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A. Introduction 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 4 April 2014 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Charlotte Hawkes. 

The Panel members were Mrs Jennifer Sims (Teacher Panellist) – in the Chair, Mr Martin 

Greenslade (Lay Panellist) and Mrs Gill Goodswen (Teacher Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Thomas Whitfield of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Ms Rowena Rix of Kingsley Napley 

Solicitors. 

Ms Charlotte Hawkes was not present but was represented by her mother, Mrs Helen 

Kerrigan-Hawkes.   

The hearing was partly heard in public and partly heard in private.  The hearing was 

recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:    Ms Charlotte Hawkes 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  10429 

Date of Determination: 4 April 2014 

Former employer:  Bacup Holy Trinity Stacksteads Church of England Primary 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 26 

November 2013. 

It was alleged that Ms Charlotte Hawkes was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed at 

Bacup Holy Trinity Stacksteads Church of England Primary (‘the School’) she: 

1. failed to disclose her unqualified teacher status; 

2. falsely claimed to be unaware of her unqualified status until 23 January 2013, 
when she had in fact been informed on 17 September 2012; 

3. fabricated a story alleging maladministration by Sheffield Hallam University in 
order to conceal her unqualified status; 

4. falsified a meeting with her tutor during Autumn half term; 

5. lied to Sheffield Hallam University by telling them that the School knew that she 
was unqualified; 

6. Her actions at 1-5 above are dishonest. 

 

Ms Charlotte Hawkes admits the facts of the allegations, admits that her conduct was 

dishonest and admits that her conduct amounts to unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute as defined in the Department 

of Education’s advice entitled ‘The Prohibition of Teachers’, which came into force 1 April 

2012, namely that her conduct was of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the 

standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. 

 

C. Preliminary applications 

The Panel considered an application from Mrs Kerrigan-Hawkes that parts of the hearing 

should be held in private.  The Panel decided that this was not contrary to the public 

interest and that parts of the hearing would be held in private. 

 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

 Section 1: Chronology, with page numbers from 1 to 3 
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 Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response, with page numbers from 4 to 12 
 

 Section 3: National College for Teaching and Leadership Witness Statements, 
with page numbers from 13 to 22 

 

 Section 4: National College for Teaching & Leadership Documents, with page 
numbers from 23 to 80 

 

  Section 5: Teacher Documents, with page numbers from 81 to 85 
 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

 A letter dated 28 March 2014 from Ms Helen Kerrigan-Hawkes to Ms Rowena Rix 
– page 86 
 

 An undated letter from Individual A– page 87 
 

 An e-mail dated 30 March 2014 from  Individual B to Ms Rowena Rix – page 88 
 

 A letter dated 22 March 2014 from Individual B – page 89 
 

 An e-mail dated 31 March 2014 from  Individual C  to Ms Rowena Rix – page 90 
 

 A letter dated 23 March 2014 from Individual C – page 91 
 

 An e-mail dated 22 March 2014 from Ms Charlotte Hawkes to The National 
College– page 92 
 

 A letter dated 19 April 2013 from  Individual D to Ms Charlotte Hawkes – page 93 
 

 A letter dated 4 April 2014 from Individual E – page 94 
 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The Panel did not hear any oral evidence. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 
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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. 

Summary of Evidence 

Ms Charlotte Hawkes studied Primary Education (BA Hons) at Sheffield Hallam 

University (the “University”) from September 2009 and was due to qualify as a Newly 

Qualified Teacher (“NQT”) in September 2012.   

The statement of agreed facts states that on or around 18 July 2012, Ms Hawkes 

discovered that she had not passed her dissertation and so could not qualify as an NQT 

in September 2012.  It then states that on 17 August 2012 Ms Hawkes re-submitted her 

dissertation but was informed on 17 September 2012 that the re-submitted dissertation 

had failed and so she would not be able to qualify as an NQT until July 2013 at the 

earliest. 

From September 2012 until June 2013 Ms Hawkes was employed at Bacup Holy Trinity 

Stacksteads Church of England Primary School (the “School”) as an NQT.   

It was alleged that Ms Hawkes failed to disclose her unqualified teacher status, falsely 

claimed to be unaware of her unqualified status until 23 January 2013, fabricated stories 

alleging maladministration by the University and a meeting with her tutor, relating to her 

unqualified status, and lied to the University by telling them that the School knew that she 

was unqualified. 

Findings of Fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

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

reasons: 

1. That you failed to disclose your unqualified teacher status. 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

2. That you falsely claimed to be unaware of your unqualified status 

until 23 January 2013, when you had in fact been informed on 17 

September 2012. 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

3. That you fabricated a story alleging maladministration by Sheffield 

Hallam University in order to conceal your unqualified status. 
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The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

4. That you falsified a meeting with your tutor during Autumn half term. 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

5. That you lied to Sheffield Hallam University by telling them that the 

School knew that you were unqualified. 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

6. That your actions at 1-5 above are dishonest. 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved. 

 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute 

In considering the allegations that the Panel has found proven, the Panel has had regard 

to the definitions in The Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice, which we 

refer to as the ‘Guidance’. 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Hawkes in relation to the facts found 

proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.  As noted in the preamble to the 

Teachers’ Standards, teachers act with honesty and integrity.  Part Two of the Teachers’ 

Standards provides that a teacher is expected to demonstrate consistently high 

standards of personal and professional conduct and sets out the required standards for 

conduct of a teacher.  The first of these is that  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school ... 

The Panel is satisfied that this standard has been breached.  

The Panel has drawn on its own knowledge and experience of the teaching profession as 

well as the elements of the Teachers’ Standards referred to above.  

The Panel has also considered whether Ms Hawkes’ conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on page 8 and 9 of the Guidance and has 

found that none of these offences are relevant. 

Applying these, the Panel is satisfied that, in relation to the allegations numbered 1, 2, 3, 

4 and 6, the conduct of Ms Hawkes was misconduct of a serious nature which fell 

significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 
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Accordingly, the Panel is satisfied that Ms Charlotte Hawkes is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct in respect of allegations numbered 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6. 

In relation to allegation 5, that she lied to Sheffield Hallam University by telling them that 

the School knew that she was unqualified, the Panel determined that this took place 

outside of the education setting.  The Panel determined that the facts proved in relation 

to allegation 5 did not affect the way Ms Hawkes fulfilled her teaching role, nor that it may 

lead to pupils being exposed to or influenced by the behaviour in a harmful way.  

Accordingly the Panel determined that the facts proved in relation to allegation 5 did not 

amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

In relation to whether the conduct may bring the profession into disrepute, the Panel has 

taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and considered the 

influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the community.  The 

Panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can hold in pupils’ 

lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the way they 

behave. 

The Panel notes that Ms Hawkes’ actions may bring her disrepute, but that this is not the 

question before it – the Panel has to consider whether the proven conduct may bring the 

profession into disrepute.  The Panel noted that Ms Hawkes’ actions were detected by 

the profession and as a result of her actions she left the employment of the School, albeit 

the Panel notes, not immediately.  Moreover, there has been no suggestion that pupils 

have been harmed by Ms Hawkes’ conduct. 

For these reasons, the Panel does not find that Ms Charlotte Hawkes’ actions, 

collectively or individually, constitute 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 unprofessional conduct, it is 

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. 

The Panel understands Ms Hawkes to be of previous good character and in this regard 

has been referred to the letters of Individual B dated 22 March 2014 and Individual C 

dated 23 March 2014 found at pages 89 and 91 of the bundle of documents. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a Prohibition Order 

should be made, the Panel has to consider whether it is a proportionate measure, and 

whether it is in the public interest to do so.  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 a punitive effect.   
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The Panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the 

Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice.  In particular, the Panel has 

considered the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and 

upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the Panel’s findings that the proven conduct did not amount to conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute and the fact that Ms Hawkes has already been 

subject to disciplinary proceedings at the School that resulted in her dismissal, the Panel 

does not consider that the public interest in maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession means that a Prohibition Order is in the public interest in the case of Ms 

Hawkes. 

In light of the Panel’s findings that Ms Hawkes acted dishonestly in failing to disclose her 

unqualified teacher status and providing false information to cover up that failure, the 

Panel specifically considered the public interest in declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct.  The Panel has decided that Ms Hawkes is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct and that decision will be made public.  Moreover, Ms Hawkes has 

been subject to a disciplinary process that has resulted in her dismissal.  Ms Hawkes was 

an inexperienced teacher at the time of this conduct, has encountered the consequences 

described above and has shown remorse, notably in her e-mail dated 22 March 2014 at 

page 92 of the bundle and her undated letter at page 82 of the bundle.  The Panel 

determines that the public interest consideration in declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct will not be furthered by a Prohibition Order. 

In addition to the specific public interest considerations above, the Panel has considered 

the public interest in the round and has determined that it does not view a Prohibition 

Order to be in the public interest. 

The Panel also considered carefully whether or not it would be appropriate and 

proportionate to impose a Prohibition Order taking into account the effect that this would 

have on Ms Hawkes.  In forming a judgement in this respect, the Panel took particular 

account of the e-mail dated 22 January 2013 from  Individual F of the School in which he 

stated that Ms Hawkes had completed one term with the School at that point and “was 

graded as ‘on track’ in all areas at the end of the Autumn Term” and the fact that the 

School chose to extend Ms Hawkes’ contract (before the unacceptable professional 

conduct came to light), as noted in the findings of the Governors’ Disciplinary and 

Dismissal Committee dated 24 June 2013 .  The Panel also took particular account of the 

mitigation evidence that was presented to it, particularly the letters of Individual B dated 

22 March 2014 and  Individual C dated 23 March 2014 found at pages 89 and 91 of the 

bundle of documents as to Ms Hawkes’ good character and the letter from  Individual E 

dated 4 April 2014 at page 94 of the bundle of documents. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise the Panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Ms 

Hawkes, the Panel took further account of the Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of 
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Teachers Advice, which suggests that a Prohibition Order is likely to be appropriate if 

there is evidence of one or more of the factors listed on page 10 of that document.  This 

list includes dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or 

it has been repeated and/or covered up.  The Panel has found evidence of dishonesty 

that has been repeated and covered up. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a Prohibition Order being 

appropriate, the Panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

factors to mitigate against a Prohibition Order being an appropriate and proportionate 

measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the 

behaviour in this case.  The Panel finds that the teacher did have a previously good 

history, that the incident was out of character, that Ms Hawkes was inexperienced at the 

time of the relevant conduct and that Ms Hawkes was subject to the stress inherent in the 

first year of teaching. 

The Panel is not of the view that Prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  

Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the 

possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the 

Panel has determined that a recommendation for a Prohibition Order will not be 

appropriate in this case.  

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 allegations have all been found proven and relate to Ms Hawkes failure to disclose 

her unqualified teacher status. The Panel found Ms Hawkes actions to be dishonest. 

The Panel have considered Ms Hawkes conduct against the Teachers’ Standards and 

are clear that by her actions she has failed to uphold public trust in the profession and 

maintain high standards of ethics and behaviour. They have determined that this was 

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

profession. Accordingly the Panel is satisfied that Ms Hawkes is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. The Panel has not found that Ms Hawkes actions constitute 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

The Panel went on to consider whether a Prohibition Order would be a proportionate 

measure and in the public interest. They have noted that a Prohibition Order should not 

be given in order to be punitive although it would be likely to have a punitive effect. They 

have given proper consideration to the maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. They have taken 
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full account of the fact that Ms Hawkes has already been subject to disciplinary 

proceedings at the school resulting in her dismissal. 

The Panel have noted that the finding of unacceptable professional conduct will be made 

public. 

Ms Hawkes was an inexperienced teacher at the time of this conduct and has shown 

remorse for her actions. The Panel have a positive character reference and a letter from 

her doctor regarding her medical condition at the time. Whilst dishonesty is one of the 

factors that is likely to lead a Prohibition Order as set out in ‘Teacher Misconduct – 

Prohibition of Teachers advice’ the Panel have recommended that a Prohibition Order 

would not be appropriate or proportionate taking account of the nature and severity of Ms 

Hawkes behaviour and balancing this with her previous good history, her inexperience at 

the time of the conduct, and the inherent stresses of her first year of teaching. 

I agree with the Panel’s recommendation.    

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 8 April 2014  

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

State.  




