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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Aaron Beeken 

NCTL case reference: 14165 

Date of determination: 6 July 2016 

Former employer: Bourne Academy, Lincolnshire 

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 4 to 6 July 2016 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Aaron Beeken. 

The panel members were Mrs Ruth Winterson (former teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr 

Ryan Wilson (teacher panellist), and Mr John Armstrong (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Ms Patricia D’Souza of Eversheds LLP. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Julia Faure-Walker of 2 Hare 

Court chambers. 

Mr Beeken was present and was represented by Ms Jan Alam of RopeWalk chambers. 

The hearing took place in public, save for any aspect of the hearing in which health 

matters were discussed, which was heard in private. The hearing was recorded.  
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 15 

February 2016 (as amended as set out below). 

It was alleged that Mr Beeken was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst employed at Bourne 

Academy, Lincolnshire (“the Academy”): 

1. On one or more occasions between May 2014 and April 2015, he contacted Pupil 

A by: 

a. E-mail; 

b. Text message. 

2. On one or more occasions, when communicating with Pupil A, he referred to 

personal matters, for example: 

a. In a text message timed 19:23 on Saturday 14 June 2014, he referred to a 

tendency to worry about upsetting people; 

b. In a text message timed 22:53 on Friday 20 June 2014, he referred to 

having had too much to drink on a previous occasion, by which he meant 

that he had drunk excessive alcohol; 

c. In an e-mail timed 19:04 on Thursday 5 March 2015, after apologising for 

something that he had asked Pupil A previously, he referred to paranoia 

and depression.  

3. On one or more occasions, he communicated with Pupil A in a manner that 

implied that there was, or might develop, a personal or special relationship 

between him and her, and/ or that she might be treated differently from other 

pupils, for example: 

a. In a text message timed 10:41 on Wednesday 3 September 2014, 

i. He referred to Pupil A moving forms; 

ii. He asked Pupil A whether she wished for him to “push the case” to 

join his form; 

b. In a text message timed 16:26 on Friday 5 September 2014, 

i. He communicated, “feel free to rant it out”; 

ii. He ended the text message with “x” 
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c. In an e-mail timed 22:34 on Tuesday 3 March 2015, he, 

i. Referred to a question that had been “playing on” him; 

ii. Asked Pupil A about a conversation with a person he referred to as 

her “psychic friend/neighbour”; 

iii. Asked Pupil A to respond at a convenient time and/or place. 

4. During a lesson or lessons in which Pupil A and other students were present: 

a. On one or more occasion he, 

i. Asked Pupil A why she had not responded to an e-mail or e-mails; 

ii. Did the above (as referred to in 4(a)(i)) within the earshot of other 

students. 

b. On 22 January 2015, 

i. He handed or attempted to hand Pupil A a post-it note; 

ii. Other students in the lesson were able to see that he was handing 

Pupil A a note; 

iii. the post-it note contained the words “I’m sorry”. 

5. His actions as set out in paragraphs 1 to 4 above, or within any of the those 

paragraphs, caused Pupil A, on one or more occasion, to: 

a. Feel embarrassed; 

b. Feel nervous and/or anxious and/or distressed; 

c. Have difficulty getting to sleep and/or to sleep poorly. 

6. On one or more occasion, he swore during a lesson or lessons. 

8. His conduct, as set out in paragraphs 1 to 7, or within any of those paragraphs, 

above: 

a. Was inappropriate; 

b. Involved failure to observe proper boundaries appropriate to his 

professional position. 

During the hearing Mr Beeken admitted the factual particulars of allegations 1 to 6 and 

allegation 8. For the reasons set out below, the panel agreed to allegation 7 being 

withdrawn during the course of the hearing. He also admits that his conduct amounts to 
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unacceptable professional conduct and that his conduct may bring the profession into 

disrepute. These allegations are being taken to have been admitted. 

C. Preliminary applications 

Consideration of whether there was a need for a sexual motivation allegation 

The legal advisor advised the panel that it needed to consider whether the allegations 

should be amended to include some form of sexual motivation allegation, as the papers 

included in the bundle indicated that the National College had included sexual motivation 

in its initial investigation. The legal advisor referred to the case of R (on the application of 

Council for the Regulation of Health Care Professionals) v General Medical Council and 

Dr Mahesh Rajeshwar [2005] EWHC 2973 (Admin). The appellant in this case appealed 

against a decision of the GMC's Fitness to Practise Panel that Dr Rajeshwar was guilty 

only of inappropriate or incompetent behaviour towards two female patients. The 

appellant maintained that the GMC's Preliminary Proceedings Committee should have 

considered a charge alleging that Dr Rajeshwar’s unnecessary examination of the 

patients' breasts had been sexually motivated or indecent. If Dr Rajeshwar had been 

found guilty on that basis, the appellant argued that the panel's sanction of imposing 

conditions on his registration would have been unduly lenient.  

The court found that the GMC's failure to consider a charge alleging indecency or sexual 

motivation meant the panel had not performed its task properly and a serious procedural 

irregularity had occurred. The legal advisor indicated to the panel that it needed to 

consider whether it was content to hear the allegations as currently drafted without an 

allegation of sexual motivation being specifically pleaded.  

The presenting officer submitted that the National College’s case is not best 

characterised as a sexual motivation case. The National College does not allege that the 

basis of Mr Beeken’s communications with Pupil A was sexually motivated. The case is 

presented as an inappropriate teacher/pupil relationship or blurring of the appropriate 

professional boundaries. The presenting officer submitted that the case could be 

characterised as a teacher potentially off-loading personal emotions in communications 

to the relevant pupil. 

The presenting officer referred to notes of a meeting with the Academy, included in the 

bundle, in which Mr Beeken allegedly stated that he had fallen “in love” with Pupil A. The 

presenting officer submitted that there is a difference between having feelings for a pupil 

and then communicating in a further way that suggests sexual desire. 

The teacher’s representative stressed to the panel that the National College has 

considered previously whether the evidence supports an allegation of sexual motivation. 

The teacher’s representative indicates that the National College has chosen rightly not to 

pursue this as an allegation and impressed on the panel that Mr Beeken’s defence has 
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been prepared on the basis that it is a blurring of professional boundaries only. This is a 

proportionate approach to these proceedings. 

The panel was content to accept the parties’ submissions and concluded that it was not 

necessary for the allegations to be amended to include sexual motivation. It was mindful 

that the National College had already considered pursuing such an allegation and the 

panel considered it was reasonable for the National College to focus on the inappropriate 

nature of communications in the allegations currently presented. The panel was also 

mindful if such an allegation were to be included at this stage, this may result in a need 

for an adjournment which would delay these proceedings and this would have a 

disproportionate impact on Mr Beeken. The public interest is served by there being no 

inclusion of sexual motivation in the wording of the allegations. 

Consideration of whether to exclude details of the internal disciplinary process 

The legal advisor drew to the panel’s attention the case of Enemuwe v Nursing Midwifery 

Council [2015] EWHC 2081 (Admin). This case considered the Nursing Midwifery 

Council’s (“NMC”) normal practice that findings of fact made effectively by another panel 

or another person are generally not admissible in those proceedings. The High Court 

determined, in this case, that the NMC committee that considered Ms Enemuwe’s case 

erred in including the outcomes of a disciplinary investigation report in its findings relating 

to whether Ms Enemuwe’s fitness to practise was impaired. The Court considered that as 

normally findings of fact made at some earlier investigation by another panel or another 

person are not admissible in proceedings before committees of the NMC, the content of 

the investigation report should have been regarded as completely irrelevant.  

The legal advisor advised the panel that this case relates to the regulatory regime of 

another body, namely the NMC. The outcome of the disciplinary proceedings relating to 

Mr Beeken is included in the bundle which has been considered by the panel prior to this 

hearing. The legal advisor confirmed to the panel that some panels of the National 

College have taken the step of removing disciplinary investigation outcomes from 

bundles. Other panels have instead been content to leave documents referring to 

disciplinary outcomes in the bundle, on the advice that it place no weight on those 

outcomes in its own findings. 

The presenting officer submitted that the panel should not be bound by the findings of the 

Academy’s disciplinary process or the Disclosure and Barring Service. It would be 

difficult, in the presenting officer’s view, for the panel to disregard all documents which 

refer to the internal disciplinary proceedings from the bundle. The panel noted that Mr 

Beeken refers to the disciplinary process in his written representations to the National 

College.  

The teacher’s representative was content for such documents to remain in the bundle 

and the panel took on board advice from the legal advisor, that it should place no weight 

on the findings of the previous disciplinary investigation. The panel was mindful of the 
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court’s judgment in the Enemuwe case, in that “there is a world of difference 

between…knowing that there has been some form of investigation, and…actually paying 

regard to the factual outcome of the investigation in reaching…findings and conclusions 

on disputed issues of fact”. 

Taking the submissions from both parties and the advice from the legal advisor into 

account, the panel decided it was content for the outcome of the disciplinary process that 

Mr Beeken was subject to, to remain in the bundle, however the panel agreed that it 

should place no weight on the findings from that process. The panel must turn its own 

independent mind to this matter and will place greater weight on the oral evidence before 

it and Mr Beeken’s written representations to the National College.  

Application to amend the allegations 

The presenting officer made an application to remove paragraph 7 from the allegations 

and to remove the words “and/or after being” from the stem of the overarching 

allegations. The Notice of Proceedings in this matter was sent on 15 February 2016 and 

since then there have been two statutory appeals against decisions made by the 

Secretary of State for Education before the High Court that have recently been decided. 

For the reasons set out below, allegation 7 was withdrawn during the course of the 

hearing. These cases establish that in circumstances when the individual is not employed 

as a teacher when either the alleged misconduct took place or at the time that the 

individual is subject to National College proceedings, then the National College has no 

jurisdiction to hear such matters. This application was not opposed by the teacher’s 

representative. Having received advice from the legal advisor that the panel may amend 

any allegation prior to the panel determining its findings of facts, the panel was content to 

accept the amendments requested by the presenting officer. The panel did not consider 

that this prejudiced Mr Beeken in any way as it simply ensured that only allegations 

which the National College was entitled to pursue, were determined by the panel. 

Consideration of whether to hear oral evidence from Pupil A and Pupil C 

The presenting officer indicated to the panel that her understanding is that now Mr 

Beeken will admit all of the allegations. However, the National College has not 

determined at this stage whether it is now unnecessary to call Pupil A and Pupil C at this 

stage. 

It is submitted by the teacher’s representative that Mr Beeken had made full admissions 

to the substantive particulars of the allegations as far back as March 2016, in the Notice 

of Proceedings Form. The teacher’s representative submitted that the evidence before 

the panel is quite clear and the admissions are clear and therefore it is unnecessary to 

hear from Pupil A and Pupil C. The teacher’s representative indicated that it is quite 

proper for this panel to make its decision without hearing oral evidence on behalf of the 

National College. The presenting officer submitted that Mr Beeken’s admissions had not 

been clear up to this stage. If there is a risk that in his oral evidence, Mr Beeken will stray 
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into the factual context of the allegations, then if Pupil A and Pupil C did not give oral 

evidence, the panel will have lost the opportunity to question or probe their version of 

events. 

The teacher’s representative submitted that the panel could take the matter in stages. 

The teacher’s representative confirmed that Mr Beeken will be admitting his conduct 

amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. It was submitted that the panel could simply move on to the 

sanction stage. Mr Beeken wishes to give evidence solely on the matters relating to 

mitigation and sanction. The panel could take the view that it is unnecessary to put Pupil 

A and Pupil C through the “ordeal” of giving oral evidence. 

The teacher’s representative further submitted that Mr Beeken is content to withdraw his 

detailed signed statement from the bundle. The presenting officer submitted that there is 

significant detail included in this statement and if there is an undertaking that he will not 

refer to any of the factual context relating to the allegations, then the panel has little 

evidence relating to insight. The teacher’s representative submitted that Mr Beeken 

accepts his conduct was inappropriate and is able to provide evidence on insight in oral 

evidence.  

In light of the admissions that Mr Beeken will make at the appropriate stage of the 

proceedings, the panel concluded that it was not necessary to hear oral evidence from 

Pupil C as it was not considered that anything in her statement was contradicted by the 

written representations of Mr Beeken. The panel also considered that unless the 

presenting officer considered it was vital to call the deputy headteacher and the 

personnel administration manager of the Academy, the panel was content not to hear 

their oral evidence.  However, the panel considered it would be helpful and in the public 

interest to hear from Pupil A given there were some significant discrepancies in the 

factual matrix between Mr Beeken and Pupil A’s account, and the panel wish to probe 

such discrepancies.  

The panel also considered that it would not be in the interest of Mr Beeken for his written 

witness statement to be withdrawn at this stage, as this represented a significant part of 

his overall evidence. The panel considered that it would be helpful to hear oral evidence 

from Mr Beeken about the context of the allegations in addition to issues relating to 

mitigation. 

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 1 to 4 
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Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 5 to 12 

Section 3: National College’s witness statements – pages 13 to 39A 

Section 4: National College’s other documentation – pages 40 to 127 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 128 to 136 

Section 6: Teacher’s other documentation – pages 137 to 226 

Section 7: Documents included at the request of the Teacher – pages 227 to 246 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept Mr Beeken’s request for additional emails 

between Pupil A and Mr Beeken which had not been included in the bundle. The panel 

was content to admit these documents to the bundle as they were not opposed by the 

presenting officer. These were paginated 188a to 189b. 

In addition, the panel also agreed to accept an additional page of handwritten notes 

taken during the disciplinary hearing that took place at the Academy on 11 June 2015. 

This document was paginated 247. 

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

substantive part of the hearing, save for page 247 which was admitted during the course 

of the hearing. 

Witnesses 

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

1. Pupil A; 

2. Witness A, deputy headteacher at the Academy; 

3. Witness B, personal administration manager at the Academy. 

Mr Beeken also gave oral evidence. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has carefully considered the case before it and has reached a decision. 

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Mr Beeken joined the Academy in September 2012 as a Newly Qualified Teacher of 

Music. In January 2014, Mr Beeken was given additional leadership responsibilities and 
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was made teacher in charge of the music department, which, at that time, was made up 

of Mr Beeken, a part time music instructor and a technician. He was supported in this role 

by his line manager, the faculty leader. Mr Beeken became Pupil A’s music teacher when 

she was in Year 11 in 2013/14. On 4 March 2015, two pupils approached Witness A 

following a music lesson with Mr Beeken. One of the pupils said that she was made to 

feel embarrassed during the lesson and that she had received a number of emails and 

text messages from Mr Beeken. The Academy commenced an investigation and Mr 

Beeken was suspended from his position at the Academy in March 2015. Mr Beeken 

later sent a letter of resignation to the Academy on 23 March 2015.  

Findings of fact 

The panel’s findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

You are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct which may 

bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst employed at Bourne Academy, 

Lincolnshire (“the Academy”): 

1. On one or more occasions between May 2014 and April 2015, you contacted 

Pupil A by: 

a. E-mail 

b. Text message 

In her opening statement, the presenting officer submitted that Mr Beeken sent emails 

and text messages to Pupil A which strayed beyond the requirements of his job and 

strayed into “personal territory” that was not appropriate to discuss with a pupil. The 

panel noted that there are numerous examples of emails and text messages sent from 

Mr Beeken’s personal and non-work e-mail address and mobile telephone number to 

Pupil A, included in the bundle. The panel noted that there were at least eight 

inappropriate messages between June 2014 and March 2015.  

In her oral evidence, Witness A stated that the Academy’s E-safety policy referred to 

teachers not contacting pupils via their personal emails. She also confirmed in her oral 

evidence that this was reinforced during annual safeguarding training delivered to 

Academy staff.  

During the course of his oral evidence, Mr Beeken accepted that he was aware that the 

Academy had a policy that staff should not use personal email or telephone numbers to 

contact pupils, however he does not recall being aware of the detail of these policies. He 

recalled that the annual safeguarding training delivered to staff related to the physical 

aspects of safeguarding for example bullying and how social media could be used as a 

method of bullying pupils. When questioned by the panel as to his reason for contacting 
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Pupil A by personal email or mobile numbers, he stated, in oral evidence, that he wanted 

to assist and support Pupil A with achieving her target grades for music. He gave Pupil A 

extra time to complete an assignment after school hours and therefore considered he 

needed to contact her via his personal email outside of school hours. When questioned 

by his representative, Mr Beeken’s oral evidence was that he was not aware that he 

could access his work email from home during this period. 

The panel took note of Mr Beeken’s further oral evidence, in which he stated that he did 

not recall seeing a policy which prohibited staff from using his personal phone number to 

contact students. He believed his line manager had informed him that it was appropriate 

for him to ask pupils to provide their personal telephone numbers. Witness A’s oral 

evidence was that it was accepted by the Academy that staff arranging rehearsals or 

performances may need to request pupils’ telephone numbers to be able to contact them 

during study leave for example.  

Mr Beeken admitted the particulars of this allegation during the course of this hearing. 

This allegation is found proven. 

2. On one or more occasions, when communicating with Pupil A, you referred 

to personal matters, for example: 

a. In a text message timed 19:23 on Saturday 14 June 2014, you referred 

to a tendency to worry about upsetting people; 

The presenting officer submitted that Mr Beeken saw Pupil A at her place of work, a local 

café and Mr Beeken sent a message to Pupil A to apologise for not saying “hello” to her 

when he saw her at work. A copy of this message is included in the bundle of documents. 

In this message Mr Beeken stated he tended “to worry 2 much bout upsetting people & 

don’t want to appear rude to u”. 

Pupil A’s oral evidence was that she found this message from Mr Beeken to be “odd”. 

She remembers having seen Mr Beeken walk past her when she was working in the local 

café. She did not see there was any need for him to send her a message and she did not 

understand the message. Upon questioning by the presenting officer, Pupil A stated that 

she considered that she had a normal teacher/pupil relationship with Mr Beeken and she 

did not consider Mr Beeken her friend.  

In the course of his oral evidence, Mr Beeken stated that with hindsight he realised that 

he communicated with pupils as if they were adults, as this is how a relative of his 

communicated with him when he was teenager. He realised now that it is not appropriate 

for a teacher to treat pupils as friends or use language with pupils as if they were friends. 

Mr Beeken admitted the factual particulars of this allegation. This allegation is found 

proven. 

b. In a text message timed 22:53 on Friday 20 June 2014, you referred to 

having had too much to drink on a previous occasion, by which you 

meant that you had drunk excessive alcohol; 
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The presenting officer submitted that this email contained personal information which 

should not be discussed with pupils. 

The panel had regard to the email included in the bundle from Mr Beeken to Pupil A in 

which he stated “I’d had to much to drink and cant [sic] quite remember what I wrote…”  

Pupil A’s oral evidence was that this second message from Mr Beeken was “weird”, she 

did not see the need for the first message referred to above in allegation 2a, however this 

second message worried her as Mr Beeken had been having a drink and then decided to 

text her. This made Pupil A feel uncomfortable. 

The panel noted from his written statement that Mr Beeken stated that he had not had 

any alcohol at all, and he “just felt silly for sending the original text and was trying to play 

down my previous message”. 

In the course of the hearing Mr Beeken admitted this allegation. This allegation is found 

proven. 

c. In an e-mail timed 19:04 on Thursday 5 March 2015, after apologising 

for something that you had asked Pupil A previously, you referred to 

paranoia and depression.  

In her oral evidence, Pupil A stated that she was not surprised by the content of this 

email as Mr Beeken had previously sent to her a series of random and odd text 

messages/emails. She felt she needed to speak to a member of staff about these 

messages as they made her very uncomfortable and she did not wish to be in the same 

room as Mr Beeken.  

The panel had regard to the appropriate message included in the bundle in which Mr 

Beeken stated that he is “quite good at reading people” but he “really overthink[sic] things 

people do way too much” sometimes he “gets things so completely wrapped up the 

wrong way and this leads” to him “having paranoia and depression”.  

In his oral evidence, Mr Beeken explained to the panel that he considers that his health 

issues had been building up over some time. He considered that his taking over the role 

of teacher in charge of the music department was the point at which there was a gradual 

downward spiral of his health. He considers that his health hit a “crisis point” around 

March 2015. He was confused at the time and he considers that he was perhaps 

delusional and he misinterpreted what Pupil A may have said to him which had a 

“massive impact” on the content of the messages he sent to Pupil A. He advised the 

panel that looking back now it was as if the messages were written by somebody else. Mr 

Beeken also stated in oral evidence that Pupil A did nothing wrong and he accepts full 

responsibility for his conduct. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. The panel found this 

allegation proven. 

3. On one or more occasions, you communicated with Pupil A in a manner that 

implied that there was, or might develop, a personal or special relationship 
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between you and her, and/ or that she might be treated differently from other 

pupils, for example: 

a. In a text message timed 10:41 on Wednesday 3 September 2014, 

i. You referred to Pupil A moving forms; 

ii. You asked Pupil A whether she wished for you to “push the 

case” to join your form; 

In her oral evidence, Pupil A stated that during induction before the term starts for a new 

academic year, the pupils get told which form they would be in. Pupil A does not recall 

any other teacher mentioning to her which form she would be in prior to the first 

assembly at the start of the year.  

Further in her oral evidence, Pupil A stated that just before breaking up for the summer 

holidays after Year 11 in June/July 2014, she may have discussed with Mr Beeken about 

moving form class. Pupil A did not recall having a direct discussion with Mr Beeken about 

this. However, she did recall a short discussion with both Mr Beeken and the other 

member of staff who co-taught music. Mr Beeken’s oral evidence was that he considered 

that being part of his form group may be beneficial as Pupil A might be able to receive 

some extra support in the extra half an hour pupils spend with their form group. Pupil A’s 

priority was to move to a form with a friend that she wanted to “go through A-levels with”. 

The panel noted from Mr Beeken’s written statement that he suggested that Pupil A had 

spoken to him on 5 September 2014. He states that she was not happy at not being in 

his form group and that it was unfair that she did not get to be in Mr Beeken’s form when 

Pupil C did. When questioned by the panel in relation to this, Pupil A confirmed that she 

was upset that she had not been put into a form group which contained an individual from 

her friendship group, not that she had not been put into Mr Beeken’s form. Pupil A 

confirmed to the panel that Pupil C had been placed in Mr Beeken’s form group.  

When questioned by the presenting officer, Mr Beeken stated that he recalls Pupil A 

stated to him that she would like to be in his form group and that she said that he was the 

“only teacher that could put up with her”. He accepted that he could be mistaken, 

however he stated that was his memory of the discussion he had with Pupil A. Mr 

Beeken accepted Pupil A’s oral evidence that she would never say anything like this to a 

teacher. 

Mr Beeken also accepted in his oral evidence that Pupil A did not ask him to contact her 

regarding her form tutor group and that she did not ask him to contact her in advance of 

finding out which form group she was in. He thought that if Pupil A knew which form 

group she was in, in advance, this might reduce the anxiety he considered she 

experienced when performing.  

The panel had regard to the relevant text message included in the bundle which indicated 

that there was a message from Mr Beeken to Pupil A in which he said that he was letting 



15 

Pupil A know that she had been moved forms but she was not in his form class for some 

reason. He then stated “Do u want me to push the case for u to join mine?” 

In her opening statement, the presenting officer submitted that the nature of this email 

communication seemed to Pupil A to be an excuse to contact her and it made her feel 

uncomfortable. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

b. In a text message timed 16:26 on Friday 5 September 2014, 

i. You communicated, “feel free to rant it out”; 

ii. You ended the text message with “x” 

The panel had regard to Pupil A’s witness statement in which she stated that she 

received a message from Mr Beeken on 5 September 2014 in which he stated that he 

was sorry about “all this stuff with the forms” and he was worried if Pupil A was okay. He 

ended the message with “Feel free rant it out /be honest” and included an “x” symbol i.e. 

kiss. In her statement, Pupil A stated that this was not the first message that she had 

received from Mr Beeken that ended with an “x” and she felt really uncomfortable about 

this. She indicated, in her statement, that she did not understand why Mr Beeken 

continued to text her about the form group because she was happy in the form she was 

given. 

In his oral evidence, Mr Beeken accepted that it was inappropriate for him to include an 

“x” at the end of message to a pupil as it was overly familiar. He accepted that this is his 

standard ending to messages.  

During the course of the hearing, Mr Beeken admitted this allegation and this allegation is 

found proven.  

c. In an e-mail timed 22:34 on Tuesday 3 March 2015, you: 

i. Referred to a question that had been “playing on” you;  

ii. Asked Pupil A about a conversation with a person you referred 

to as her “psychic friend/neighbour”; 

In her opening submissions, the presenting officer referred to a discussion that Mr 

Beeken had with Pupil A relating to her friend and neighbour. The panel had regard to 

the relevant message included in the bundle which stated that Mr Beeken said to Pupil A 

that he hoped it was okay for him to ask her a question that was “playing” on him. He 

said that he had never actually had anyone send a “psychic spy” after him. He thought it 

was “cool”. 

Pupil A stated in oral evidence that she had a friend/neighbour whom she regarded as a 

mother/sister figure who was nicknamed “psychic Vicky” due to her undertaking psychic 

readings. This friend/neighbour’s son was also a pupil at the Academy. When the 
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friend/neighbour attended the Academy for parents’ evening, she mentioned afterwards 

to Pupil A that she had seen “a guy with crazy hair” at the Academy. Pupil A confirmed to 

her friend that this was Mr Beeken, her music teacher. Pupil A had assumed that Mr 

Beeken and her friend had met in person, when actually her friend had only seen Mr 

Beeken in passing at parents’ evening.  

Pupil A’s oral evidence was that Mr Beeken questioned Pupil A about her 

friend/neighbour in class. Mr Beeken came to find Pupil A on 4 March 2015. Over time 

Pupil A had become increasingly uncomfortable about the messages that Mr Beeken had 

been sending her. As a result, Pupil A did not wish to be in the same classroom with Mr 

Beeken and she would often move with Pupil C to work in the Year 13 classroom. When 

Mr Beeken found them, he asked Pupil A if everything was okay and if Pupil A had 

received his recent email of 3 March 2015. Pupil A did not answer him and carried on 

looking at her computer at the time. Pupil A further stated in oral evidence that it was 

obvious that she felt uncomfortable as Mr Beeken questioned her and so Mr Beeken 

directed his questions at Pupil C. Pupil C was aware that Mr Beeken had emailed Pupil A 

about Pupil A’s friend/neighbour, however it was Pupil A’s testimony that Pupil C said 

that she did not know anything about it. Pupil A got more “wound up” by Mr Beeken’s 

questioning and her written statement indicates that she eventually spoke to Mr Beeken 

in a blunt manner and stated that she knew that she had not said anything about sending 

a friend to “spy” on him. The panel noted that Pupil A’s account of this incident is 

corroborated by Pupil C’s witness statement. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

iii. Asked Pupil A to respond at a convenient time and/or place. 

The panel took into account that in the same email of 3 March 2015, Mr Beeken asked 

Pupil A if she could get back to him on this at a “time/place that is good for you”. In her 

witness statement, Pupil A stated that it worried her that Mr Beeken might have wanted 

to meet and chat outside the school environment.  

The panel noted from Mr Beeken’s statement in the bundle that he came to view Pupil A 

as a younger sister and he considered that this created a personal friendship and 

therefore a special relationship with Pupil A that was not appropriate between a teacher 

and a student. He recognised, in both his statement and oral evidence, that he looked to 

Pupil A for emotional support when he should not have done. He recognised now that to 

treat Pupil A like a member of his family was wrong and that this is not how a teacher 

should behave. He also recognised that it was wrong that he treated Pupil A differently to 

other pupils. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

4. During a lesson or lessons in which Pupil A and other students were 

present: 



17 

a. On one or more occasion you, 

i. You asked Pupil A why she had not responded to an e-mail or e-

mails; 

ii. You did the above (as referred to in 4(a)(i)) within the earshot of 

other students. 

In her oral evidence Pupil A stated that Mr Beeken would often ask her why she had not 

responded to emails or messages that he sent her and he would do this in front of all of 

pupils in the music class. This made Pupil A feel uncomfortable.  

Further in her witness statement Pupil A stated that when she did not reply to Mr 

Beeken’s messages he would “bring it up during the lesson” and ask why she had not 

responded. Mr Beeken would mention this in front of the class and the boys in the class 

started questioning her as to why Mr Beeken was emailing her. This adversely affected 

Pupil A as she did not wish to mention something happening outside of school in case it 

led to receiving an email from Mr Beeken later that evening. 

The panel noted from Pupil C’s witness statement that she indicated that Mr Beeken sent 

a message to Pupil A in the evening and then raised it during the lesson the following day 

in front of 5 or 6 other pupils.  

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

b. On 22 January 2015 you, 

i. Handed or attempted to hand Pupil A a post-it note; 

ii. Other students in the lesson were able to see that you were 

handing Pupil A a note; 

iii. The post-it note contained the words “I’m sorry”. 

The panel noted from the witness statement of Pupil C that she recalled an occasion 

when Mr Beeken had sent an email to Pupil A apologising and he said that he would 

provide a “proper apology” the next day. Pupil C went on in her statement to state that 

the following day, Mr Beeken handed Pupil A a note which he took out of his pocket and 

gave it to Pupil A in front of the class. Pupil A showed Pupil C the post-it note which 

stated the words “I’m sorry”. Pupil C’s account of this incident was corroborated by Pupil 

A’s witness statement. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

5. Your actions as set out in paragraphs 1 to 4 above, or within any of the 

those paragraphs, caused Pupil A, on one or more occasion, to: 
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a. Feel embarrassed; 

In his witness statement, Mr Beeken states that his intention towards Pupil A was to help 

her and he had no intention of making her feel embarrassed or nervous or anxious or 

distressed. 

Pupil C stated in her witness statement that she considered that Mr Beeken placed Pupil 

A in a difficult position because the whole class knew that he had sent an ‘odd’ email and 

he kept asking Pupil A about it. Pupil A’s oral evidence was that she was embarrassed 

about being questioned by Mr Beeken in class about messages she had no intention of 

responding to. She further indicated in her written statement that the post-it note that Mr 

Beeken passed to her in front of the whole class caused her embarrassment as she felt 

“singled” out. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is 

therefore found proven. 

b. Feel nervous and/or anxious and/or distressed; 

In her written statement, Pupil A stated that she knew the messages she received from 

Mr Beeken were wrong and she would pretend to be okay in lessons. However she felt 

quite “stressed out” about the situation. Also, she felt nervous attending class after Mr 

Beeken sent her an email on 21 January 2015 which apologised for him telling her off in 

class for talking. 

When questioned by the panel, it was clear that Pupil A was adversely affected by Mr 

Beeken sending messages to her and they caused her some anxiety and distress. 

In the course of the hearing Mr Beeken admitted this allegation. This allegation is 

therefore found proven. 

c. Have difficulty getting to sleep and/or to sleep poorly. 

In her written statement, Pupil A said that she explained to Witness A, when she and 

Pupil C reported the matter to Witness A, that as the messages from Mr Beeken were 

often sent late at night she often slept poorly as she was worried about the next lesson at 

the Academy. 

In his statement, included in the bundle, Mr Beeken states that he was “sincerely sorry” 

that Pupil A had sleep difficulties as a result of his actions. He said he was completely 

unaware that his actions had had this effect. He stated that his own health issues had 

affected his thinking, feeling and actions in a negative way. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

6. On one or more occasion, you swore during a lesson or lessons. 

Both in her witness statement and oral evidence, Pupil A stated that Mr Beeken’s lessons 

were “laid back” and he would occasionally swear in lessons. His lessons were nothing 
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like other teachers’ lessons as the atmosphere was extremely relaxed. Pupil A did not 

recall the other member of staff who taught music at the Academy using bad language. 

Witness A was not aware of any other teachers at the Academy swearing in lessons.  

The panel noted from his statement included in the bundle, that Mr Beeken admitted that 

he should not have sworn or allowed other pupils to swear. He admits that he did not 

keep in mind how a teacher should behave and sometimes behaved more like a friend 

than a teacher. In his statement he admits that this is unacceptable behaviour from a 

teacher.  

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. This allegation is found 

proven. 

8. Your conduct, as set out in paragraphs 1 to 7, or within any of those 

paragraphs, above: 

a. Was inappropriate; 

b. Involved failure to observe proper boundaries appropriate to his 

professional position. 

The teacher’s representative clarified during the course of the hearing that Mr Beeken 

admits that his conduct as alleged in allegations 1 to 6 (as allegation 7 was withdrawn) 

was inappropriate and a failure to observe proper boundaries appropriate to his 

professional position. The panel noted, in his statement, that Mr Beeken stated that as a 

teacher he should have maintained clear boundaries between how he treated friends and 

people outside school and how he treated pupils.  

In addition, the panel took account of the minutes of an investigation meeting with 

Witness A of the Academy, which indicate that Mr Beeken realised that the relationship 

between him as a teacher and Pupil A as a pupil had been blurred and that looking back 

his relationship with Pupil A was definitely not appropriate.  

The panel considered that his failure to realise that the course of email correspondence 

and text messages he sent to Pupil A were inappropriate and caused her distress. His 

failure to observe proper boundaries by continuing to email Pupil A in an inappropriate 

manner and exercise appropriate behaviour when in class (namely swearing in front of 

pupils) was a breach of his professional position as a teacher. 

Mr Beeken admitted this allegation in the course of the hearing. The panel found this 

allegation proven. 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, 

for these reasons: 

7. In a text message to Pupil B, timed 23:46 on 24 June 2012, you: 
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a. Asked Pupil B to show a message from you to Year 12 pupils; 

b. Communicated that pupils have been “flat out lied to by the powers 

that be”; 

c. By communicating as in 7(b) above, you implied that staff in a position 

of authority at Bourne Academy had lied to pupils; 

d. The above (as set out in 7(b) and/or 7(c)) was untrue or inaccurate. 

As the panel accepted the presenting officer’s application to withdraw this allegation, this 

allegation is not proven. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute  

Having found allegations 1-6 and 8 to have been proven, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable 

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

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Beeken in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Part Two, Mr Beeken 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  

o treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect, and 

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

professional position; 

o 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,…. 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Beeken’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice. The Advice 

indicates that where behaviours associated with any offences exist, a panel is likely to 

conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct. The panel has found that none of the behaviours or offences are relevant. 
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The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Beeken fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession. The emails and text messages sent by Mr Beeken 

to Pupil A clearly constituted a blurring of the appropriate boundaries between a teacher 

and a pupil. This communication took place over a considerable period of time. This 

culminated in a demonstrably adverse impact on Pupil A which Mr Beeken failed to 

appreciate at the time. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Beeken is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. During the course of the hearing, Mr Beeken admitted his conduct amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 

community. The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

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

way they behave. 

In his oral evidence, Mr Beeken stated that he understands now that the Teachers’ 

Standards and relevant codes of conduct relate to all teachers in the way they behave 

towards their pupils. He considers he is now more fully aware than he was whilst at the 

Academy of the “more emotional sides” of safeguarding, the issues that “cannot be 

seen”, and the correct procedures to follow if there is a safeguarding risk to pupils.  

In his oral evidence, Mr Beeken confirmed that in July 2013 he had signed an induction 

form to state that he was familiar with the Teachers’ Standards at that time. He further 

stated in oral evidence that in 2014 he did not see that his behaviour towards Pupil A was 

a breach of the professional standards expected of a teacher and this was due to 

immaturity and naivety. Mr Beeken admitted that his conduct had brought the teaching 

profession into disrepute. 

The panel considered that, on balance, its findings of misconduct are serious and the 

conduct displayed would likely have a negative impact on Mr Beeken’s status as a 

teacher, potentially damaging the public perception of the profession.  

The panel therefore finds that Mr Beeken’s actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, it is necessary for the panel to go on to 

consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a prohibition 

order by the Secretary of State. 
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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 noted that the National College did not seek to argue, in its case, that any of 

Mr Beeken’s alleged behaviour was sexually motivated. As reflected in the panel’s 

decision on this issue (as set out in the preliminary application section of this decision), 

the panel considered this was wholly appropriate given the nature of the allegations. 

The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition order may 

be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven. In the list of such 

behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:   

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

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

particularly where there is a continuing risk;  

 abuse of position or trust (particularly involving vulnerable pupils) or violation of the 

rights of pupils; 

The panel has also taken into account the particular public interest considerations set out 

in the Advice. The panel considered that the protection of pupils may be relevant in this 

case. However, the panel did not consider that Mr Beeken represented an ongoing risk to 

pupils. 

Similarly, the panel considers that public confidence in the profession would not 

necessarily be weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Beeken were not 

treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. Mr 

Beeken has been through a disciplinary process and a hearing before this panel, where 

he has admitted that his behaviour was unacceptable. The panel considers that its 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct which may bring the profession 

into disrepute, in itself a finding of conduct that fell significantly short of the behaviour 

expected of a teacher, is sufficient to uphold public confidence and declare and uphold 

proper standards of conduct in the profession.  

Notwithstanding the above, the panel considered carefully whether or not it would be 

proportionate to impose a prohibition order taking into account the effect that this would 

have on Mr Beeken and other mitigating factors. 

The presenting officer submitted that many of Mr Beeken’s actions were deliberate. The 

panel noted Mr Beeken’s evidence that his symptoms at the time included delusional 

thought processes. In his oral evidence, Mr Beeken accepted that the level of work that 

he had to undertake as a teacher in charge of the music department was comparable to 
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the workload of other colleagues. However, the panel also noted from his oral evidence 

that he personally found the pressure of his workload too difficult to cope with. The 

presenting officer submitted that neither Mr Beeken’s workload nor the expectation that 

he ensured pupils achieve their target grades is a mitigating factor in this case.  

The teacher’s representative reminded the panel that Mr Beeken’s role at the Academy 

was his first teaching post having joined as an NQT. She also submitted that he gave a 

truthful and honest account of his behaviour to the panel. He struggled with his own 

confidence and self-esteem.  

The panel did not consider that Mr Beeken was acting under duress. 

Both Witness A and Witness B confirmed in oral evidence that Mr Beeken had a good 

attendance record and that he was regarded as a good teacher. However, Witness A 

also indicated that, upon leaving the Academy, it became apparent that Mr Beeken had 

not completed sufficient marking of Key Stage 3 work. Mr Beeken’s oral evidence was 

that he focused on Key Stage 4 and BTEC teaching and marking as these were linked to 

target grades that pupils had been set. 

Mr Beeken has supplied 9 character statements in the bundle. One parent of a pupil that 

received private music tuition from Mr Beeken found Mr Beeken to be polite, personable, 

kind and an individual who was skilled at empathising and supporting to get the best out 

of people and he has high standards of honesty and integrity. A fellow musician 

described Mr Beeken as an individual who you would “trust with your life”. He has been 

helpful in looking after younger children and exhibited a high level of professionalism at 

two concert venues involving pupils.  

Another character reference from a parent of a fellow member of staff at the Academy 

stated, that at musical performances involving students and staff from the Academy, it 

was evident that Mr Beeken’s enthusiasm for music had a positive effect on the students. 

A family friend and fellow performer in a band stated, in his character reference, that Mr 

Beeken was kind, pleasant and a trustworthy individual. He described Mr Beeken as “a 

devoted musician who always contributed a great deal to the bands” he was in. His past 

students speak highly of Mr Beeken and some have remarked that they miss his 

presence in school.  

Another parent of a pupil that Mr Beeken taught stated that Mr Beeken was so supportive 

to her son during his early years that he inspired him to want to achieve and mirror Mr 

Beeken’s own success at University. In this parent’s opinion Mr Beeken is one of the 

most gifted and dedicated young musicians and tutors they had ever come across. 

Witness A stated that Mr Beeken was passionate about music and playing in his band. 

He cared about his students’ learning outcomes. She accepted that Mr Beeken wished to 

perform well in his role. Pupil A stated in oral evidence that when Mr Beeken joined the 

school he was a “breath of fresh air” for the music department. This phrase was also 
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used by Witness A to describe Mr Beeken’s impact on the music department. Pupil A 

further stated in her oral evidence that the music department was “down in the dumps” as 

a previous teacher had left whilst on maternity leave and Mr Beeken had re-energised 

the department. Witness A also said that Mr Beeken was given the teacher in charge role 

as he showed a lot of potential and he was a “new lease for life” for the music 

department. Pupil A stated in oral evidence that Mr Beeken cared that his pupils all did 

their best and they were on target to achieve the grades they were predicted. 

The teacher’s representative submitted that Mr Beeken’s conduct did not amount to 

behaviour which can be characterised as “fundamentally” incompatible with being a 

teacher. A teacher, such as Mr Beeken, who inspired others to achieve did not, in her 

view, meet the threshold for someone whose behaviour was fundamentally incompatible 

with being teacher. The teacher’s representative also submitted that Mr Beeken did not 

represent a continuing risk to Pupil A, nor any other pupil.  

In both his oral evidence and written statement, Mr Beeken stated that teachers should 

be a positive role models to pupils, an example of respect and dignity. He was regretful of 

the negative impact that his behaviour has had on Pupil A and that this caused her 

distress.  

When questioned by the panel, Mr Beeken assured the panel that, in the future, he would 

always abide by an institution’s social media policy and the Teachers’ Standards, of 

which he considers he has a better understanding. He would neither text nor email a 

pupil in a personal manner, or off-load any personal or emotional insecurities onto a 

pupil. He also would not use swear words in front of pupils, which he now considers is 

wrong. If pupils swore in his class he would report this to the appropriate member of staff 

in accordance with the school’s behaviour policy. 

In his written statement Mr Beeken went on to state that he also realised that he could 

have asked for help at this time and he naively thought he could handle the situation 

himself and he wanted to avoid embarrassing Pupil A.  

When further questioned by the panel, he stated in oral evidence that if he experienced 

stress, in the future, he would speak to the relevant manager to see whether they could 

offer any support strategies. In his statement, he stated that he has now learnt, through 

seeking additional therapy and support. He realised the importance of talking about 

things rather than “bottling them up”. 

The panel placed appropriate weight on the submissions from both parties as to the 

appropriateness of recommending a prohibition order or not. Taking such submissions 

and all of the above into account, the panel is of the view that prohibition is not a 

proportionate and appropriate response. In the panel’s view, the nature and severity of 

Mr Beeken’s behaviour is towards the less serious end of the possible spectrum and did 

not amount to a sufficiently serious departure from the personal and professional conduct 
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elements of the Teachers’ Standards to warrant a recommendation for a prohibition 

order.  

The panel recognised that Mr Beeken was going through a difficult time during the 

relevant period, and the panel considered that Mr Beeken is taking suitable steps, of his 

own volition, to address his behavioural or emotional issues. The therapy he has 

undertaken appears to have had a positive impact on Mr Beeken. The panel considers 

that this will ensure that he has the ability to regulate his behaviour in the future. This 

would prevent him sending inappropriate messages that crossed the boundaries of the 

normal teacher/pupil relationship. The panel considered Mr Beeken showed a high level 

of insight and remorse over his actions and he would ensure that they were never 

repeated. This further reinforced the panel’s decision that it was not appropriate or 

proportionate to recommend a prohibition order be imposed. 

The panel’s findings of both unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute sends a sufficiently strong message about the 

appropriate way for a teacher to behave in similar circumstances and preserves the 

public interest. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this decision and to the recommendation made 

by the panel following their careful deliberations. 

I have noted the facts that were found proven by the panel and noted that in respect of 

allegation 7 the panel found the facts not proven as the allegation was withdrawn. 

I have taken careful note of the panel’s reflections on whether or not the allegations 

should have included any element of sexual motivation. 

I have noted that having taken into account the representations of both the teacher and 

the presenting officer that this case did not involve sexual motivation, the panel, after 

giving the issue careful consideration also reached that view. 

I have noted that for the allegations that were found proven on the facts, the panel also 

found that these facts amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and also conduct 

that was likely to bring the profession into disrepute. 

I have taken into account the guidance published by the Secretary of State and also the 

need to balance the interests of the teacher with the public interest. 

I have also taken into account the need to be proportionate. 

I have noted all the factors as set out by the panel in this case including the insight 

shown by the teacher. On balance I agree that in the case the public interest and the 

need to protect the reputation of the profession is secured by a public finding of 
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unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. I do not believe that a prohibition is proportionate and so I support the 

recommendation of the panel.  

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 8 July 2016 

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

State. 


