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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 

 
 

Teacher: Mr Jeshowa Hammerton 
 
Teacher date of birth:  

 
TA Case ref no: 0009188 

 
Date of Determination: 13 February 2013 

 
Former Employer: Ashton on Mersey School, Cheshire 

 

 
 

A.  Introduction  
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (‘the Panel’) of the Teaching Agency convened on 11, 
12 and 13 February 2013 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH 
to consider the case of Mr Jeshowa Hammerton. 

The Panel members were: 

 Mrs Sue Netherton (Lay Panellist – in the Chair); 
 

 Mr John Speller (Teacher Panellist); and 
 

 Dr Robert Cawley (Teacher Panellist). 
 
The  Legal  Adviser  to  the  Panel  was  Mr  Christopher  Alder  of  Blake  Lapthorn 
Solicitors. 

 
The  Presenting  Officer  for  the  Teaching  Agency  was  Ms  Melinka  Berridge  of 
Kingsley Napley LLP, Solicitors. 

Mr Hammerton was present and was represented by Ms Sarah Gill of the NASUWT. 

The  hearing  took  place  in  public  and  was  recorded.  Parts  of  Mr  Hammerton's 
evidence were heard in private. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 

The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 10 
December 2012, that Mr Hammerton is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

 
Whilst employed at Ashton on Mersey School, Cheshire, on a year 7 camping trip in 
July 2011, he: 
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1.  Requested a male sixth form student (Student A) to purchase a one litre 
bottle of vodka; 

 
2.  Invited two female sixth form students (Student B and Student C) to 

consume his vodka; 
 

3.  Did not maintain appropriate professional boundaries with Amy McAdam 
and Student C in that he; 

 
i. was alone with Student B and Student C at night and/or in the early 

hours of the morning; 
ii.  invited Student B and Student C to enter his tent; 
iii.  made inappropriate comments to Student B and Student C. 

 
Mr Hammerton admitted particulars 2 and 3(i). He partially admitted particular 3(iii). 

 

C.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

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

 
Section 1:     Anonymised Pupil List                                        pages 1 -2 
Section 2:     Notice of Proceedings and Response                pages 3 -8 
Section 3:     Teaching Agency Witness Statements               pages 9 -32 
Section 4:     Teaching Agency documents                             pages 33 -102 
Section 5:     Teacher documents                                            pages 103 -111 

 
Additional Documents 

 
Ms Gill requested that a number of documents be admitted in evidence – a number 
of which were submitted to support the Teacher's position. 

 
Having taken advice from the Legal Adviser, the Panel was satisfied that the 
documents were relevant to the issues that it was called upon to decide and that it 
would be assisted by their admission. 

 
The additional documents were added to Section 3 of the papers as pages 112 – 
116. 

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

 
Brief summary of evidence given 

 

Please note that this is intended to be a summary – it does not reflect the complete 
evidence given. 
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The Panel carefully considered the submissions of the Presenting Officer in opening 
and closing submissions. 

 
The Presenting Officer called Witness A, Executive Principal at Ashton on Mersey 
School to give evidence.  The Panel took her statement, found at pages 10 – 18 of 
the bundle, as read. 

 

In answers to questions from the Presenting Officer, Teacher's Representative and, 
subsequently the Panel, Witness A provided further detail regarding her role at the 
school.  She was able to provide further detail regarding the guidance and "informal 
warnings" given to Mr Hammerton during his time at the school.  She provided detail 
regarding  the  expectations  of  staff  at  the  school  about  the  use/consumption  of 
alcohol while on residential trips.  She provided additional evidence regarding her 
investigation into the concerns raised about Mr Hammerton's conduct during the 
residential trip. 

 

During cross-examination, Witness A provided greater detail regarding the 
concerns which had been raised about Mr Hammerton's conduct before the 
residential trip. She had not attended the residential trip so was unable to give direct 
evidence about the incidents.  She had felt that Mr Hammerton, before the residential 
trip, had been doing well and had made a positive contribution to the community. 

 

Alcohol had been provided by the school for consumption on the residential trip.  The 
alcohol, in the form of beer and wine, was made available for staff to help them to 
relax and socialise.  The trip leader was responsible for the organisation of the trip 
and to consider who could, or could not drink.   She provided additional detail 
regarding  the  duties  of  the  four  sixth  form  students  who  were  attending  the 
residential trip and assisting staff.   There was no specific policy at the school 
regarding the use or consumption of alcohol on residential trips.  There is now a 
specific policy at the school and training is provided to staff, explicitly, regarding 
professional boundaries.   The residential trip had been running successfully for 
approximately 8 years.  Witness A believed that Mr Hammerton had shown a lack 
of awareness / naivety by placing himself in a situation with students which could 
have been misinterpreted – this was a parallel to the earlier guidance which had 
been given to him. 

 

The Presenting Officer called Witness B, PE teacher at the school to give evidence. 
The Panel took Witness B's statement, found at pages 19 – 22 as read. 

 

In answer to questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's Representative 
and, subsequently, the Panel, Witness B explained that he had not attended the pre- 
trip meeting.  He was not aware that alcohol would be available during the trip.  He 
had received no guidance and was not aware of any school expectation regarding 
the use of alcohol.  Witness B gave greater detail regarding the residential trip.  
He was also able to provide additional detail regarding the events on the 13 July 
2011, his discussion with Mr Hammerton and his recollection of the events when 
Student B and Student C were in the staff tent. 

 

Witness B also provided further information regarding the social events held for 
staff on the 13 and 14 July 2011.  He explained that there was sufficient light 
available on the 13 July 2011 to be able to see Mr Hammerton's face when they were 
outside by the rocks. He was unable to recall the specific timings of events. 
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Witness B provided further information regarding his professional qualifications.  He 
confirmed that alcohol was not discussed as part of the pre-trip meeting.  No specific 
guidance was given regarding the role of the sixth form students who were assisting 
staff  –  he  confirmed  that  their  role  fell  somewhere  between  students  and  the 
teachers. 

 

The Presenting Officer called Student A to give evidence.   The Panel took 
Student A's statement, found at pages 24 – 25 of the bundle as read. Student A 
had confirmed through the Presenting Officer that he was content for his anonymity 
to be removed. He was formerly the individual known as Pupil C. 

 

In answers to questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's Representative 
and, subsequently, the Panel, Student A provided further detail regarding the events 
on the residential trip.  He had an informal manner and relationship with teachers.  
He had never been taught by Mr Hammerton.  He initially stated that Mr 
Hammerton had given him cash and had requested that he purchase vodka for him. 
Mr Hammerton had asked him to do so in a very friendly manner.  He went on to 
purchase the vodka in the local ASDA supermarket and was 18 years of age at the 
time. He provided further detail regarding the events of the 14 July 2011. 

 

Student A conceded that the cash for the vodka had not been given to him by Mr 
Hammerton, but that it appeared that Witness B would repay cash to him.   He 
could not recall who, therefore, had given the money to him. He was unable to recall 
the amount of money given to him, the cost of the vodka or the bottle size.  He was 
referred back to his interview notes and confirmed that he had agreed that he had 
been concerned that he had not been repaid for purchasing the vodka.  He could not 
recall whether he had given the vodka to Mr Hammerton. 

 

The Presenting Officer called Student B to given evidence.  The Panel took Student 
B's statement, found at pages 28 – 32 as read. Student B had confirmed through the 
Presenting Officer that she was content for her anonymity to be removed. He was 
formerly the individual known as Pupil A. 

 

In answers to questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's Representative 
and, subsequently, the Panel, Student B confirmed that she had attended a 
residential trip with the school on a number of occasions.  In 2011 she had finished 
at the sixth form.  She had been a school Ambassador.  She confirmed that there 
had been no guidance given to the four sixth form students about the consumption of 
alcohol or professional boundaries.    She was not aware that alcohol would be 
available during the residential trip. 

 

Student B provided further detail regarding the social evening on the 13 July 2011 
and the availability of beer, wine and small miniature bottles which were in the staff 
room.  She described how Mr Hammerton had been present and how he had 
spoken with her and Student C.  He had suggested that they could drink his vodka 
– the bottle was in his rucksack which was in the staff kitchen.    She went on to 
explain how she and Student C had left the staff room and had met Mr Hammerton 
who was sitting alone on the rocks.  She provided further detail about how they had 
seen Individual A – they were worried that she would think that they had been 
drinking more alcohol.  She described the discussion with Mr Hammerton and how 
she and Student C ended up in the staff tent. They had not spent time alone with Mr 
Hammerton in the tent and had not been offered alcohol.   She had no concerns 
about Mr Hammerton's behaviour that night.   She provided additional information 
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regarding the conversation she and Student C had had with Mr Hammerton on the 
14 July 2011.   The conversation involved a personal discussion which had made 
them both feel uncomfortable. 

 

During cross-examination, Student B described how she had spent both nights in 
the dormitory, the first night on a camp bed and the second on a bunk bed.  She 
explained how an experienced teacher, Individual B, had first suggested that the four 
students were able to drink alcohol with staff.  She also provided evidence regarding 
the last day of sixth form and the events that evening when students had been in the 
Walkabout / Revolution bars. 

 

The Presenting Officer called Student C to give evidence.  The Panel took Student 
C’s statement, found at pages 26 -28 as read. Student C confirmed, through the 
Presenting Officer, that she was content for her anonymity to be removed. Formerly 
she had been identified as Pupil B. 

 

In answer to questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's Representative 
and,  subsequently,  the  Panel,  Student C confirmed  that  she  had  not  known Mr 
Hammerton from her time at the school, but they did have a mutual friend outside of 
school.  She provided additional detail regarding the events on 13 July 2011.  She 
confirmed that, during the evening, Individual B had said that the sixth form students 
were allowed to drink alcohol with staff if they wished. She described how Mr 
Hammerton had been present and how he had spoken with her and Student B.  He 
had suggested that they could drink his vodka.  She explained that Mr Hammerton 
referred  to  his  bottle  of  vodka  which  was  in  his  rucksack  in  the  kitchen.  She 
describes the layout of the staffroom and the annexed kitchen. 

 

Student C described what had happened when they left the staff room and how 
they had spoken to Mr Hammerton who was sitting by himself on the rocks.  She 
provided detail about hers and Student B's discussion with Mr Hammerton as they 
stood together by the rocks. She described how, when they had seen Individual A 
walking towards them, Mr Hammerton had said that they should go into the staff tent.  
She described how she and Student B were panicky and had gone into the tent to 
avoid being seen by Individual A.  She explained how Witness B had subsequently 
entered the tent followed by Mr Hammerton. 

 

Student C provided   additional   detail   regarding   the   conversations   with   Mr 
Hammerton around the campfire on the 14 July 2011. He had explained that they 
were attractive which would mean they would get attention at university.  She had 
felt uncomfortable with the personal comments about student life; given that Mr 
Hammerton was a teacher.  She described how, on the first night, she and Student B 
had stayed in a tent. They had spent the second night in the dormitory. This was 
clarified during questioning by the Panel when Student C confirmed that they had 
slept in the dormitory on both nights.  She did not recall sleeping in a tent during 
the residential trip.  She accepted that there had been some confusion about an 
evening at which staff had been present in the Walkabout / Revolution bars with 
students. 

 
 

The Teacher's Representative called Mr Hammerton to give evidence.  The Panel 
took Mr Hammerton's response, found at pages 112 – 115 of the hearing bundle, as 
read. 
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In answer to questions from the Teacher's Representative, the Presenting Officer 
and, subsequently, the Panel, Mr Hammerton explained that while he had been a 
teacher at the school no concerns had been raised about his teaching and he 
thought he had been doing a good job.  He had been spoken to by senior managers, 
during which he was advised to be more aware of sensitive issues when talking with 
pupils, but he did not believe that these were significant issues.  He provided detail 
about a self-referral which he had made, following which he had been told not to 
worry. 

 
He explained that there had been a pre-trip meeting.   A rota of activities was 
discussed at the meeting. Also, information was given about what to expect and how 
to manage Year 7 students.  There was no discussion about the roles of the sixth 
formers. No students had attended the meeting.  There had been no discussion 
regarding the use or consumption of alcohol and he had not expected alcohol to be 
present during the trip.   There had been no discussion regarding professional 
boundaries. 

 
Mr Hammerton explained two personal issues - one involving his sister's health and 
one involving the death of a close friend of his.   He gave evidence about these 
issues in private session. 

 
He explained that he had taken no alcohol with him to the trip and he had had no 
reason to do so.  He had withdrawn cash from a cash machine on 15 July and had 
given this to Witness B to give to Student A.  By that time, he had been told by 
catering staff that Student A had paid for the bottle of vodka.  He had asked the 
dinner ladies to purchase a bottle of vodka for him. The discussion had involved two 
members of the catering staff and Student A was present.  He denied that he had 
asked Student A to purchase the vodka. 

 
Mr Hammerton stated that he had not been aware that alcohol would have been 
present on the trip.  He had seen teachers carrying beer and wine into the activity 
centre and had assumed that they had brought their own supplies with them.  He did 
not drink beer or wine and therefore had asked the dinner ladies to purchase it for 
him.  He provided additional detail about how he had offered Student B and Student 
C a drink from his bottle of vodka having seen other teaching staff such as Individual 
B, offering them alcohol earlier in the evening.  He had offered vodka to a small 
number of people during the social evening. 

 
Mr Hammerton provided additional detail regarding his recollection of the discussion 
with Student B and Student C at the rocks on the night of 13 July 2011.  He had not 
told them to get into the staff tent, but had told them to get into "their" tent.  After 
Witness B had asked the students to leave the staff tent he had had a general 
chat with Witness B.  Witness B had not been concerned about the events. 

 
He described the events on 14 July, both the social evening with the teaching staff 
and sixth form students as well as the on-going conversation with Student B and 
Student C around the camp fire.  He accepted that he had made a number of 
comments which crossed professional boundaries. He had spoken with them about 
student life at university.  With hindsight he would not have made the comments 
during the conversation. 
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He  provided  his  thoughts  and  reflections  following  the  residential  trip.     Mr 
Hammerton explained that his actions had been out of character and that this had 
resulted from the personal issues that he was going through at the time.  He refuted 
the suggestion that he had asked Student A to purchase the alcohol but, other than 
through speculating, he had no reason to believe that Student A had tried to get 
him into trouble. 

 
Mr Hammerton did not accept that he had told Student B and Student C to go into his 
tent. He could only suggest that the students had been mistaken during the 
discussion.  He accepted that his initial interviews with Individual C and Witness A 
were inconsistent.  He stated that he had initially not remembered the detail of the 
events on 13 and 14 July 2011 – he had not been given detail of any of the 
allegations against him and his mind had been muddled during the initial interviews.  
There were elements of his discussion with Student B and Student C which he 
denied – for example he  denied  asking  questions  about  Student B’s boyfriend.       
He confirmed that, at the time, he had no idea that either of the female students had 
felt uncomfortable.  He had not spoken with Student C about the investigation after 
the residential trip. 

 

D.  Decision and Reasons  
 

The Panel announced its decision 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, the additional documents provided at the start of the hearing and we 
have carefully considered all of the evidence presented to us during the hearing. 

 
We have considered the following allegation that you are guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in 
that: 

 
Whilst employed at Ashton on Mersey School, Cheshire, on a year 7 camping trip in 
July 2011, you: 

 
4.  Requested a male sixth form student (Student A) to purchase a one litre 

bottle of vodka; 

 
5.  Invited two female sixth form students (Student B and Student C) to 

consume your vodka; 
 

6.  Did not maintain appropriate professional boundaries with Student B and 
Student C in that you; 

 
i. were alone with Student B and Student C at night and/or in the early 

hours of the morning; 
 

ii.  invited Student B and Student C to enter your tent; 
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iii.  made inappropriate comments to Student B and Student C. 
 
Summary 

 

Mr Hammerton commenced employment at Ashton on Mersey School, Cheshire 
from 1 September 2010.  His date of birth is 4 June 1986.  He was a newly qualified 
teacher and, at that point, was completing his induction year.   He taught RE, 
Psychology, Law and PHSE and was a Year 7 form tutor. 

 
Mr Hammerton was invited to join a Year 7 camping trip to Wales between 13 and 15 
July 2011.  Four sixth form students had joined the school trip to provide support to 
members of staff.   During the trip, the school had provided beer and wine for staff to 
drink once the pupils had gone to bed, as a way of thanking staff for running the 
residential trip.  On the evening of 13 July 2011 in the staffroom area the staff were 
playing games and socialising.  During the evening the sixth form students were 
present and were offered the opportunity to drink alcohol with the staff.  During the 
evening Mr Hammerton offered both Student B and Student C (two of the sixth form 
students) a drink of vodka. Later in the evening, they poured themselves a drink of 
vodka and coke.  At the time of the events, Student B was 18 and Student C was 17. 

 
On the 15 July 2011 a member of staff, Witness B, reported to Individual D, Head of 
Year 7, that he had been concerned about Mr Hammerton's behaviour during the 
trip.  On the night of 13 July 2011, once all Year 7 pupils had gone to bed, he was 
returning to the staff tent which he shared with Mr Hammerton and Individual E.  Mr 
Hammerton who was nearby told him that Student B and Student C were in the staff 
tent.  Witness B entered the tent and was joined by Mr Hammerton.  After a short 
period, Witness B asked the students to leave the tent.  During the subsequent 
investigation Student B and Student C stated that Mr Hammerton had said that they 
should go into the staff tent in order to avoid being seen by a senior member of staff, 
Ms Webster. 

 
Further concerns were raised by Student A on 15 July 2011.   Student A also 
spoke with Individual D about Mr Hammerton's behaviour.  He explained that, he had 
spoken with Student B and Student C who were concerned about comments that Mr 
Hammerton had made to them on the night of 14 July 2011 which were of a 
personal nature and had made them feel uncomfortable.   The following week 
Student A reported that Mr Hammerton had asked him to purchase a bottle of vodka. 

 
Mr Hammerton resigned his position at the school during its investigation into the 
concerns.  He accepted that he had offered alcohol to the sixth form students during 
the evening with the staff and that, with hindsight; he accepted that he had made a 
number of inappropriate comments to Student C and Student B relating to student life 
at University.    However, he denied that he asked Student A to purchase alcohol 
for him or that he had invited the female students to enter his tent. He also 
maintained that a number of comments attributed to him were not true.  He stated 
that he had not been spoken to regarding the expectations of the use of alcohol on 
the school trip. 
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Findings 
 
We have carefully considered all of the evidence in this case.  Our findings are as 
follows 

 
Particular 1 

 
We have considered all of the relevant evidence, which principally included the oral 
evidence of Student A and your evidence.  Student A’s evidence was that on 13 
July 2011 you asked him to purchase a bottle of vodka for you. He was due to assist 
the catering staff in purchasing provisions for the trip. 

 
We have noted that you accept that you did ask for vodka to be purchased, but that 
you did not ask Student A to do this. 

 
Having had the opportunity to ask questions of Student A yesterday we were not 
satisfied about the clarity of his recollection of events. He was unable to recall 
important  details.  His  evidence  appeared  to  be  confused  and  his  recollection 
changed significantly during the course of his testimony.     Accordingly,  we are 
unable to place significant weight on his evidence in relation to who was asked to 
purchase vodka. 

 
We considered the evidence which was presented in the form of a written record of 
the interview with Individual F, a member of the catering staff.  We were unable to 
ask questions of Individual F or indeed the other member of catering staff Individual 
G. Given the inconsistencies in Student A’s evidence and the lack of detail in the 
interview record, we did not feel able to place significant weight on this hearsay 
evidence. 

 
We considered your evidence very carefully.   We found that you gave largely 
consistent and reliable evidence relating to the facts set out in this particular. Your 
testimony was tested during cross examination by the Presenting Officer and we 
believe that your response to these specific questions was reliable. 

 
On the basis of the evidence available and our view of the weight to be given to it, 
we do not find that the available evidence is sufficient to prove the allegation. 
Accordingly,  we  do  not  find  it  proven  that  you  requested  Student A to purchase 
a one litre bottle of vodka. 

 
Particular 2 

 
We have considered all of the relevant evidence, which has included the evidence of 
Witness B, Student B and Student C. We considered your oral evidence. 

 

Student B and Student C gave evidence about your conversation with them on the 13 
July 2011 regarding your offer to them to drink your vodka. They provided detail 
about the location of the vodka.  They both gave consistent evidence about how 
Student B had entered the kitchen and poured them both a drink of vodka and coke. 

 

We have noted that you admit the facts of this particular. On the basis of the 
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evidence available and your admission we find this particular proven. 

Particular 3 i 

We have considered all of the relevant evidence, which has included the evidence of 
Student B and Student C.  We have also considered the evidence of Witness B who 
was present during the night of 13 July 2011 and with whom you spoke during the 
events in question. 

 

The evidence of all three witnesses was that on the night of 13 July 2011 you were 
alone with Student B and Student C for a short period of time at an area of rocks 
on the campsite.  We note that you did not invite them to join you and have noted 
that the rocks were in the approximate centre of the tents which were set out in a 
horseshoe shape. 

 

We have also considered the evidence of both Student B and Student C whose 
evidence was that you were alone with them the following night / early morning 
around the campfire. 

 

We have considered your evidence which is, in terms of being alone with the 
students, consistent with the evidence of Student B and Student C. 

 

We have noted that you admit the facts of this particular.  On the basis of the 
evidence available and your admission we find this particular proven. 

 
Particular 3 ii 

 

We have considered all of the relevant evidence, which has included the evidence of 
Student B and Student C.   We have also considered your evidence very carefully. 

 

There is a conflict in the evidence between the students' recollection and yours. You 
deny that you invited either of the students into your tent.  Your evidence is that you 
were standing with the students by the rocks and that the two students panicked 
when they believed that they had seen Ms Webster and thought they would get into 
trouble. Your evidence was that you told them that they should return to their tent. 

 

The evidence of Student B and Student C (following her clarification) was that they 
did not sleep in a tent.  We have carefully considered the evidence. Their evidence 
remained consistent throughout the school investigation.  Their evidence also 
remained consistent when given to this panel, including through cross examination 
yesterday, that you had invited them into your tent.   We found Student C and 
Student B to be credible witnesses who gave clear evidence.  We gave weight to 
their evidence. 

 

Witness B was able to give evidence about your conversation with him on 13 
July 2011 when you informed him that the students were in the staff tent. 

 

Having considered all of the evidence as well as the specific circumstances, we have 
decided that, on the balance of probabilities, we find this particular to be proven. 

 
Particular 3 iii 

 

We have considered all of the relevant evidence, which has included the evidence of 
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Student B and Student C.   We have also considered your evidence very carefully. 
You accepted in your evidence that you did engage in conversation with Miss 
McAdam and Miss Cross about personal matters. 

 

We found the evidence of Student B and Student C to be cogent and clear. A 
conversation on the second night with these students involved personal matters 
related to a discussion of student life at University.  Student B and Student C gave 
evidence that during the conversation you said that they had "good bodies" which 
would make them attractive and therefore would get them more attention from male 
students. Additionally, there was a discussion about inviting them to become friends 
on Facebook. 

 

We are also satisfied on the evidence that the conversation led into a hypothetical 
discussion of teachers being linked, romantically, with students, although we are not 
satisfied on the evidence that you initiated this conversation. 

 

We have noted that you admit elements of the particular and that you accept that a 
number of comments which you made during the conversation were inappropriate. 
We find the facts of this particular proven. 

 
Particular 3 

 
We have carefully considered the preamble to this particular. It is alleged that you 
did not maintain appropriate professional boundaries.  On the basis that we have 
found the underlying facts of 3 i, 3 ii and 3iii proven we further find that you did not 
maintain appropriate professional boundaries. 

 
Having considered the evidence carefully which includes your evidence, we are 
satisfied that you did not intend to spend time alone with the students in the staff 
tent, and indeed you did not.   We have carefully considered your actions in seeking 
to "collaborate" with Student B and Student C in trying to hide them from another 
member of staff.  Both students gave evidence that they did not drink alcohol whilst in 
the staff tent and that you did not offer alcohol to them to drink in the tent. There is no 
evidence which suggested that there had been any inappropriate conversations in 
the tent. 

 
We have noted that you spent time alone with Student B and Student C at night and 
in the early hours of the morning.  We have noted that you made a number of 
comments to students which were inappropriate and touched on personal matters. 
The  students'  evidence  was  that  they  felt  that  you  had  crossed  the  line  of 
professional boundaries and made them feel uncomfortable. 

 
Whilst we are satisfied on the evidence that there was no intent to cause any harm to 
either student or that you had any other malicious intent, we are satisfied that your 
actions did not maintain the appropriate professional boundaries expected of a 
teacher / student professional relationship. 

 

We note that you accept that you did not maintain appropriate professional 
boundaries and we have found the facts of this element of the particular proven. 
Accordingly, we find particular 3, in its entirety, proven. 
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Finding as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or conduct bringing the 
profession into disrepute 

 

We have carefully considered whether the facts we have found proven amount to 
unacceptable  professional  conduct  and  /  or  is  conduct  which  may  bring  the 
profession into disrepute. 

 
We have considered the current Teachers' Standards and are clear that Teachers 
must uphold public trust in the profession and maintain the highest standards of 
ethics and behaviour within and outside school. 

 
We have carefully considered the organisation of the school trip and the events which 
occurred on the trip.  There did not appear to be a detailed explanation before the trip 
and no explicit guideline or policy which related to the use or consumption of alcohol. 
It did not appear to be clear to staff what the expectations were in respect of alcohol 
being available on the trip.  We have considered the context of the social events held 
on 13 and 14 July 2011 at which teachers and the four sixth form students (3 of 
whom were no longer students) were drinking alcohol or were being offered alcohol 
to drink.  We have noted that you were a newly qualified teacher and that this was 
your first residential school trip. 

 
We have carefully considered the circumstances which surround your offer to Student 
B and Student C on 13 July 2011 that they could drink some of your vodka. We are 
not certain that your actions were substantially different to that of other members of 
staff on the trip during the social evening.  Whilst we do not condone such actions 
and believe that your actions show a serious lack of professional judgment, we do not 
believe that your actions as set out in particular 2 - when viewed in the full context 
of the events on 13 July 2011 – represent serious misconduct falling significantly 
short of the standards of behaviour expected of a Teacher. 

 
We have carefully considered the circumstances which surround particular 3.  The 
evidence of Student A, Student B and Student C indicated that there was a degree of 
informality during the residential trip between teaching staff and the sixth form 
students who were providing support.  These students were young adults and three 
were no longer students at the school.  Despite this informality, you were a member 
of teaching staff.  We are clear that you had received induction training regarding the 
need to maintain appropriate boundaries with students.  You were in a position of 
responsibility and trust.  You had previously been spoken to by members of senior 
staff at the school with regard to your need to be aware of your role as a teacher and 
to be aware of your position.  You should not have placed yourself in a situation 
where there was a confusion of the professional boundary between yourself and  
students  –  including  those  who  were  no  longer  at  the  school.    You  have 
accepted that you behaved in a way that you had a serious lapse of professional 
judgment.  Submissions made on your behalf were that such a lapse could amount to 
unacceptable professional conduct. 

 
We are clear that Teachers are expected to maintain and uphold appropriate 
professional boundaries.  Your actions have shown that you have failed to uphold this 
fundamental expectation.  By failing to observe and maintain appropriate boundaries 
with students you demonstrated a significant lack of understanding of professional 
expectations.   Such actions have the potential to not only damage your reputation 
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and the reputation of the school, but also the reputation of the profession as a whole. 
 
Given the findings we have made, we are satisfied that your behaviour in relation to 
the events set out in particular 3 is misconduct of a serious nature, which falls 
significantly short of the standards of conduct expected of a Teacher. Having 
considered all of the circumstances, we are satisfied that your conduct amounts to 
unacceptable professional conduct and has the potential to bring the profession into 
disrepute. 

 

Recommendation to the Secretary of State 
 
We have considered the mitigation and evidence presented by Mr Hammerton.  We 
have considered the various character and professional testimonials which he has 
presented. We considered the testimonials which we found to be highly supportive, 
demonstrated dedication to the profession and showed his commitment to being a 
teacher. 

 
At the time of the events, Mr Hammerton was a newly qualified teacher and was 
assisting on his first residential trip. The events relate to a time at the end of the 
school's and his first academic year when he was an inexperienced teacher. 

 
Around the time of the events, Mr Hammerton was going through a period of 
significant personal stress relating to the illness of his sister and death of close 
friend.  Mr Hammerton gave candid and open evidence about this period of personal 
stress during private session.  Since the events, Mr Hammerton has undergone 
personal counselling and therapy which is assisting him. 

 
We set out above, in our findings in relation to unacceptable professional conduct 
and bringing the profession into disrepute, a number of observations in relation to the 
organisation, planning and running of the residential school trip.  There was not, at 
the time, a policy or guideline in place which specifically related to the consumption 
of alcohol or to the maintenance of professional boundaries. There was no specific 
understanding in relation to expectations of the role(s) which the sixth form students 
and former sixth form students were due to play during the trip which appeared to 
lead to some confusion about roles and responsibilities. There was also an informal 
atmosphere which seemed to pervade relationships, which we believe could easily 
have been misunderstood by an inexperienced teacher – especially given the lack of 
school guidance.  Whilst this does not excuse Mr Hammerton's behaviour, it is 
important contextual information which we have found to be relevant to the decision 
given the specific facts of this case.  We have noted that the school has made 
significant changes to its policy, running and location of residential trips following the 
camping trip of July 2011. 

 
As is clear from our findings above, we have been concerned about Mr Hammerton's 
serious lapses of professional judgement in relation to the maintenance of 
professional boundaries. However, we are satisfied that there was no underlying 
motive and he did not seek to harm or undermine any of the students. 

 
In undergoing counselling at his own expense, we have noted that he has taken a 
significant step to explore his behaviour and to ensure that there will be no repeat of 
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such conduct in the future.  Having heard evidence from Mr Hammerton, we are 
satisfied that he has given an open and candid account of his personal 
circumstances. We are satisfied that this intense period of stress played a significant 
part in affecting his professional judgment at the time.  We believe that he has 
learned from the events which have been the subject of this case. 

 
We have reminded ourselves that a Prohibition Order is not intended to act punitively 
but would be imposed to reflect the seriousness of behaviour, to uphold public 
confidence in the standards of conduct expected of the profession and to protect the 
public and/or students.  We have carefully considered the issue of proportionality. 

 
We believe that Mr Hammerton has shown remorse and insight in relation to his 
actions and the consequences which have flowed from his behaviour.  We are 
satisfied that there are no concerns that Mr Hammerton presents a risk to any 
student or child or that the public interest requires the imposition of an Order.  For 
these reasons and given our findings above, we do not believe that a Prohibition 
Order is necessary or proportionate in this case. Accordingly we do not recommend 
that a Prohibition Order is appropriate given the facts of this case. 

 

 

  Secretary of State’s  Decision and  Reasons                                                                 
 
I have given very careful consideration to this case. 

 
The  panel  have  found  some  of  the  allegations  proven  and  that  those 
allegations do amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

 
Failure to observe the proper professional boundaries between teachers and 
students  is  a  serious  matter  which  risks  bringing  the  wider  teaching 
profession into disrepute. 

 
However it is evident that the panel has heard clear evidence from Mr 
Hammerton that he has shown insight into his behaviour and that he has also 
shown remorse. In addition he has taken positive steps to address his 
behaviour. The panel also refer to the open and candid account that Mr 
Hammerton gave of a period in his life where he was undergoing considerable 
stress. Although that does not excuse his behaviour it does provide a context. 

 
A finding of unacceptable professional conduct is a serious one and makes 
public the sorts of behaviour that are unacceptable. A decision to prohibit 
must be made taking into account the public interest and must also be 
proportionate. 

 
In this case I support the recommendation of the panel that Mr Hammerton is 
not prohibited from teaching. 
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