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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 2 June 2014 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Steven James Jenkins.   

The Panel members were Dr Melvyn Kershaw (Teacher Panellist– in the Chair), Ms 

Carolyn Robson (Teacher Panellist) and Mr John Elliott (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mrs Luisa Gibbons of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Mr Peter Lownds of Counsel. 

Mr Steven James Jenkins was not present and not represented. 

The hearing took place in public.   

  

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

Teacher:   Mr Steven James Jenkins 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:   

NCTL Case ref no:  0010603  

Date of Determination: 4 June 2014 

Former employer:  Langley Grammar School (“the School”)  
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 25 

March 2014. 

It was alleged that Mr Steven James Jenkins was guilty of unacceptable professional 

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

Whilst working as a supply teacher at Langley Grammar School, during a lesson on 7 

May 2013, he 

1. Shouted at a pupil and/or pupils on one or more occasions; 

2. In relation to Pupil A he: 

a. Took hold of his clothing; 

b. Lifted him up from the floor; 

c. Dragged him across the room; 

d. Kicked him on one or more occasions; 

e. Pushed him towards a metal cabinet; 

f. Caused him to make contact with a metal cabinet on his: 

i. head; 

ii. body; 

g. Caused him physical injury to his: 

i. head; 

ii. abdomen. 

3. By his actions set out at 2 above he caused: 

a. Pupil A to: 

i. feel upset; 

ii. feel scared; 

iii. cry. 

b. Another pupil and/or pupils to: 
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i. feel upset; 

ii. feel scared. 

4. In response to a pupil saying that they were going to tell the Deputy Headteacher 

about the incident involving Pupil A, he said “I can cause trouble too, we can go 

together” or words to that effect. 

In Mr Jenkins’ absence the allegations were taken to have not been admitted. Mr Jenkins 

was also taken to have not admitted that he is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct and / or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

Application to Proceed in Mr Jenkins’ absence 

The Presenting Officer applied to proceed in the absence of Mr Jenkins and in order to 

do so has made representations regarding the efficacy of the Notice of Proceedings.   

The Panel has determined that the Notice of Proceedings is effective.   

The Panel is satisfied that the College has complied with the service requirements of 

Regulation 19a to c of the Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) Regulations 2012, the Notice 

having been sent to Mr Jenkins’ last known address. 

The Panel is satisfied that Mr Jenkins has been provided with the requisite period of 

notice required by paragraph 4.10 of the Disciplinary Procedures for the Regulation of the 

Teaching Profession (“the Procedures”).   

The Panel is also satisfied that the Notice of Proceedings contains the details required by 

paragraph 4.10 of the Procedures.  The Panel has been particularly concerned to 

establish that Mr Jenkins has had the proper disclosure of relevant documents, since the 

Notice of Proceedings states that the Presenting Officer will forward any further material 

as it becomes available.   

The Panel has noted that a number of documents were properly sent to Mr Jenkins by 

the College on 20 September 2013 to Mr Jenkins’ last known address.  The Panel has 

seen an email stating that these documents were returned undelivered.  However, the 

Panel was satisfied that the key documents attached to that letter were the hand written 

statements provided by 30 pupils, and the Panel has seen a letter from Mr Jenkins’ 

representative dated 7 February 2014 which confirmed that 29 of the 30 handwritten 

statements had been seen by his representative, so there was no prejudice caused if the 

letter of 20 September 2013 had not been received.     

The Panel noted that the key statements of Pupils A, D, F, J and S were sent by Nabarro 

Solicitors to Mr Jenkins on 31 March 2014 to his last known address, so were sent at 

least 8 weeks prior to this hearing, the period of notice required under paragraph 4.10. 
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The Panel also noted that there is provision under paragraph 4.18 for any documents not 

enclosed with the Notice of Proceedings to be provided to the other party to the 

proceedings at least 4 weeks prior to the hearing.  A full copy of the paginated Panel 

Bundle (save for a duplicate document and a letter containing Mr Jenkins’ 

representations) were sent to Mr Jenkins last known address on 7 May 2014.  Whilst this 

was outside the 4 weeks envisaged, the Panel was satisfied that it was appropriate to 

waive this notice period in the interests of a fair hearing.  The Panel were satisfied that 

the only significant new document served at this stage was the witness statement of 

Individual A and its appendices, but the Panel considers that Mr Jenkins has had 

sufficient time to make any representations given that the document was sent only a 

matter of a few days short of the usual 4 weeks notice.   

The Panel heard submissions from the Presenting Officer whether to proceed in Mr 

Jenkins’ absence.  Having received legal advice, the Panel has determined to exercise 

its discretion under Paragraph 4.28 of the Procedures to proceed with the hearing in the 

absence of Mr Jenkins. 

In making its decision, the Panel has noted that Mr Jenkins may waive his right to 

participate in the hearing.  The Panel understands that its discretion to commence a 

hearing in the absence of the teacher has to be exercised with the utmost care and 

caution, and that its discretion is a severely constrained one.   

The Panel has taken account of the various factors drawn to its attention from the case of 

R v Jones [2003] 1 AC 1.  The teacher has stated that he will not be able to attend due to 

a family member’s health problems which prevent him from being away from that family 

member for more than 4 hours at a time.   

The Panel considers that Mr Jenkins has waived his right to be present at the hearing in 

the knowledge of when and where the hearing is taking place.  The Panel has had regard 

to the requirement that it be only in rare and exceptional circumstances that a decision 

should be taken in favour of the hearing taking place.  However, Mr Jenkins has not 

produced any evidence as to his inability to attend, nor has he sought an adjournment or 

suggested that he wishes to attend either now, or at a future date.  There is no indication 

that an adjournment would result in Mr Jenkins attending.  The Panel has the benefit of 

Mr Jenkins’ written representations, his representative’s representations to the Disclosure 

and Barring Service and the account Mr Jenkins gave in his police interview and is able 

to consider such points as are favourable to him when testing the evidence.  It can 

exercise vigilance in its decision making, taking account that Mr Jenkins will not have had 

the opportunity to test the evidence.   The Panel has also taken account that this case 

involves vulnerable child witnesses who have agreed to provide evidence by video 

conference.  An adjournment of the hearing would likely cause those children distress 

and disruption, they having already had to take a day away from their education in order 

to attend the hearing today.   The Panel has had regard to the seriousness of this case, 

and the potential consequences for Mr Jenkins, but considers, in light of Mr Jenkins’ 

wavier of his right to appear, that on balance, these are serious allegations and the public 



7 

interest in this hearing proceeding within a reasonable time is in favour of this hearing 

continuing today.    

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  Pages 5 – 7 

Section 2:  Notice of Proceedings and Response  Pages 9 – 16 

Section 3:  National College for Teaching and Leadership’s Witness Statements 

         Pages 18 – 123 

Section 4:  National College for Teaching and Leadership Documents 

         Pages 125 – 240 

Section 5:  Teacher Documents (cover sheet only)  Page 242 - 293 

The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

The Panel admitted a bundle of correspondence relevant to the issue of whether to 

proceed in Mr Jenkins’ absence.  It was considered fair to admit these documents in 

order to consider this issue fully.  This bundle was given page numbers 240a, 241a, 242a 

etc - 273a. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence called by the Presenting Officer from Pupils A, D, F, J and 

S and the Deputy Headteacher of Langley Grammar School. 

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 documents admitted during the hearing.   
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Mr Jenkins was employed by the School as a medium-term Supply teacher.  An incident 

incurred in the classroom on 7 May 2013, which forms the basis of the allegations 

contained in the Notice of Hearing.  The matter was reported to the police on 10 May 

2013 and Mr Jenkins was interviewed by the police on 14 May 2013.   

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: 

Whilst working as a supply teacher at Langley Grammar School, 

Mr Jenkins’ representatives confirmed in a letter that Mr Jenkins had been working as a 
supply teacher at the School.  There is no dispute regarding this, and this is found 
proven.  

1.  During a lesson on 7 May, you shouted at a pupil and/or pupils on 
one or more occasions, 

Pupil F and Pupil J both referred in their witness statements to Mr Jenkins shouting at 

Pupil A during the lesson on 7 May 2013.  Pupil D referred to Mr Jenkins having been 

angry but not shouting.  The Panel considers that it would have been likely that Mr 

Jenkins would have raised his voice when he saw Pupil A crawling on the floor, and that 

could have been perceived by some pupils as shouting.  The Panel therefore finds it 

more likely than not that Mr Jenkins did shout at Pupil A, but does not consider that 

shouting, in itself, to have been excessively inappropriate behaviour in the 

circumstances. 

2a  In relation to Pupil A you took hold of his clothing, 

Pupil A described Mr Jenkins as having grabbed the back of his collar.  Pupil D described 

Mr Jenkins having pulled Pupil A up by his collar.  Pupil F stated that Mr Jenkins picked 

up Pupil A by the collar.  Pupil J stated that Mr Jenkins grabbed Pupil A by the collar. 

Pupil S stated that Mr Jenkins was holding the back of the collar of Pupil A’s blazer.  

Although Mr Jenkins denied in his police interview having grabbed the back of Pupil A’s 

collar, the witnesses that gave oral evidence before the Panel were unanimous that Mr 

Jenkins had taken hold of his clothing.  The Panel were persuaded by the witness 

evidence and found it more probable than not, that Mr Jenkins took hold of Pupil A’s 

clothing.  

2b  In relation to Pupil A you lifted him up from the floor,  
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In Mr Jenkins’ representative’s submissions to another body, it is stated that Mr Jenkins 

accepts that he lifted Pupil A up.  In his police interview, Mr Jenkins stated that he had 

picked Pupil A off the floor to a standing position.  Pupil A described in his oral evidence 

that he was dragged partly on the floor and partly stood up, from a crawling position.  

Pupil F, in oral evidence, also referred to Pupil A half sitting and half standing, Pupil A 

having previously been in a crawling position.  Pupil S described, in oral evidence, Mr 

Jenkins having pulled Pupil A up and Pupil J referred him to having been lifted off the 

ground.  The Panel was therefore satisfied that Pupil A was lifted up from the floor by Mr 

Jenkins.   

2c  In relation to Pupil A you dragged him across the room, 

In Mr Jenkins’ representative’s submissions to another body, it is stated that Mr Jenkins 

denies having dragged Pupil A.  However, the Panel heard oral evidence from Pupil A 

that he had been dragged whilst partly on the floor and partly stood up.  Pupil D 

described Pupil A as having been somewhere in between standing and on the floor and 

having been “literally dragged”.  Pupil F also referred to Pupil A having been half sitting, 

half standing, so that Pupil A walked a bit of the way himself as well.  Pupil S referred to 

Mr Jenkins having pulled Pupil A by his blazer and Pupil J described Pupil A having been 

pulled forward with his feet off the ground.  The Panel having heard this oral evidence 

was satisfied that it was more probable than not that Mr Jenkins had dragged Pupil A in 

the sense of having physically compelled Pupil A to move involuntarily across the room.  

2e  In relation to Pupil A you pushed him towards a metal cabinet, 

Pupil A described having been pushed towards the metal cabinet.  Pupil D described Mr 

Jenkins having pushed Pupil A into the cabinet.  Pupil D states that Mr Jenkins pushed 

Pupil A towards the cabinet.  Pupil J stated that Mr Jenkins threw Pupil A near to the 

cabinet.  Pupil S stated that Pupil A had pushed himself against the cabinet to make a 

scene.  The Panel noted that Pupil S had been the furthest away from the cabinet, but 

that the other witnesses had been in or near the front of the class.  In his police interview, 

Mr Jenkins stated that he did not remember Pupil A being near the cabinet.  

The Panel were satisfied that the balance of the witness evidence was in favour of Pupil 

A having been pushed by Mr Jenkins towards the metal cabinet and that it was therefore 

more probable than not that this happened.   

2f ii  In relation to Pupil A you caused him to make contact with a metal 
cabinet on his body,  

Pupil A described that the left hand side of his body went into the cabinet.  Pupil D 

described Pupil A having definitely hit his arm on the cabinet.  Pupil J described Pupil A’s 

feet having touched the cabinet lightly and that the side of his arm hit the cabinet.  The 
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Panel was satisfied by these accounts that Mr Jenkins had more likely than not caused 

Pupil A to make contact with the metal cabinet on his body. 

3a iii  By your actions set out at 2 above you caused Pupil A to cry, 

All of the pupils who gave oral evidence referred to Pupil A having cried. Pupil S thought 

Pupil A may have been pretending to cry.  The Panel did not consider Pupil A to have 

been an entirely credible witness since he stated categorically that he had not done 

anything wrong.  Other witnesses referred to him as having been flicking rubber bands, 

crawling around the floor, ignoring repeated instructions to go back to his chair; offering 

sweets to his friend and having been generally disruptive.  The Panel was satisfied that 

the weight of the witness evidence was that Mr Jenkins had caused Pupil A to cry, but 

the Panel was unable to ascertain the extent to which the crying may have been, in part, 

for dramatic effect by Pupil A.   

3b i   By your actions set out at 2 above, you caused another pupil 
and/or pupils to feel upset 

The Panel received evidence that a number of the pupils had reported the incident 

immediately afterwards to the Deputy Headteacher.  The Panel considers that it is 

unlikely they would have done this, had they not been upset.  Pupils D and F described 

having been shocked by the incident and the Panel considers that having witnessed such 

an incident, other pupils would have been more likely than not to have felt upset.   

3b ii  By your actions set out at 2 above, you caused another pupil and/ 
or pupils to feel scared. 

There was clear evidence of Pupil D having felt scared, the Panel was satisfied that this 

was proven.   

4  In response to a pupil saying that they were going to tell the 
Deputy Headteacher about the incident involving Pupil A, you said “I 
can cause trouble too, we can go together” or words to that effect. 

Both Pupils D and J described in their written statements having heard Mr Jenkins say 

this.  The Panel considered this to be credible evidence and were satisfied that it was 

more probable than not that Mr Jenkins did say this. 
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We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 

2d  In relation to Pupil A you kicked him on one or more occasions,  

Pupil A described Mr Jenkins having kicked him on his shoe to get his attention when he 

was on the floor on his hands and knees immediately before Mr Jenkins pulled him up by 

the collar.  In oral evidence, Pupil A described this as a “gesture of warning”.  Pupil D 

refers to Mr Jenkins having kicked Pupil A at the top of his thigh at a later stage, when 

Pupil A was leaning against the cabinet.  He described the kick as not being very hard.  

Pupil F described that somewhere at the front of the classroom, Mr Jenkins gave Pupil A 

a “nudge or kick” and that Mr Jenkins had kicked Pupil A because he refused to move.  

Pupil J stated that Mr Jenkins kicked Pupil A lightly to the upper thigh, it was thought 

twice.  In oral evidence, this was described as a nudge, being not that hard. Pupil S 

stated that Mr Jenkins did not kick Pupil A, but had held his foot against Pupil A’s to stop 

him, which was described as a tap.     

The Panel considered that it was more probable than not that Mr Jenkins nudged or 

tapped Pupil A with his foot, but not that he had shown a degree of force that would 

constitute a kick.  Had he kicked Pupil A, the Panel would have expected Pupil A to have 

suffered bruising but this was not apparent.   

2f i  In relation to Pupil A you caused him to make contact with a metal 
cabinet on his head  

Of the 5 witnesses who gave oral evidence, the only firm account of Pupil A having hit his 

head came from Pupil A himself.  Pupil D stated “Maybe Pupil A hit his head on the 

cabinet”, but it did not appear to the Panel that the probability of this was any higher on 

Pupil D’s evidence than a mere possibility. Pupil A stated that it was only on the night of 

the incident, after he went home, that his head started to ache.  The Panel were not 

persuaded that Pupil A’s headache was the result of any injury caused to him during this 

incident.  The Panel would have expected the other witnesses that gave oral evidence to 

this Panel to have seen his head hit the cabinet, had that occurred.  The Panel were not 

satisfied that there was sufficient evidence to conclude that it was more probable than not 

that Mr Jenkins caused Pupil A’s head to make contact with the metal cabinet.    
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2g i  In relation to Pupil A you caused him physical injury to his head, 

The panel was not satisfied that there was evidence of a physical injury to the head.   

2g ii  In relation to Pupil A, you caused him physical injury to his 
abdomen. 

The Panel is not satisfied that Pupil A was caused physical injury to his abdomen.    The 

Panel notes that Pupil A has not given any evidence of having been kicked in his 

abdomen.  In the absence of any visible bruising, the Panel was not satisfied that it was 

more probable than not that Pupil A sustained injury to his abdomen. 

3a i  By your actions set out at 2 above you caused Pupil A to feel 
upset  

The Panel considers that if Pupil A was genuinely crying it is more likely than not that 

would have been caused by him feeling shocked and embarrassed by the incident, as he 

has described in his statement, rather than being upset. 

3a ii   By your actions set out at 2 above you caused Pupil A to feel 
scared  

The Panel did not find proven that Mr Jenkins caused Pupil A to feel scared.  The Panel 

has noted that Pupil A has not referred to having been scared during the incident only 

afterwards before he went back into the classroom.  Had Pupil A felt scared, it would 

have expected Pupil A to have mentioned this when describing the incident.  The Panel 

has noted that one pupil stated that Pupil A had said “I am going to make you pay” to Mr 

Jenkins and “I am going to tell Individual A”.  Given the Panel’s reservations about the 

credibility of Pupil A, the Panel did not consider that the burden of proof had been 

discharged sufficiently to find this allegation 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’. 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Jenkins in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Part Two, Mr Jenkins 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  
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treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect, 

and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s 

professional position; 

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, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

The Panel has given consideration to Mr Jenkins’ assertion that he was safeguarding 

Pupil A by preventing him from heading towards the computer area under his desk, which 

he stated had had an electrical blowout the previous week.  However, the Panel asked 

questions of each of the witnesses about their awareness any problems with the 

computer equipment and none of the witnesses had any recollection of this.  The Deputy 

Headteacher stated that she had made enquiries and had not found any report of such 

an incident, nor in her time working at the school had there been any such incidents.  

She also informed the panel that there were no floor sockets in the classroom.   

Furthermore, having heard the witness accounts from the other pupils in the room, the 

Panel did not believe Pupil A had been crawling towards Mr Jenkins’ desk at the time he 

was lifted up from the floor by Mr Jenkins.   

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Jenkins fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession. 

The Panel has also considered whether Mr Jenkins’ conduct displayed behaviours 

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

has found behaviours associated with violence and 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, the Panel is satisfied that Mr Jenkins is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

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.  The Panel has also 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.  Mr Jenkins’ actions on 7 May 2013 were witnessed by a 

classroom of pupils all of whom are likely to have reported the incident outside of the 

school.   

The Panel therefore finds that Mr Jenkins’ actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 
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Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the Panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable unprofessional conduct/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 carefully considered the public interest considerations set out in the 

Guidance.   The Panel did not consider that Mr Jenkins poses a threat to pupils.  

Although the incident arose out of a loss of self-control, the Panel paid regard to the 

evidence of the deputy head teacher that Mr Jenkins had appeared to be secure in his 

management of students and that there had been no particular concerns regarding Mr 

Jenkins until this incident.  The Panel also took account of extensive references that have 

been provided in support of Mr Jenkins covering the whole of his professional life as a 

teacher, including periods as a sports coach, and also as a minister of religion.  None of 

these indicated that there had ever been any issues with regard to a loss of self-control.  

We noted that Mr Jenkins was described as having a “genuine care and concern for 

students”.    

Mr Jenkins has shown insight into his actions, and expressed regret over his 

management of the incident. His representative stated that Mr Jenkins believed he 

should have remained more composed during the events in question, and Mr Jenkins 

says that if such an incident happened again, he would deal with it very differently.  

Mr Jenkins has evidently reflected upon his actions and has concluded that he no longer 

wishes to teach in main stream schools in the future.   

The Panel were satisfied that this was a one off incident in an otherwise unblemished 

career, and as such the protection of pupils does not require Mr Jenkins to be prohibited. 

The Panel also did not consider that it was in the public interest to make a prohibition 

order for the maintenance of public confidence in the profession.  The Panel was of the 

view that the disciplinary process, the hearing and the finding of unprofessional conduct, 

was in itself sufficient to reassure the public that such incidents are taken very seriously.  

The Panel’s findings that Mr Jenkins’ actions were unacceptable professional conduct, 

and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute sends a clear signal to him, the 

profession and the public that his actions had fallen significantly short of the standards 

expected. 
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The Panel then carefully considered whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a 

Prohibition Order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Jenkins. The 

Panel considered and balanced the public interest referred to above and the interests of 

Mr Jenkins.  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 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.  

Mr Jenkins actions were a serious departure from Teachers’ Standards and did seriously 

affect the education of pupils during that lesson, but for the reasons set out above the 

Panel did not consider there to be a continuing risk.   

The Panel went on to consider whether or not the mitigating factors militate against a 

Prohibition Order being an appropriate and proportionate measure to impose, in the 

particular circumstances of this case.  The Panel noted that the Deputy Headteacher 

described the behaviour displayed by Pupil A before the incident as “appalling”.  The 

Panel concluded that Mr Jenkins’ reaction was a misguided attempted to restore 

appropriate class behaviour so as to enable the pupils to continue with their learning.  In 

reaching this conclusion the Panel did not consider that Mr Jenkins acted in any 

deliberate or pre-meditated way but were satisfied there were other more appropriate 

methods available to him that should have been deployed in response to the situation.  It 

was accepted that Mr Jenkins was of previous good history and that there was significant 

testimonial evidence in support of this.   

Given the significant mitigating factors that were present in this case, and the Panel’s 

view that a prohibition order was not required in the public interest, 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 carefully considered the findings and recommendations of the Panel in this case. 

They have found a number, but not all, of the allegations proven and have found that 

those allegations found proven, in aggregate amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

The Panel have gone on to consider whether a prohibition order is an appropriate and 

proportionate measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so.  They have 

acknowledged that 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.   
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The Panel have carefully considered the public interest considerations set out in the 

Guidance.  The Panel have judged that Mr Jenkins does not pose a threat to pupils.  All 

the proven allegations relate to a single one off incident.  Although the incident arose out 

of a loss of self-control, the Panel have given due regard to the evidence of the deputy 

head teacher that Mr Jenkins had appeared to be secure in his management of students 

and that there had been no particular concerns regarding Mr Jenkins until this incident.  

The Panel also took account of extensive references that have been provided in support 

of Mr Jenkins.  None of these indicated that there had ever been any issues with regard 

to a loss of self-control.  They noted that Mr Jenkins was described as having a “genuine 

care and concern for students”.    

Mr Jenkins has shown insight into his actions, and expressed regret over his 

management of the incident. His representative has told the Panel that Mr Jenkins 

believed he should have remained more composed during the events in question, and Mr 

Jenkins has stated that if such an incident happened again, he would deal with it very 

differently. 

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

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is sufficient in this case 

and that the imposition of a prohibition would be neither appropriate nor proportionate. 

 

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 6 June 2014 

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

State.  


