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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
Teacher: Mr Nicholas Norman Brooks 

 
Teacher date of birth:  

 
TA Case ref no: 9072 

 
Date of Determination: 3 December 2012 

 
Former Employer: Meoncross School, Fareham 

 
 
 

A. Introduction  
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of The Teaching Agency convened on 3 
December  2012  at  53-55  Butts  Road,  Earlsdon  Park,  Coventry,  CV1  3HH  to 
consider the case of Mr Norman Brooks. 

 
The Panel members were Mrs Fiona Tankard (Teacher Panellist – in the Chair), Ms 
Nicole Jackson (Lay Panellist) and Mr William Nelson (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Christopher Alder of Blake Lapthorn Solicitors. 

The  Presenting  Officer  for  the  Teaching  Agency  was  Ms  Melinka  Berridge  of 
Kingsley Napley solicitors.  Ms Berridge was not present during the meeting. 

Mr Brooks was not present and was not represented during the meeting. 

Mr Brooks requested that the allegation be considered at a meeting. The meeting 
took place in private. The decision was announced in public and was recorded. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of meeting dated 13 
November 2012. 

 
It was alleged that Mr Brooks was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct in 
that: 

 

Whilst employed at Meoncross School, Fareham he: 
 

1. Engaged in inappropriate physical contact with the following students; 
 

a) Student A 
 

i) in June 2011 
 

ii) in September 2011; 
 

b) Student B in July 2010; 
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c)       Student C in November 2007. 
 

2. Engaged in inappropriate communications with Student A, in September 2011 
in that he; 

 

a)       sent text messages to her mobile phone 
 

b)       engaged in conversations with her about his personal life 
 

3. Failed  to  maintain  appropriate  professional  boundaries  with  the  following 
students: 

 

a)       Student A 

b)       Student B 

c)       Student C 

 
Mr Brooks accepts the allegations as set out in the Notice of Meeting dated 13 
November 2012 and admits that those facts amount to unacceptable professional 
conduct. 

 

C.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

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

 
Section 1 Anonymised Pupil List Page 1 
Section 2 Notice of Referral & Response Pages 1 – 7 
Section 3 Statement of Agreed Facts/Facts Representations Pages 1 - 19 
Section 4 Teaching Agency Documents Pages 1 – 224 

 

D.  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  

 

Mr Brooks, whose date of birth is (redacted), was employed at Meoncross School, 
Fareham from 9 January 2002 until 17 November 2011.  He was primarily 
employed as a maths teacher, but he also ran the School Council. In November 
2007 an incident which involved Mr Brooks and Student C, was investigated by the 
Headteacher.   It was alleged that Mr Brooks had put his arm around the student, 
given her a hug and kissed her on the cheek. Mr Brooks was spoken to about his 
conduct.  In July 2010 Individual A, the Deputy Headteacher spoke with Mr Brooks 
after she had seen him spending time with Student B during lunchtime.  She raised 
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her concern with Mr Brooks, having spoken with Children Service Officer, and it is 
suggested that he was given a verbal warning about his behaviour. 

 
In November 2011 Person 3 (a student at the school) spoke with Individual B, 
Deputy Headteacher, and raised concerns about Mr Brooks' behaviour towards 
Student A.  It was suggested that he had put his arm around the student and had 
kissed her on the cheek. During a school investigation, students and members of the 
teaching staff were interviewed.  Student A was interviewed and she provided a 
statement about her contact with Mr Brooks and provided copies of a number of text 
messages she had exchanged with him.  Mr Brooks claimed that he had been 
providing support to the pupils and especially Student A whom he felt needed 
support.  He denied a number of the alleged actions. Following the investigation and 
a disciplinary meeting, Mr Brooks was dismissed on 21 November 2011. 

 
The allegation we have considered is that contained within the Notice of Meeting 
dated 13 November 2012. 

 
It is alleged that Mr Brooks was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in that 
whilst employed at Meoncross School, Fareham he: 

 

1.       Engaged in inappropriate physical contact with the following student; 
 

a)       Student A 
 

i) in June 2011 
 

ii) in September 2011; 
 

b)       Student B in July 2010; 
 

c)       Student C in November 2007. 
 

2. Engaged in inappropriate communications with Student A, in September 2011 
in that he; 

 

a)       sent text messages to her mobile phone 
 

b)       engaged in conversations with her about his personal life 
 

3. Failed  to  maintain  appropriate  professional  boundaries  with  the  following 
students: 

 

a)       Student A 

b)       Student B 

c)       Student C 

 
Findings of fact 

 

Our findings are as follows: 
 
 

In respect of particulars 1 a i 
 

We have carefully considered all of the relevant evidence provided within the bundle 
of documents.  The evidence has included a statement provided by Student A and a 
document  recorded  as  a  conversation  between  her  and  Individual B.    We  have 
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considered the statement provided to the school by Individual A (Deputy Head 
teacher) and Mary Burley. 

 

We have carefully considered the admissions which Mr Brooks has made as part of 
the school investigation. We have carefully considered the testimonial document 
which Mr Brooks has provided. 

 

We have also considered the Statement of Agreed Facts very carefully.  Reference 
is made to Mr Brooks' kissing Student A on the cheek in June 2010. 

 

The evidence in relation to this particular is, in our view, vague and we have not 
been able to assess the credibility of the evidence provided by Person 3.   We are 
not satisfied that Mr Brooks makes a clear admission to the facts underlying this 
particular  either  in  the  Statement  of  Facts  or  during  the  school's  investigatory 
process. 

 

We do not find this particular proven. 

In relation to particular 1 a ii 

We have carefully considered the Statement of Agreed Facts and Mr Brooks' 
testimonial.  It is suggested that in September 2011 Mr Brooks kissed Student A on 
the cheek, put his arm around her shoulder, kissed her on the temple and put his 
arm across her chest.  Mr Brooks does not accept that he put his arm across her 
chest or that he kissed her and there is dispute as to the context of the incident. 

 

We are satisfied that Mr Brooks admits elements of the allegation.  We find this 
particular proven, to the extent that he gave her a brief 'one armed hug' across her 
shoulder and that this was inappropriate in the circumstances. 

 

In relation to particular 1 b 
 

We have carefully considered the Statement of Agreed Facts. It is suggested that in 
July 2010, when Student B was leaning against him, Mr Brooks let his left hand rest 
on the front of her left hip / stomach area. 

 

It is not clear from the Statement of Agreed Facts and Mr Brooks' testimonial what it 
is that Mr Brooks admits. There is clear inconsistency between the reference to this 
allegation in the Statement of Agreed Facts, Mr Brooks' testimonial and the evidence 
provided during the school's investigation process.  In our view, the Statement of 
Agreed Facts does not set out an agreed version of events in relation to this 
particular.    We are unable to test the strength and credibility of the evidence 
presented by the Teaching Agency. 

 

We do not find this particular proven. 

In relation to particular 1 c 

In the Statement of Agreed Facts, Mr Brooks admits that in November 2007 he put 
his arm around Student C and gave her a hug and a kiss on the cheek.  It was not 
appropriate for him to have given the student a kiss on the cheek. We have 
concluded that his actions went beyond the professional behaviour which would 
have been appropriate to comfort a distressed pupil. 

 

We find this particular proven. 

In respect of particular 2 a 
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We have carefully considered the evidence provided within the bundle of documents. 
This has included a statement provided by Student A and Mr Brooks' testimonial. 

 

We have considered the transcript of the text messages which have been provided. 
We have considered the admissions which Mr Brooks has made both as part of the 
school investigation but also as contained within the Statement of Agreed Facts. 

 

We have considered the content of the text messages.  We consider that the use of 
text messaging with this pupil is inappropriate, as is the content of the messages. 

 

Having considered the statement of Student A, the transcript of the text messages, 
the Statement of Agreed Facts and Mr Brooks' testimonial we are clear that Mr 
Brooks admits this particular and we find the particular proven. 

 

In relation to particular 2 b 
 

We have considered the statement of Student A and the content of the Statement of 
Agreed Facts. 

 

Mr Brooks appears to accept that he did discuss personal matters with Student A. 
However, it is not clear on the available evidence whether Mr Brooks admits the 
content of the conversations he had with Student A.  The Statement of Agreed Facts 
does  not  sufficiently  explain  the  nature  or  context  of  conversations  which  are 
admitted to have been held between Mr Brooks and the student. 

 

On the basis of the evidence available and the nature of the conversations, we are 
not able to assess whether the conversations undertaken between Student A and Mr 
Brooks were inappropriate. We do not find this particular proven. 

 

In respect of particular 3 a 
 

We have carefully considered the evidence provided within the bundle of documents. 
This has included a statement provided by Student A. 

 

We have considered the admissions which Mr Brooks has made and the Statement 
of Agreed Facts. It is clear that Mr Brooks admits the facts of this particular. 

 

Mr Brooks accepts and we have found it proven that he sent text messages to 
Student A and put his arm around her in a hug.  Having considered his testimonial 
and Student A's statement very carefully, we find it proven that he failed to maintain 
appropriate professional boundaries with Student A. 

 

In relation to particular 3 b 
 

We have considered the Statement of Agreed Facts very carefully. We have 
considered Mr Brooks' testimonial carefully - it is not clear whether Mr Brooks admits 
to having failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries with this student and 
he indicates in an earlier investigative interview that he denies a suggestion that he 
spent too much time with her. 

 

We are not satisfied that there is sufficient evidence to prove that he failed to 
maintain appropriate professional boundaries with Student B. 

 

In relation to particular 3 c 
 

We  have  found  it  proven  in  relation  to  particular  1c  that  Mr  Brooks  made 
inappropriate contact with Student C.  We have found it proven that this was a single 
incident.  In so far that the one alleged incident is proven, we have found that Mr 
Brooks failed to maintain professional boundaries with Student C. 
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Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct  
 

We have noted that Mr Brooks accepts that his conduct amounts to unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

 
We have found it proven that Mr Brooks has engaged in inappropriate physical 
contact  with  Student  A  and  Student  C,  has  engaged  in  inappropriate 
communications by sending text messages to Student A and failed to maintain 
appropriate professional boundaries with Students A and C.  We are satisfied that 
such actions show that Mr Brooks has acted in a manner which has the potential to 
undermine public confidence in the standards expected of the profession. 

 
Teachers have a responsibility to act in a manner which upholds public trust and 
upholds confidence in the reputation of the profession.  Teachers are expected to 
behave in a manner which ensures the maintenance of appropriate professional 
boundaries. His behaviour failed to ensure the maintenance of appropriate 
professional boundaries which is fundamental to a teacher's role given the position of 
trust, responsibility and authority in which teachers are placed. 

 
Accordingly, on the basis of the facts we have found proven, we find that Mr Brooks' 
conduct amounts to unacceptable professional conduct 

 
Panel’s  Recommendation  to  the  Secretary of  State                                                    
 

We carefully considered whether, given the facts which we had found proven, it is 
necessary in the public interest and/or in the interests of justice for us to consider the 
matter in a hearing rather than a meeting.   We have decided that we can 
appropriately conclude the case in a meeting and that it is not necessary, in the 
public interest or the interests of justice, to consider this matter in a hearing. 

 
We have considered this case very carefully and have considered the mitigation and 
evidence presented by the Agency and Mr Brooks.    We have considered the 
representations which he has provided very carefully and we have carefully noted 
that he has accepted a number of the factual particulars. 

 
We are concerned by Mr Brooks' behaviour.  It is clear to us that Mr Brooks took 
steps to contact the student and initiated text communications with her. The content 
of the text messages are concerning, especially because he advised the pupil not to 
tell anyone else of the messages. His actions were deliberate and he was not acting 
under duress.   His actions were inappropriate and the use of text messages and 
their content were professionally unacceptable. 

 
Mr Brooks' conduct has fallen below the standard expected of a registered teacher. 
We are of the view that his behaviour has the potential to undermine the reputation 
of the profession.   He failed to observe and maintain appropriate professional 
boundaries and his actions depart from the standards of conduct which can 
appropriately be expected of the profession. 



7  
 

 

On the evidence available to us and given the allegations we have found proven, we 
are not satisfied that Mr Brooks' actions have seriously affected the education or 
wellbeing of students and he has maintained that he was seeking to help students. 
Given the allegations we have found proven, we have noted that his actions relate to 
a small number of isolated incidents across a four and a half year timescale, and that 
he had been employed at the school since February 2002. 

 
There is no evidence that Mr Brooks has a deep seated attitudinal issue which led to 
harmful behaviour and the Independent Safeguarding Authority has decided that it is 
not appropriate to impose a barring order. There is no suggestion that Mr Brooks has 
acted in a way which was dishonest. 

 
We were concerned that Mr Brooks appeared to have been warned about his 
behaviour and that he did not appear to change his behaviour.  However, there is not 
sufficient cogent evidence which explains the context of those warnings and detail of 
the advice which was given to him. 

 
We have reminded ourselves that a sanction which is imposed is not intended to act 
punitively, but is imposed to reflect the seriousness of behaviour, to uphold public 
confidence in the standards expected of the profession and to protect the public 
and/or pupils.  Mr Brooks has acted in a manner which was inappropriate and 
unacceptable.  However, having considered very carefully the case and the scope of 
those particulars we have found proven, we are not satisfied that a Prohibition Order 
is necessary.  The physical contact whilst inappropriate was not overtly sexual and 
the text messages did not give rise to concern for the safety or wellbeing of the 
recipient. Accordingly, we are not satisfied that a Prohibition Order is required in the 
specific circumstances of this case to uphold public trust and confidence in the 
standards of conduct expected of the profession. Most importantly, we do not believe 
that an Order is required to protect children. 

 
On the basis of the facts we have found proven, we have decided that it would be 
disproportionate for a Prohibition Order to be imposed in this case. We therefore do 
not recommend that an Order be imposed. 

 

  Secretary of State’s  Decision and  Reasons                                                                 
 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of 
the panel. 

 
This is a complex case as it involves admissions by the teacher of a number of facts 
and allegations, and findings of fact in a number of areas by the panel. Indeed the 
Panel has found that overall on the facts that they have found proven the behaviour 
of Mr Brooks does amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

 
The Panel have been clear that they were concerned about some aspects of Mr 
Brooks’ behaviour and they are clear that his actions represented a departure from 
the behaviour expected from the profession. 
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On the other hand the panel have also identified that in their view the behaviour did 
not give rise to harm to the recipient and was not behaviour at the higher end of this 
type of misconduct. 

 
The panel have therefore given careful consideration to their recommendation about 
a prohibition order. Such orders should not be punitive but should be in the public 
interest, proportionate and in the interests of justice. The panel are clear in their 
recommendation that in this case a prohibition order would not be proportionate. 

 
The panel have made a clear statement that: 

 
“Mr Brooks' conduct has fallen below the standard expected of a registered teacher.” 

 
They are also clear that it would be disproportionate for a Prohibition order to be 
imposed in this case. On balance I therefore accept their recommendation. 

 

 
 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick 
Date 4 December 2012 


