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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 20 to 21 April 2015 and 19 June 2015  

at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms 

Jane Lounds.   

The panel members were Mr Brian Hawkins (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr Michael 

Simon (lay panellist) and Professor Janet Draper (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Peter Shervington of Eversheds LLP solicitors.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Christopher Gillespie of Counsel.  

Ms Lounds was present and was represented by Ms Louise Price of Counsel and, for the 

purpose of submissions on mitigation, Mr Lemer.  

The hearing took place in public, save for questioning relating to details of Ms Lounds’ 

medical condition which was heard in private following an application by Ms Lounds. The 

hearing was recorded.   

  

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

Teacher:   Ms Jane Lounds  

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL case ref no:  11662 

Date of determination: 19 June 2015 

Former employer:  Annie Holgate Junior School, Nottinghamshire 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 7 

November 2014. 

It was alleged that Ms Lounds was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct / conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed by Annie Holgate 

Junior School (the "School"):  

1. On one or more occasions during the autumn term of 2013 she: 

a) Brought alcohol into the School, 

b) Consumed alcohol whilst at the School, 

c) Smelt of alcohol at the School including on: 

i. 5 December 2013, 

ii. 6 December 2013, 

iii. 9 December 2013, 

iv. 11 December 2013, 

v. 12 December 2013, 

d) Was found to be under the influence of alcohol; 

2. On 12 December 2013, she left a meeting convened to discuss concerns 

regarding her intake of alcohol and was seen: 

a) pouring the contents of a bottle and/or bottles down the sink, 

b) rinsing a bottle out;  

3. Her actions set out at 2 above were done to conceal that the bottle contained an 

alcoholic drink; 

4. By her actions set out at 1 above she created a situation whereby pupils could be 

at risk. 

Ms Lounds admitted in relation to allegation 2a that she poured out the contents of a 

bottle as alleged. She denied that there were two bottles involved, and the remainder of 

allegation 2 was also denied.  

Save for the limited admission described above, it was confirmed that Ms Lounds denied 

all the allegations and further denied that she was guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct or conduct that may bring the professional into disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

There was an application by Ms Lounds for late admission of a witness statement. This 

was not opposed by the presenting officer and the document was accepted by the panel 

following legal advice. It was added at pages 92 to 96 of the bundle.  
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D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1  Chronology and list of key people  Page 2 to 5 

Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and Response Page 7 to 15 

Section 3 NCTL witness statements   Page 16 to 38 

Section 4 Statements prepared at the school Page 39 to 45 

Section 5 NCTL documents    Page 47 to 88 

Section 6 Teacher documents    Page 90 to 96 

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

hearing. 

Further documents were admitted at the hearing following applications by Ms Lounds, 

namely: 

 A signed statement of Ms Lounds (pages 92 to 96, an unsigned version of which 

was already included in the bundle index) 

 An email from an Individual A dated 20 April 2015 – added at page 97-98.  

 References from Individual B (p99) and Individual C (p100) 

These documents were also read by the panel.  

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses on behalf of the National 

College: 

 Witness A, a teaching assistant 

 Witness B, a teaching assistant 

 Witness C, a teacher  

 Witness D, a teacher who conducted the investigation into the incidents 

 Witness E, a teacher 

 Witness F, acting headteacher at the relevant time.  
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Ms Lounds gave evidence in her defence. There were no further witnesses called on her 

behalf.  

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, and the statement of Ms Lounds and email from Individual A provided during the 

course of the hearing. 

Ms Lounds was employed as a teacher at Annie Holgate Junior School in September 

2013. It was alleged that, whilst employed at the school, during the autumn term of 2013, 

she brought alcohol into the school, consumed alcohol whilst at the school, smelt of 

alcohol on several occasions during the course of December 2013 and was found to be 

under the influence of alcohol. It was said that these actions created a situation whereby 

pupils could be at risk. It was also alleged that, after leaving a meeting to discuss 

concerns regarding her intake of alcohol on 12 December 2013, she poured the contents 

of a bottle or bottles down the sink and rinsed a bottle out. It was said that she did so to 

conceal the fact that the bottle contained an alcoholic drink.   

Findings of fact  

We set out our findings in relation to each allegation in turn below.   

Whilst employed by Annie Holgate Junior School (the "School"):  

1. On one or more occasions during the autumn term of 2013 you: 

a) Brought alcohol into the School, 

b) Consumed alcohol whilst at the School, 

c) Smelt of alcohol at the School including on: 

i. 5 December 2013, 

ii. 6 December 2013, 

iii. 9 December 2013, 

iv. 11 December 2013, 

v. 12 December 2013, 

d) Were found to be under the influence of alcohol; 
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The strands of evidence  

The panel has decided to begin its findings in respect of these elements of the allegation 

by setting out its analysis of several fundamental strands of factual evidence based on 

which the panel were asked to find the allegations proved: 

Observations made of the bottle(s) prior to 12 December 

The panel heard evidence from 6 members of staff who had been at the School at the 

time. None of them knowingly saw Ms Lounds bringing alcohol into the School or 

consuming alcohol whilst at the school.  

Several witnesses referred to having seen bottles on Ms Lounds’ desk. Notes at 

paragraph 28 of Witness F’s statement (page 21) record a visit to the classroom by 

Witness D and another member of staff on 10 December 2013 for the purposes of 

monitoring Ms Lounds, but indicate that they were unclear as to the content of the 

bottles. Witness D confirmed that she did not open the bottles, which were unlabelled. 

Witness A, a teaching assistant in Ms Lounds’ class, stated that Ms Lounds ‘always had 

one or two drinks with her’, that the bottles did not contain their original contents and that 

the contents of the bottles went down during the course of the day. In his oral evidence 

Witness A confirmed that the content of the bottles was orange in colour, but he neither 

tasted nor smelt the contents. He was unable to say what was in them.  

The panel considers that there was insufficient evidence to conclude, solely from the 

observation of the bottles by various individuals at the school prior to 12 December 2013, 

that they were likely to have contained alcohol.  

Red cheeks  

Several witnesses also commented on the redness of Ms Lounds’ cheeks. Witness E 

referred to the blotching of Ms Lounds’ cheeks (paragraph 7, page 27). Witness B 

described Ms Lounds as having ‘rosy cheeks’ (paragraph 8, page 29).  

In oral evidence, Ms Lounds stated that she appreciated people could appear with a 

reddish face when they had consumed alcohol. However, she provided documentary 

evidence (page 73) identifying that reddening of cheeks was a possible side effect of 

medication which she was prescribed. This was consistent with an explanation given 

during the disciplinary investigation, where she stated that her flushed face was caused 

by medication which she was taking (see paragraph 15 of Witness D’s statement at page 

37).  

The panel was not satisfied that there was sufficient evidence put forward to demonstrate 

that the redness of Ms Lounds’ cheeks was indicative of her consumption of alcohol. The 

panel considers the alternative explanation provided by Ms Lounds to be as likely an 

explanation for her appearance.  
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Lunchtime habits 

Observations were also made by several witnesses about Ms Lounds’ habits at 

lunchtime. In his statement given as part of the school’s investigation, at page 53 of the 

bundle, Witness A states that in the week he spent working with Ms Lounds she spent 

lunch times on her own and that ‘I rarely saw her in the staffroom’. In oral evidence he 

confirmed that he did not know what she did at lunch times.  

Witness E was asked about paragraph 8 of her statement (page 27), which refers to Ms 

Lounds going out of the school building at lunchtime to ‘sit in her car’. Witness E clarified 

this in her oral evidence, confirming that she did not actually know if Ms Lounds sat in her 

car in the car park or if she drove home for lunch. Witness F also said that she saw Ms 

Lounds leave at lunchtime to go to her car, but again, she could not say whether the car 

left or stayed in the car park.  

No witness positively identified what Ms Lounds was doing during lunch periods. Given 

this, the panel was not satisfied that there was sufficient evidence to establish that Ms 

Lounds’ activities at lunchtime were indicative of  the consumption of alcohol.  

Lack of class management and marking of work/assessment   

Concerns were also raised by some witnesses about Ms Lounds’ alleged difficulties in 

controlling her class, which, it has been suggested, was linked to consumption of alcohol. 

Witness B went into the School on secondment and attended a concert practice on 9 

December 2013. She states at paragraph 5 of her statement (page 28), in relation to both 

Ms Lounds and the other teacher present at the time, that their ‘grip on behaviour was 

ridiculous’ and that children were ‘almost hurting other children on the stage’. In relation 

to this, Ms Lounds denied that she had taken no action in relation to the children, or that 

her behaviour was affected by alcohol.  

Witness B referred at paragraph 8 of her statement on page 29, to a further concert 

practice on 11 December. Witness B stated that when asked where the children’s 

costumes were, Ms Lounds responded ‘oh the children know what they are’. Witness B in 

her oral evidence said that she considered this an ‘incoherent answer’. Ms Lounds, in her 

oral evidence, stated that she simply meant that each child knew which role they were 

playing. She said that it was a stressful situation because the audience had arrived and 

was present earlier than she had been told to plan for. However she denied that she had 

made no effort to assist, as alleged by Witness B. She said that she was helping children 

put on their costumes.  

Witness E stated at paragraph 5 of her witness statement (page 26) that Ms Lounds 

‘struggled to supervise her pupils’ and her control of the children ‘was always weaker in 

the afternoon’. However, the panel also notes the comments of Ms Lounds and Witness 

E that some of the most challenging pupils in her class were sent to a ‘nurture’ group in 

the mornings. This suggests that behavioural variances may have their cause in 

something other than Ms Lounds’ alleged alcohol consumption – namely, a different and 

more complex class composition.  Ms Lounds denied a failure to notice bad behaviour. 
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She stated that there were ‘significant moments’ in the afternoons when particular 

children lost control, but she did notice it and dealt with it appropriately. 

Other evidence from colleagues suggested that Ms Lounds’ difficulties with behaviour 

might have other causes. The School had just been returned to special measures. 

Witness C described the standards of behaviour as ‘terrible’ when she arrived on 

secondment in November 2013. Behaviour management was described by several 

witnesses as a problem across the School. Witness C stated that one pupil in the school 

was permanently excluded and a further 4 pupils were subject to a managed move to 

other schools. Witness B, in her evidence, accepted that Ms Lounds’ class included 

pupils with particularly challenging behaviour. Witness E said that a teaching assistant, 

Witness A, had been assigned to the classroom because of the difficult behaviour of the 

children in the class. Although it appears that Witness A had been assigned to a 

particular child, Witness E stated that teaching assistants were put into classes where 

there was particularly challenging behaviour.  

Evidence was put forward by Witness C regarding a lack of marking undertaken by Ms 

Lounds. However, it is apparent that the arrangements for marking children’s work were 

in a state of flux across the School.  

Again, having considered the evidence put forward, the panel is not satisfied that the 

issues identified in relation to Ms Lounds’ control of her class, or her standards of 

teaching, were shown to have been linked to any consumption of alcohol or bringing of 

alcohol into the school.  

The smell of alcohol   

In Witness A’s statement, at paragraph 5 (page 24), he states that he noticed ‘the smell 

of a heavy drinker’ both in the classroom and coming from Ms Lounds personally. 

Witness A said that based on his experience including as a student he was confident that 

the smell was of alcohol. Other witnesses also referred to a smell: Witness E referred to a 

‘sweet smell’ in the classroom ‘almost like a pear drop smell’, as well as a distinctive 

odour on Ms Lounds’ breath which she said ‘smelt like she had been drinking alcohol’ 

(paragraph 6  page 27). Witness B also referred to a ‘pear drop smell’ which she 

attributed to alcohol (paragraph 8 page 29). Witness C referred to a smell of alcohol ‘in 

Ms Lounds’ classroom and on her breath’. Witness F reported smelling alcohol on Ms 

Lounds’ breath and in her car. 

Ms Lounds, in her oral evidence, accepted that alcohol could leave a smell on a  person’s 

breath. Ms Lounds could provide no explanation for the smell identified by the other 

witnesses save to state that it could not have been the result of alcohol consumption. 

She stated that she sometimes drank socially in the evening, but not to the extent that it 

would be possible to smell it on her breath the following day.  

The events of 12 December  

Ms Lounds was called to a meeting on 12 December to discuss the concerns regarding 
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alcohol. Witness F said that when the issue was raised Ms Lounds reaction was calm. Ms 

Lounds, in her oral evidence, said that she was shocked by the suggestion that she was 

drinking alcohol at work. 

Witness C was asked to take over Ms Lounds’ class whilst this meeting was underway. 

She stated (paragraph 9-10 at page 32) that she noticed a bottle of what appeared to be 

squash in the middle of Ms Lounds’ desk. She stated “my head was about 30cm away 

from the bottle. I could smell that there was alcohol contained in the bottle”. She stated 

that Ms Lounds then came into the classroom, removed the bottle from the desk and left. 

Ms Lounds, in her oral evidence, denied that she would ever have left a bottle opened on 

the desk due to concerns about spillage. Having considered both accounts, the panel 

prefers the evidence of Witness C on this point and finds that the bottle was left opened.  

Witness F, in paragraph 23 of her statement at page 20 of the bundle, recounted that Ms 

Lounds, having left the meeting ostensibly to go to the toilet, in fact went to her 

classroom, where she picked up her bottle from her desk and took it to another room. 

Witness F followed her, and as she entered this room, observed Ms Lounds pouring 

away the content of the plastic bottle and then, after being confronted, also emptying a 

second bottle and beginning to rinse it out.  

Ms Lounds admitted collecting a bottle from her desk and pouring the content of a single 

bottle down the sink. She denied that there was more than one bottle, or that she rinsed 

any bottle out as alleged. Ms Lounds stated that she was acting irrationally because she 

was in great shock after what had been alleged against her at the meeting.  

Conclusion  

As stated, in respect of a number of strands of evidence before it, the panel found that, 

taken on their own, they were not sufficient to demonstrate that Ms Lounds had brought 

alcohol into the School. However, the panel found themselves persuaded by a 

combination of three factors:  

Firstly, accounts have been given by numerous witnesses who came into contact with Ms 

Lounds over the relevant period to the effect that Ms Lounds’ breath had a distinctive 

smell. Although the descriptions given of that smell varied to some extent, they were 

broadly consistent. Whilst the majority of witnesses attributed the smell to alcohol, and 

some of the witnesses gave evidence of their knowledge and previous experience of 

recognising this smell, the panel has had careful regard for Ms Lounds’ account. 

Nevertheless, the panel is persuaded that in each case the smell identified was more 

likely than not to have been the smell of alcohol.  

Secondly, the panel is persuaded that Witness C did smell the open bottle on Ms Lounds’ 

desk, and that she too correctly identified the smell as alcohol.  

Thirdly, the panel is satisfied that Ms Lounds did take a bottle from her classroom on 12 

December and poured the contents of one or more bottles down the sink. The panel 

considers it improbable that Ms Lounds would have reacted in this way had the bottle not 
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contained alcohol. The panel considers that on the balance of probabilities, the most 

likely explanation is that Ms Lounds wished to conceal the fact that the drink within the 

bottle contained alcohol.   

 

The specific allegations  

Taking into account the findings outlined above, the panel turns to the specific matters 

alleged:  

1a) Brought alcohol into the School 

There was no evidence put forward to suggest that alcohol was available on the 

premises. It was not contested that the bottle on the desk in Ms Lounds’ classroom on 12 

December 2013 belonged to her. The panel therefore concludes on the balance of 

probabilities that she brought it into the School.  

The panel further concludes that the bottle contained alcohol. In reaching this conclusion 

the panel has had particular regard to the evidence of Witness C, who smelt the open 

bottle on 12 December 2013. As indicated above, the panel considers it more likely than 

not that she correctly identified the smell emanating from the bottle as being that of 

alcohol. The panel also refers to its analysis outlined above, of Ms Lounds’ actions in 

removing the bottle or bottles from the desk and disposing of the contents: the panel 

considers it more likely than not that she did this because the contents were alcoholic. 

This element of the allegation is therefore found proved.  

 

1b) Consumed alcohol whilst at the School 

The panel has already stated its finding that bottles brought into the School by Ms 

Lounds contained alcohol, and that the smell detected on Ms Lounds on different 

occasions by various witnesses put forward by the National College did indeed derive 

from alcohol. Putting this evidence together, and taking into account that Ms Lounds 

herself stated, in oral evidence, that she had the bottles so that she could drink from 

them during the day, the panel is satisfied that Ms Lounds is more likely than not to have 

consumed alcohol whilst at the School, and Ms Lounds’ own evidence excluded the 

possibility that the smell on her breath could have come from alcohol consumed the night 

before. This allegation is therefore found proved.  
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1c) Smelt of alcohol at the School including on: 

i. 5 December 2013 

ii. 6 December 2013 

iii. 9 December 2013 

iv. 11 December 2013 

v. 12 December 2013 

Witness E identified at paragraph 6 of her statement (page 27) that she recalled being 

concerned about Ms Lounds having consumed alcohol on 5, 6 and 9 December. She 

described a distinctive odour on Ms Lounds’ breath which smelt like she had been 

drinking alcohol. Witness B also identified that Ms Lounds smelt of alcohol on 9 

December (paragraph 5, page 29) and 11 December (paragraph 8, page 29).  

Witness F stated that she could smell alcohol on Ms Lounds’ breath during the course of 

the meeting with her on 12 December (paragraph 21, page 19).  Witness F also observed 

what she described as an ‘overwhelming’ smell of alcohol emanating from Ms Lounds’ 

breath when she drove Ms Lounds home on the same date (paragraph 26, page 20).  

Ms Lounds denied that she smelt of alcohol on any of the occasions specified. As 

indicated above, however, although it has given careful consideration to Ms Lounds’ 

account, and the possibility of some other non-alcohol related explanation, the panel is 

satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Witness E, Witness B, and Witness F were 

correct in identifying the smell as being that of alcohol. Allegation 1(c) is therefore found 

proved in its entirety.  

1d) Were found to be under the influence of alcohol 

The panel has found that Ms Lounds brought alcohol into and consumed alcohol within 

the School premises. As explained above, there are competing explanations for the 

various issues identified in relation to Ms Lounds’ professional behaviour and 

performance at School. The School was in a difficult state, having again been put into 

special measures, and faced serious behavioural issues. Ms Lounds had recently been 

given a new class which, by the account of several witnesses, included several children 

whose behaviour was challenging. In view of these facts, and in the absence of clear 

evidence establishing a link between Ms Lounds’ performance and her consumption of 

alcohol, the panel does not consider it to have been established on the balance of 

probabilities that Ms Lounds’ behaviour was influenced by alcohol at any stage during the 

relevant period. The panel finds this allegation not proved.  
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2. On 12 December 2013, you left a meeting convened to discuss concerns 
regarding your intake of alcohol and were seen: 

a) pouring the contents of a bottle and/or bottles down the sink, 

b) rinsing a bottle out;  

The panel refers to its analysis of this incident set out in the context of allegation 1.  

As previously stated Witness F’s account was that the contents of 2 bottles were poured 

down the sink and one bottle was then rinsed out.  Ms Lounds, whilst admitting allegation 

2(a) occurred in relation to one bottle, denied that there was a second bottle or that she 

rinsed a bottle out.   

Having considered all the evidence, the panel considers Witness F’s account of the 

events to be more reliable than that of Ms Lounds, not least because Ms Lounds was by 

her own account in a panic at the relevant time. The panel is satisfied that Ms Lounds 

poured the content of 2 bottles down the sink and that she also proceeded to rinse a 

bottle out.  

Allegation 2 is therefore found proved in its entirety.  

3. Your actions set out at 2 above were done to conceal that the bottle 
contained an alcoholic drink; 

The panel again refers to its analysis of this incident set out in the context of allegation 1. 

Ms Lounds’ account (paragraph 8, page 92) was that she acted irrationally and in a 

panic. In all the circumstances the panel considers it most improbable that she would 

have reacted by pouring away the contents of a bottle unless she was driven by a desire 

to conceal the contents. The panel has already established on the balance of 

probabilities that the bottle did in fact contain alcohol on this occasion. In such 

circumstances the panel considers it more likely than not that Ms Lounds’ actions were 

motivated by a desire to conceal that alcohol.  

Allegation 3 is therefore proved.  

4. By your actions set out at 1 above you created a situation whereby pupils 
could be at risk. 

The panel has found that alcohol was brought into the School by Ms Lounds and placed 

on her desk in the classroom. Ms Lounds’ own evidence, under questioning before the 

panel, was that she kept the bottle or bottles in the classroom so that she could drink 

during the day. 

Whilst Witness A considered it ‘unlikely’ that children would have taken a drink from the 

bottle, he also acknowledged that the bottles were placed in an area accessible to the 

children (see paragraph 6 on page 24). Several witnesses referred to the fact that the 

bottle or bottles did not contain their original contents. Witness A, at paragraph 6 of his 
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statement (page 24), refers to the bottles as being ‘clear plastic’ and that they ‘had 

obviously been reused’. This was not disputed by Ms Lounds.  

The panel considers it more likely than not that there was a risk to the children presented 

by Ms Lounds’ actions in bringing alcohol into the School, particularly in circumstances 

where it was placed in an accessible area of the classroom, where the alcoholic nature of 

the contents was not apparent from the bottles, and where the class was acknowledged 

by all involved to include some very challenging children. 

Allegation 4 is therefore 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 proved, the panel has had regard 

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

we refer to as ‘the guidance’. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Lounds in relation to the facts found proved, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.  The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two, Ms Lounds 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, by having regard for the need to 

safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions; 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach; 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Lounds fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of a member of the profession. The panel considers it to be plainly 

unacceptable, and wholly unprofessional, for a teacher to be consuming alcohol in a 

working context. The unacceptability of her behaviour is compounded by the fact that Ms 

Lounds, when first challenged about her alcohol consumption, left the room and disposed 

of the content of the bottles in her possession.   

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Ms Lounds is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct.  

The panel has considered whether Ms Lounds displayed behaviours associated with any 

of the offences listed at page 8 of the guidance. The panel has found that none of these 

offences is relevant. 

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 
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can hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in 

the way they behave. In view of the panel’s findings of fact in this case, the panel 

considers that Ms Lounds’ behaviour, both in consuming alcohol during the school day, 

and in seeking to conceal the contents of bottles containing alcohol by pouring them 

away when challenged, puts at risk the confidence of pupils, parents and the wider 

community in the teaching profession.  

The panel therefore finds that Ms Lounds actions 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 professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, 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. 

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 an appropriate and 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 punitive effect.   

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the 

Teacher Misconduct – The Prohibition of Teachers advice and having done so has found 

some of them to be relevant to its consideration in this case, namely the protection of 

pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, and declaring and 

upholding proper standards of conduct. 

The panel has found that Ms Lounds brought alcohol into the School in unmarked 

containers, consumed it whilst at work and sought to conceal the matter by pouring it 

away when challenged. The panel recognises that there is a public interest in ensuring 

that children are not put at risk by the presence of or consumption of alcohol by teachers 

at school and that public confidence in the professionalism of teachers is not 

undermined.  

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations 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 Ms Lounds. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel took account of the public interest 

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

Lounds.  The panel took further account of the guidance, which suggests that a 

prohibition order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proved.  

With reference to the list of such behaviours, the panel considered that the behaviours 
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found proved did amount to a serious departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards. However, the panel concluded such 

departure in this case to have occurred during a very time limited period – the time in 

question being a period of great stress and pressure for the School. The panel did not 

find that the well-being of pupils was actually affected by her behaviour, although there 

was some risk of harm. Further, no allegation was made that Ms Lounds was suffering 

from an addiction, nor did the panel make any finding to that effect. Given this, and in 

view of the brief window of time within which the relevant events occurred, the panel was 

not in a position to conclude that the behaviours found demonstrated that her actions had 

been driven by any deep seated attitude.   

Further, even though there were behaviours that might point to a prohibition order being 

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

factors to militate 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.  Whilst there is no suggestion that the bringing into school of 

alcohol and consumption and disposal of it on the premises was not deliberate, and there 

is no evidence that Ms Lounds acted under duress, the panel recognises that these acts 

took place during a very short period of time coinciding with great upheaval and turmoil 

within the School. As has been described above, it had recently been returned to ‘special 

measures’ status and was acknowledged to be facing significant challenges as regards 

pupil behaviour.  Ms Lounds had a previously longstanding good record as a teacher. 

The panel has been informed that there have been no previous regulatory findings 

against her.  

The panel has had regard to positive references given in relation to Ms Lounds by 3 

individuals. The panel found the reference provided by Individual A, a former colleague at 

the School (at page 97 of the bundle) particularly relevant. She states of Ms Lounds’ time 

as a supply teacher at the School ‘Jane was very good with the children and did get them 

to work hard’. She goes on to describe Ms Lounds’ appointment as a permanent teacher, 

stating that she ‘was always professional and very dedicated to the children’s learning’. In 

his reference (page 99), Individual B states that Ms Lounds loves her job and ‘always 

talks about it with enthusiasm’. Individual C (page 100) states that Ms Lounds ‘has 

always taken her job seriously’.  

The panel does not in any way condone Ms Lounds’ actions. Its finding in relation to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute makes clear that her behaviour was unacceptable. However, the panel also 

takes into account the limited period during which the incidents occurred, the particularly 

difficult school context, the lack of evidence that any actual harm was done to children by 

her actions, and the positive references provided as to her general character and 

behaviour. On balance, the panel considers 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 
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prohibition order, even if it provided for a review after the minimum period available, 

would not be appropriate or proportionate 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 panel have found a number of the allegations proven and have found that the facts 

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

profession into disrepute. 

The panel have found that Ms Lounds brought alcohol into school and consumed it on 

school premises. They did not find that she was under the influence of alcohol whilst at 

school. 

The panel have found a number of public interest considerations to be relevant but 

continued to consider whether it would be appropriate and proportionate to recommend a 

prohibition order in this case. 

Whilst Ms Lounds behaviour was a serious departure from the Teachers’ Standards, 

such departure happened over a very short period of time. It was a period of significant 

stress and pressure for the school. There is no evidence to suggest that Ms Lounds was 

suffering from an addiction or that her actions were driven by any deep seated attitude. 

Ms Lounds had a previously long standing good record as a teacher with no previous 

regulatory findings against her. The panel had regard to a series of very positive 

references both in terms of Ms Lounds teaching and enthusiasm for the job. 

In the circumstances I agree with the panel that a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is of itself a 

proportionate way to deal with this case, and that a prohibition order would not be 

appropriate.  

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 

Date: 23 June 2015 

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

State.  

 


