard to “The 
Prohibition of Teachers – Department for Education advice on factors relating to 
decisions leading to the prohibition of teachers from the teaching profession”. In 
particular we have had regard to the protection of children and members of the 
public; the maintenance of public confidence in the profession; and declaring and 
upholding proper standards of conduct.  We have sought to approach the issue 
bearing in mind the principle of proportionality.  
 
We have concluded that in this instance it is not appropriate to recommend that a 
Prohibition order be made.  
 
We have carefully considered the documents that we have been provided with and 
the submissions made by Ms Atkin and Mr Anderson. 
 
Mr Holt was guilty of a serious error of judgement but placing the incident in context 
it is not such that it would be proportionate to prohibit Mr Holt from the teaching 
profession.   
 
It is worrying that Mr Holt had received a final written warning before this incident 
took place, albeit that related to three matters, two of which we considered irrelevant 
to the case in that they were not about conduct.  Further, there was no indication of 
the weight the school attached to the third matter of inappropriate classroom 
dialogue. 
   
Nevertheless Mr Holt’s behaviour was not such that it causes concern in relation to 
the protection of children and other members of the public.  On her own account 
Pupil A was not affected by the matter and we have noted that even at the outset the 
school did not consider the matter sufficiently serious to warrant an immediate 
suspension.  In addition Mr Holt was apparently supported by the headteacher in his 
subsequent successful application for a one year teaching post at his former school.  
We are told this contract was completed without incident. 
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The parents of the pupil are representatives of the public who were directly involved 
in the matter and, they were not unduly concerned.  In context we consider this was 
a momentary lapse of judgement that had no great effect and would not cause the 
general public to be concerned. 
 
We have taken into account Mr Holt’s acknowledgement of his inappropriate 
behaviour and that it would not happen again. 
 

Secretary of State’s Decision and Reasons 
I have given careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of 
the panel. Although the behaviour of Mr Holt was of concern and found to be 
serious misconduct, the panel have set out with some clarity their approach to 
this case. The need to take a proportionate approach is critical and for these 
reasons I support the recommendation of the panel that no further action is 
taken.  
 
 
 
 
NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick  
Date: 15 August 2012 
 


