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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 15 October 2014 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Melanie Robinson.   

The Panel members were Mrs Kathy Thomson (Teacher Panellist - in the Chair), Mr 

Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist) and Mr Michael Lesser (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 Julia Faure Walker of Counsel, 

instructed by Nabarro LLP Solicitors. 

Mrs Melanie Robinson was present and was represented by her husband, Mr Barry 

Robinson. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

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

Teacher:   Mrs Melanie Robinson 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  0010998 

Date of Determination: 17 October 2014 

Former employer: Woodlands Meed School, West Sussex (previously known as 

Newick House School), and LVS Hassocks, West Sussex 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 8 July 

2014, as amended on the first day of the hearing, with the permission of the Panel, by the 

addition of allegation 2.a.(iii).5. 

Those amended allegations are that Mrs Robinson is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that: 

1. In relation to Pupil A: 

a. On 19 March 2010 whilst employed at Newick House School as a teacher, Mrs 

Robinson: 

i. Failed to use a Team Teach approved method of restraint on Pupil A 

ii. Swore at Pupil A saying 'no you're the twat' or words to that effect 

iii. Stamped her foot close to Pupil A’s head whilst he was on the floor 

iv. Picked up a box and prepared to throw it, or pretended to prepare to 

throw it, at Pupil A 

v. By her action set out at 1.a.(ii) and 1.a.(iii) above she caused Pupil A to 

become: 

1. upset 

2. scared 

2. In relation to Pupil B: 

a. On 18 April 2013 whilst employed at LVS Hassocks as a teacher, Mrs 

Robinson: 

i. Took hold of Pupil B's wrist, arm or other part of her body 

ii. Pulled Pupil B from the top of a wardrobe 

iii. By her actions set out at 2.a.(i) and 2.a.(ii) above, she caused Pupil B to: 

1. fall to the floor 

2. fracture her wrist 

3. hit her head 

4. hit her knee 

5. have bruising on her knee. 

3. On 25 October 2013, Mrs Robinson was cautioned by Sussex Police for the offence of 

assault causing actual bodily harm on 18 April 2013, contrary to section 47 of the 

Offences against the Person Act 1861. 

Mrs Robinson admits the facts of allegations 1.a.i., 2 and 3 and that these amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct.  Mrs Robinson does not admit that they amount to 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Mrs Robinson does not admit the facts of allegations 1.a.ii. to 1.a.v. 
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C. Preliminary applications 

The Panel considered an application from the Presenting Officer that the allegations be 

amended by the addition of allegation 2.a. (iii).5.  Mrs Robinson consented to the 

application.  The Panel considered the interests of justice and allowed the amendment. 

The Panel considered an application from Mrs Robinson to exclude the witness 

statements of Individual D from the documents to be considered by the Panel, on the 

basis that Individual D was not to give oral evidence and so could not be cross-examined 

on the statements.  The Panel waived the requirement for a disputed bundle to be filed in 

advance of the hearing where there was a dispute as to admissibility of documents.  The 

Panel decided to admit Individual D’s statements, having decided that they could 

reasonably be considered to be relevant to the case and that it was fair to admit them. 

Further preliminary applications relating to documents are summarised below. 

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, with page numbers from 2 to 4; 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response, with page numbers from 6 to 13; 

Section 3: National College for Teaching and Leadership Witness Statements, 

with page numbers from 15 to 42; 

Section 4: National College for Teaching and Leadership Documents, with page 

numbers from 45 to 263; and 

Section 5: Teacher Documents, with page numbers from 265 to 697. 

 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

 A letter relating to the health of Individual D, given page number 263a; 

An email from the Head teacher of Newick House School regarding Pupil A, given 

page number 698. 

The Panel decided not to admit a document said to describe symptoms of shock, said to 

have been obtained from a website. 
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The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from the following people. 

Witness A, at the relevant time a teaching assistant (now teacher) at Woodlands 

Meed School, called by the Presenting Officer. 

Witness B, investigating officer, called by the Presenting Officer. 

Witness C, former Advanced Skills Teacher at Woodlands Meed School, called by 

Mrs Robinson. 

Mr Barry Robinson, husband of Mrs Melanie Robinson, called by Mrs Robinson. 

Mrs Melanie Robinson. 

  

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. 

Summary of Evidence 

Mrs Robinson was employed at Newick House School from 1995 as a teacher.  Newick 

House School had a section of the School providing specifically for children with autism 

spectrum disorder and Mrs Robinson was a teacher in this part of the School.  On 19 

March 2010 Mrs Robinson’s class was to run 20 laps of an area of the School’s grounds 

known as the cage, as part of Sports Relief Day.  Pupil A, who was in Mrs Robinson’s 

class, refused to participate in this event and Mrs Robinson left Pupil A in a classroom 

whilst the rest of the class carried out the activity.  Mrs Robinson returned to the vicinity 

of the classroom and at this time it was approaching “golden time” at which children were 

given more flexibility with their activities and could move around between classrooms.   

Loud noises were heard emanating from the room in which Pupil A was located and 

colleagues of Mrs Robinson, looking in through the windows of the room, reported that 

Pupil A was kicking and hitting furniture and windows with what seemed to be the plastic 

end from a window blind.   
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At some point thereafter Mrs Robinson entered the room and took the plastic object from 

Pupil A.  Mrs Robinson told Pupil A that he would have to pay for the damage caused 

and suggested that the damage be cleared up.  Pupil A refused to assist in the clear up 

of the damage and moved to pass Mrs Robinson to leave the room.  Mrs Robinson stood 

in the way of Pupil A.  Pupil A punched Mrs Robinson, striking the top of her head.  Mrs 

Robinson pulled Pupil A to the floor and restrained him.  Allegation 1.a.i. relates to this 

restraint. 

A higher level teaching assistant, Individual D and a teaching assistant, Witness A, then 

entered the room.  It is alleged that allegations 1.a.ii. to 1.a.iv. took place at this point. 

On 7 May 2010, Individual E, Deputy Head teacher at the School, was asked by 

Individual F, Head teacher at the School, to conduct an investigation into the events of 19 

March 2010.  Around October 2010, in light of comments made by Mrs Robinson 

regarding the School’s leadership, it was decided that Individual E’s investigation would 

be taken over by an external investigating officer, Witness B, to avoid a perceived conflict 

of interests.  Witness B prepared a report on the basis of the investigations carried out by 

Individual E and Witness B. 

In February 2011 a disciplinary hearing was conducted in relation to these events, which 

resulted in Mrs Robinson’s dismissal in February 2011, although the School paid Mrs 

Robinson her salary up to April 2011. 

In June 2011 Mrs Robinson started work as a teacher at LVS Hassocks, a school for 

children with autism spectrum disorder. 

On 18 April 2013, following an incident in the IT classroom, Mrs Robinson and Individual 

G went to the bedroom of Pupil B to find her.  Pupil B was sitting on top of her wardrobe 

and was upset because another student was copying her drum routine from a music club.  

Mrs Robinson sat on Pupil B’s bed whilst she spoke to Pupil B, who remained on the 

wardrobe.  Pupil B was verbally abusive to Individual G and Mrs Robinson.  Mrs 

Robinson stood up to leave the room with Individual G, who was standing in the doorway.  

Pupil B then threw a holdall style bag, which struck Mrs Robinson on the head and 

shoulders.  It is at this point that allegation 2 is said to have taken place. 

The following day, 19 April 2013, Mrs Robinson was suspended.  An investigation 

meeting took place at the School on 29 April 2013 and Mrs Robinson was informed that a 

disciplinary hearing would take place.  On 21 May 2013 Mrs Robinson resigned from her 

position as teacher at the School.  On 25 October 2013 Mrs Robinson was cautioned for 

assault occasioning actual bodily harm, in relation to the incident giving rise to allegation 

2. 
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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. In relation to Pupil A: 

a. On 19 March 2010 whilst employed at Newick House School as a teacher, Mrs 
Robinson: 

i. Failed to use a Team Teach approved method of restraint on Pupil A 

This allegation is admitted.  Further, the Panel has heard evidence from a number of 

witnesses, including Mrs Robinson herself, that Mrs Robinson did restrain Pupil A on the 

floor by holding Pupil A’s arms across him.  The Panel heard evidence from Witness A to 

the effect that this form of restraint is not in accordance with the Team Teach methods in 

which he has been trained and the Panel has also heard evidence from Mr Robinson, an 

advanced Team Teach trainer, about appropriate methods of restraint, none of which 

were similar to the method of restraint used by Mrs Robinson.  The Panel therefore finds 

this allegation to be proven. 

ii. Swore at Pupil A saying 'no you're the twat' or words to that effect 

Mrs Robinson’s evidence was that, due to the blow to the head she had just received 

from Pupil A and the speed with which events were moving at this point in time, she 

cannot be sure whether or not Pupil A called her a “twat” and whether she responded “no 

you’re the twat”.  In light of the evidence of Witness A and Individual D, who were present 

in the room at the time, the Panel is satisfied that Mrs Robinson did say “no you’re the 

twat” and therefore finds this allegation proven. 

iii. Stamped her foot close to Pupil A’s head whilst he was on the floor 

Mrs Robinson’s evidence was that, for the reasons set out above, she cannot be sure 

whether she stamped her foot close to Pupil A’s head whilst he was on the floor.  In light 

of the evidence of Witness A and Individual D, who were present in the room at the time, 

the Panel is satisfied that Mrs Robinson did stamp her foot close to Pupil A’s head whilst 

he was on the floor and therefore finds this allegation proven. 

iv. Picked up a box and prepared to throw it, or pretended to prepare to 
throw it, at Pupil A 

Mrs Robinson’s evidence was that, for the reasons set out above, she cannot be sure 

whether she picked up a box and prepared to throw it, or pretended to prepare to throw a 

box at Pupil A.  In light of the evidence of Witness A and Individual D, who were present 
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in the room at the time, the Panel is satisfied that Mrs Robinson did pick up a box and 

prepare to throw it, or pretend to prepare to throw a box at Pupil A and therefore finds 

this allegation proven. 

2. In relation to Pupil B: 

a. On 18 April 2013 whilst employed at LVS Hassocks as a teacher, Mrs Robinson: 

i. Took hold of Pupil B's wrist, arm or other part of her body 

Mrs Robinson has admitted this allegation and given oral evidence to this effect.  The 

Panel finds this allegation proven. 

ii. Pulled Pupil B from the top of a wardrobe 

Mrs Robinson has admitted this allegation and given oral evidence to this effect.  The 

Panel finds this allegation proven. 

iii. By her actions set out at 2.a.(i) and 2.a.(ii) above, she caused Pupil B to: 

1. fall to the floor 

Mrs Robinson has admitted this allegation and given oral evidence to this effect.  The 

Panel finds this allegation proven. 

2. fracture her wrist 

The evidence before the Panel was that the impact of Pupil B’s fall was exacerbated by 

her landing on the bag that she had thrown at Mrs Robinson, causing her to slip and put 

her wrist down.  Nonetheless, these circumstances did flow from Mrs Robinson pulling 

Pupil B from the wardrobe and therefore the Panel finds this allegation proven.  

3. hit her head 

The evidence before the Panel was that the impact of Pupil B’s fall was exacerbated by 

her landing on the bag that she had thrown at Mrs Robinson, causing her to slip.  

Nonetheless, this slip did flow from Mrs Robinson pulling Pupil B from the wardrobe and 

therefore the Panel finds this allegation proven. 

4. hit her knee 

The evidence before the Panel was that the impact of Pupil B’s fall was exacerbated by 

her landing on the bag that she had thrown at Mrs Robinson, causing her to slip.  

Nonetheless, this slip did flow from Mrs Robinson pulling Pupil B from the wardrobe and 

therefore the Panel finds this allegation proven. 
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5. have bruising on her knee 

The evidence before the Panel was that the impact of Pupil B’s fall was exacerbated by 

her landing on the bag that she had thrown at Mrs Robinson, causing her to slip.  

Nonetheless, this slip did flow from Mrs Robinson pulling Pupil B from the wardrobe and 

therefore the Panel finds this allegation proven. 

3. On 25 October 2013, Mrs Robinson was cautioned by Sussex Police for the 
offence of assault causing actual bodily harm on 18 April 2013, contrary to section 
47 of the Offences against the Person Act 1861 

The Panel has seen the Police National Computer record showing this caution and finds 

this allegation proven. 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Mrs Robinson not 

proven, for these reasons: 

1. a. v. By her action set out at 1.a.(ii) and 1.a.(iii) above she caused Pupil A to 
become: 

1. upset 

2. scared 

All of the evidence before the Panel indicated that Pupil A was upset before Mrs 

Robinson entered the room.  Further, Individual D states, in her statement to Individual E 

signed on 18 June 2010, that Pupil A was “angry and upset” already, before the actions 

set out at 1.a.(ii) and 1.a.(iii), took place and Witness A states, in his statement to 

Individual E signed on 18 June 2010, that Pupil A was “very scared and angry”, before 

those actions took place.  In the same statement, Witness A says that after these events 

took place, Pupil A was scared due to his own actions and the involvement of the police.  

In light of this evidence, the Panel finds this allegation not proven. 

 

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’. 

Having found the facts of allegation 1.a.i. proven, the Panel nonetheless finds that those 

facts do not amount to unacceptable professional conduct.   

The evidence from Mrs Robinson and from Witness A was that Mrs Robinson was only 

trained to the lowest level of Team Teach available and that nobody at the School was 

trained to a higher level than this.  Mr Robinson (an advanced Team Teach trainer) and 
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Witness A both gave evidence that Team Teach, at the level to which Mrs Robinson was 

trained, did not provide any form of restraint suitable for responding to a pupil of Pupil A’s 

stature coming straight at a teacher and punching them in the head.  In light of the 

School’s failure to ensure that Mrs Robinson was trained to respond to this sort of 

incident, Mrs Robinson’s failure to use a Team Teach approved method of restraint in 

this situation cannot, in the Panel’s view, be seen as unacceptable professional conduct 

on the part of Mrs Robinson.  The Panel finds that her actions in restraining Pupil A were 

reasonable, proportionate and necessary, given the limited training that she had been 

given to deal with such a situation.  

The Panel has had regard to Part Two of the Teachers’ Standards.  Nonetheless, given 

the circumstances in which the facts of allegation 1.a.i. events took place, the Panel finds 

that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly 

short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and so finds, by the definition in 

the Guidance, that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not unacceptable professional conduct. 

Having found the facts of allegation 1.a.ii. proven, the Panel nonetheless finds that those 

facts do not amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

The evidence of Witness A and Individual D is that despite Pupil A having told Mrs 

Robinson on two occasions to, “Fuck off”, Mrs Robinson did not react to that, more 

aggressive, language, before being punched in the head.  Their evidence was that Mrs 

Robinson used the word “twat” in response to Pupil A calling Mrs Robinson a “twat”, 

having just punched her in the head.  The Panel would not of course condone the use of 

such language in a normal classroom situation.  However, given that Mrs Robinson had 

not reacted to the earlier, more abusive, language and had only reflected Pupil A’s 

language, immediately following Pupil A punching her in the head, the Panel does not 

find Mrs Robinson’s reaction to be unacceptable professional conduct, particularly given 

the Panel’s finding that this action did not cause Pupil A to be upset or scared. 

The Panel has again had regard to Part Two of the Teachers’ Standards.  Nonetheless, 

given the circumstances in which the facts of allegation 1.a.ii. events took place, the 

Panel finds that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not misconduct of a serious nature, falling 

significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and so finds, by the 

definition in the Guidance, that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

Similarly, in relation to allegation 1.a.iii., in the context of Mrs Robinson having just been 

punched in the head by Pupil A, the Panel does not find that Mrs Robinson stamping her 

foot close to Pupil A’s head amounts to unacceptable professional conduct, particularly 

given the Panel’s finding that these actions did not cause Pupil A to be upset and scared. 

The Panel has again had regard to Part Two of the Teachers’ Standards.  Nonetheless, 

given the circumstances in which the facts of allegation 1.a.iii. events took place, the 

Panel finds that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not misconduct of a serious nature, falling 
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significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and so finds, by the 

definition in the Guidance, that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

Having found the facts of allegation 1.a.iv. proven, the Panel nonetheless finds that those 

facts do not amount to unacceptable professional conduct.  The evidence from Witness A 

was that the box was empty, without a lid, and that Pupil A would have known this to 

have been the case.  Moreover, it is noted that the allegation is not that the box was 

thrown at Pupil A, but that Mrs Robinson prepared to throw a box, or pretended to 

prepare to throw it.  The Panel notes that Mrs Robinson restrained herself from throwing 

the box, notwithstanding the fact that Pupil A had just punched her in the head.   

The Panel has again had regard to Part Two of the Teachers’ Standards.  Nonetheless, 

given the circumstances in which the facts of allegation 1.a.iv. events took place, the 

Panel finds that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not misconduct of a serious nature, falling 

significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and so finds, by the 

definition in the Guidance, that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was not unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

Having found the facts of allegation 2 proven, the Panel finds that those facts amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct.  In reaching this conclusion the Panel is satisfied that 

these facts involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards.  The Panel considers that by 

reference to Part Two, Mrs Robinson’s actions, in taking hold of Pupil B’s wrist, arm or 

other part of her body, pulling her from the top of a wardrobe and causing Pupil B to fall 

to the floor, fracture her wrist, hit her head and knee and have bruising to her knee, 

breached the following standard: 

 “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 … ” 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Melanie Robinson in relation to the facts 

proved in relation to allegation 2 fell significantly short of the standards expected of the 

profession. 

Allegation 3, the giving of a caution, has been found proven.  However, the facts giving 

rise to a caution are understood by the Panel to be those set out in allegation 2, which 

has already been found proven.  The caution itself is evidence, which the Panel has 

given considerable weight in considering whether allegation 2 has been proven, rather 

than being an allegation of misconduct itself.  Accordingly, the Panel finds that the 

caution itself does not involve any breach of the Teachers Standards and finds that the 

caution itself does not amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 
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The Panel has also considered whether Mrs Robinson’s conduct displayed behaviours 

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

has found that facts giving rise to allegation 2 involve behaviours associated with an 

offence involving violence.  The Guidance indicates that where behaviours associated 

with such an offence exist, a Panel is likely to conclude that an individual’s conduct would 

amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Accordingly, overall, the Panel is satisfied that Mrs Melanie Robinson is guilty of 

unacceptable professional conduct. 

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 pupil’s lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in 

the way they behave.  

Having done so, the Panel finds that the facts of allegation 2 amount to 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 

Guidance and having done so has found a number of them to be relevant in this case, 

namely the protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession 

and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the Panel’s findings against Mrs Robinson, which involved her pulling Pupil B 

from a wardrobe, there is a public interest consideration in the protection of pupils.  

Similarly the Panel finds that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mrs Robinson were not treated with the 

utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 
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The Panel considered that a public interest consideration in declaring proper standards of 

conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against Mrs Robinson 

was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations  that were 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 Mrs Robinson.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the Panel has looked at the public interest 

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

Robinson.  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 

proven.  In the list of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

teachers’ standards; and 

 misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils, and 

particularly where there is a continuing risk.  

The Panel wishes to clarify that, based on the evidence that it has seen, it does not find 

that Mrs Robinson poses a continuing risk to the well-being of pupils.  Although an 

allegation has been made in relation to a preceding incidence of physical restraint of a 

pupil (Pupil A), the Panel (and indeed the GTCE, in 2011) has found that that incident did 

not amount to unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute and so has not taken that event into consideration for the 

purposes of determining whether to recommend prohibition.  It is important to note that 

Mrs Robinson was working in a field where physical restraint of children was appropriate.  

Only that described in allegation 2 has resulted in a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute and that one occasion 

immediately followed Mrs Robinson being struck on the head and shoulders by a bag 

thrown by Pupil B. 

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 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.   

The Panel finds that there were extremely strong mitigating factors in this case.   

It is clear to the Panel that Mrs Robinson did not act deliberately and with the intention of  

causing Pupil B to fracture her wrist, hit her head or knee or have bruising.  Mrs 

Robinson’s conduct was an immediate reaction to a blow to the head from Pupil B. The 

Panel concludes from the evidence that Mrs Robinson’s intention was to bring the 

incident with Pupil B to an end, rather than to attempt to harm Pupil B in any way.  
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Moreover, Pupil B’s fall was exacerbated by her landing on the bag that she had thrown 

at Mrs Robinson, causing her to slip and suffer the injuries described.   

Having taken advice from their legal adviser, the Panel noted that their finding that Mrs 

Robinson did not intend to cause Pupil B any injury was consistent with the police 

caution, in that the offence in question does not require an intention to cause actual 

bodily harm.  The Panel also notes that the police did not choose to seek a conviction for 

the offence, instead offering Mrs Robinson a caution, which she accepted without the 

benefit of legal advice. 

Mrs Robinson’s conduct towards Pupil B amounted to a serious error of judgement by 

Mrs Robinson and was recognised as such by her immediately after the incident and 

subsequently. (Mrs Robinson resigned from her position at LVS Hassocks School shortly 

after the incident and admitted the allegation at the start of this procedure.) The Panel 

heard a considerable amount of evidence about the School and the pressures that Mrs 

Robinson faced. She described the behaviour of the children at the school as 

“horrendous” and gave the Panel examples of the pupils’ behaviour (e.g. setting off fire 

alarms; breaking windows; climbing onto the roof of the School; and leaving the School 

site without permission). Within one term of starting at the School on a temporary basis, 

Mrs Robinson was offered a full time post and a position on the senior management team 

of the School. She had responsibility for four classes. She was the sole qualified teacher 

in the team of four and had a class herself. Two classes were the responsibility of 

unqualified teachers. The fourth was the responsibility of a Higher Level Teaching 

Assistant. Mrs Robinson gave evidence that she was under considerable pressure in this 

environment and the Panel accepted this. Whilst in no way excusing the decision that 

Mrs Robinson made to pull the child off the wardrobe, the Panel considered this to be 

important contextual background relating to that decision.       

Finally, the evidence before the Panel is that Mrs Robinson’s record prior to the events 

leading to allegation 1 was exemplary.  By that time, Mrs Robinson had worked as a 

teacher for 24 years, with a very long history of working in the special education sector, 

working with children with autistic spectrum disorder, severe learning difficulties and 

emotional and behavioural difficulties, where physical interventions were frequently 

necessary.  Mrs Robinson had not, prior to that point, been subject to any disciplinary 

proceedings and the Panel heard evidence, including oral evidence from Witness C, an 

Advanced Skills Teacher who used to work with Mrs Robinson at Newick House School, 

that Mrs Robinson was an exemplary teacher with a highly professional manner.  Indeed 

LVS Hassocks was happy to recruit and quickly promote Mrs Robinson to the Senior 

Management Team of the School, notwithstanding the events of 2010. 

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

Given that Mrs Robinson’s conduct was a snap decision in response to a blow to the 

head and shoulders, the Panel finds that the nature and severity of the behaviour is out 

of character and at the less serious end of the possible spectrum.  In the light of the 
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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 both the findings and recommendations of the 

panel. 

The panel have found all the allegations in respect of pupil B proven and determined that 

those facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

The panel have provided significant detail relating to the specific circumstances and 

context of the incident concerned. In determining whether a prohibition order would be an 

appropriate and proportionate sanction they have balanced the public interest with that of 

Mrs Robinson. Whilst they have found several public interest considerations to be 

relevant in this case, they have also found a number of strong mitigating factors.  

Mrs Robinson has engaged with the process and recognised her serious error of 

judgement immediately, resigning her post and admitting the allegations relating to pupil 

B at the start of the NCTL’s proceedings. The particular circumstances at her school 

created significant pressure for Mrs Robinson both in terms of pupil behaviour and the 

responsibilities she was given that built up in a short period of time. 

Prior to the incidents referred to in this case, Mrs Robinson had an unblemished career in 

the special education sector. The panel heard witness evidence that Mrs Robinson was 

an exemplary teacher with a highly professional manner. 

In all the circumstances I agree with the panel that findings of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute are of themselves a 

proportionate sanction and a prohibition order is not required.  

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 21 October 2014 

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

State

 


