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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Ms Wendy Dickinson 

Teacher ref number: 9953928 

Teacher date of birth: 2 July 1971 

NCTL case reference: 14951 

Date of determination: 30 August 2016 

Former employer: St Mary's Catholic High School, Leyland 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 30 August 2016 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Wendy Dickinson. 

The panel members were Mr Michael Sanderson (lay panellist – in the chair), Ms Sarah 

Evans (teacher panellist) and Ms Gillian Seager (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Guy Micklewright of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The meeting took place in private, save for the announcement of the panel’s decision, 

which was announced in public and recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegation(s) set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 1 

August 2016. 

It was alleged that Ms Wendy Dickinson was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute and/or having been convicted 

of a relevant offence. 

You are guilty of a relevant offence in that: 

1. At Wigan and Leigh Magistrates Court on 22 November 2011 ,you were convicted 

of driving a motor vehicle with excess alcohol on 8 November 2011, contrary to the 

Road Traffic Act 1988 s.5(1)(a). On 14 December 2001 you were sentenced to 

have your driving licence endorsed, a community order (a curfew required for six 

weeks (with an electronic tag) between 8.30pm until 24 January 2014), 

disqualification from driving for two years (to be reduced if a course was 

completed by 21 March 2013 by six months). You were ordered to pay costs of 

£85. 

You are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute in that: 

2. You failed to maintain appropriate professional standards in that on 2 December 

2015, whilst working as a teacher at St. Mary's Catholic High School, Leyland ("the 

School") you: 

a. Attended work smelling of alcohol; 

b. Brought alcohol into the School; 

c. Consumed alcohol whilst at School; 

3. Your actions set out at 2 above created a situation whereby the pupils could be at 

risk. 

4. On 28 November 2014 you accepted a conditional caution from Lancashire 

Constabulary for an offence of assault/ill-treat/neglect/abandon a child or young 

person, to cause unnecessary suffering or injury, contrary to s 1(1) of the Children 

and Young Persons Act 1933. The offence occurred on 3 November 2014, the 

caution sets out the following conditions: 

a. To engage fully with social services by 27/02/15 

b. To engage fully with alcohol services by 27/02/15 
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c. Not to drink alcohol in the presence of a child under the age of 16 years 

until social services have completed their assessment. 

Ms Dickinson admitted all of the facts of the allegation. She also admitted that the facts of 

the case amount to unacceptable professional conduct, conduct which may bring the 

profession into disrepute, and a conviction of a relevant offence. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel first considered an error in the second sentence of paragraph 1 of the 

allegation where the date of the sentencing exercise is recorded as "14 December 2001". 

The presenting officer in her written representations made clear that this was a 

typographical error. Whilst there were no express representations from Ms Dickinson on 

this point, the panel was happy that the error was clearly typographical. It noted that the 

drafting of the allegations particularised in the letter of 19 May 2016 was accurate. 

Accordingly, it considered it to be in the interests of justice to amend the passage to read 

"14 December 2011", utilising its power under paragraph 4.56 of the Disciplinary 

Procedures. 

The panel next considered the question of apparent late service of the Notice of 

Proceedings. Paragraph 4.11 of the Disciplinary Procedures requires service of the 

Notice at least eight weeks in advance. The Notice was served on 1 August 2016 and 

was therefore served late. The paragraph provides that eight weeks' notice is not 

required where the teacher agrees to a shorter time period. Whilst the panel notes that 

on the response form Ms Dickinson has ticked the box agreeing to short notice and dated 

the form 27 May 2016, nevertheless the form related to a differently drafted allegation. 

The panel applied the two-fold test in R v Ashton [2006] EWCA Crim 794. The panel 

considered that the Disciplinary Procedures were not designed to operate such that the 

proceedings were rendered null and void in the event of late service. The panel therefore 

considered whether there was undue prejudice caused to the teacher by the late notice. 

The panel considered that Ms Dickinson would have done nothing different had she 

received the amended allegation any earlier. It is essentially the same as the allegation in 

the letter of 19 May 2016. Accordingly, the panel was happy for the hearing to proceed. 

The panel considered a request, although not put as a formal application, that the entirety 

of the proceedings, including the decision, takes place in and is delivered in private. In 

support of this request [Redacted] the potential impact on her health of a publication of 

the decision, and the potential adverse effect to third parties. The panel noted that as the 

hearing was taking place by way of a meeting, the hearing itself was convened in private 

in any event, and that it was the policy of the NCTL to anonymise third parties when 

publishing decisions. However, the panel accepted the advice of the Legal Advisor that 

that the Disciplinary Procedures provided the panel with no power to direct that the 

decision is delivered in private and not published. Accordingly, the panel did not direct 

that the decision be delivered in private and not published. 
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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 – page 2 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 4 to 10c 

Section 3: Statement of Agreed Facts and Presenting Officer Representations – pages 

11 to18 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 21 to 46 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 48 to 61  

Witnesses 

No witnesses 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.  

Wendy Dickinson had been employed at St Mary's Catholic High School since 

September 2008 as Head of Art. On 2 December 2015 Ms Dickinson attended school 

smelling of alcohol. It is not in dispute that Ms Dickinson brought alcohol into the school, 

stored it in a classroom, and consumed some whilst at school. It is said that in doing so, 

pupils may have been put at risk, although that risk is not identified by the NCTL.  

Ms Dickinson is alleged to have received a conditional caution and been convicted of a 

criminal offence, both of which relate to alcohol. In 2011 Ms Dickinson was convicted of 

drink-driving, disqualified from driving and sentenced to a community order. In 2014, she 

is said to have accepted a caution for an offences contrary to section 1(1) of the Children 

and Young Persons Act 1933. The circumstances of that caution relate to excess 

consumption of alcohol. 
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Findings of fact 

The panel's findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegation(s) against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

1. At Wigan and Leigh Magistrates Court on 22 November 2011 ,you were 

convicted of driving a motor vehicle with excess alcohol on 8 November 2011, 

contrary to the Road Traffic Act 1988 s.5(1)(a). On 14 December 2011 you were 

sentenced to have your driving licence endorsed, a community order (a curfew 

required for six weeks (with an electronic tag) between 8.30pm until 24 January 

2014), disqualification from driving for two years (to be reduced if a course was 

completed by 21 March 2013 by six months). You were ordered to pay costs of 

£85. 

The panel found this particular proved, as amended. 

The panel took into account the Memorandum of Conviction from Wigan and Leigh 

Magistrates' Court. Although it was not signed, the panel considered the document to be 

reliable. In particular, in noted that in the signed Agreed Statement of Facts, Ms 

Dickinson has admitted this allegation.  

  

2. You failed to maintain appropriate professional standards in that on 2 

December 2015, whilst working as a teacher at St. Mary's Catholic School, 

Leyland ("the School") you: 

a. Attended work smelling of alcohol; 

b. Brought alcohol into the School; 

c. Consumed alcohol whilst at School; 

The panel found this allegation proved in its entirety. 

The panel noted the signed admissions to these allegations by Ms Dickinson. 

The panel noted the statement of Individual A, the Executive Headteacher, contained in 

his letter dated 16 December 2015, setting out the details of what took place on 2 

December 2015. It noted that he states that when he attended a lesson she was teaching 

at 12:05 pm that he could smell alcohol on her breath and that later in the day, when he 

searched her bag, he found an empty 250ml bottle of wine and a two-thirds empty 250ml 

wine bottle, as well as further empty bottle in the classroom bin. 

Whilst the panel noted that there was no direct evidence of Ms Dickinson consuming 

alcohol at school, it was satisfied from her admissions; Individual A's account of finding 
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bottles in her possession; and his account that she was smelling of alcohol when he 

spoke to her; that she had consumed alcohol whilst at school. 

3. Your actions set out at 2 above created a situation whereby the pupils could be 

at risk. 

The panel found this allegation proved. 

The panel noted that this allegation was couched in the conditional tense and did not 

allege that any particular risk to pupils was caused, nor that harm to pupils was caused. 

The panel had regard to Ms Dickinson's admission to this allegation. The panel found the 

consumption of alcohol by Ms Dickinson, when pupils were in her care, had the potential 

to give rise to risk to pupils by virtue of a lack of attention to their needs.  

4. On 28 November 2014 you accepted a conditional caution from Lancashire 

Constabulary for an offence of assault/ill-treat/neglect/abandon a child or young 

person, to cause unnecessary suffering or injury, contrary to s 1(1) of the 

Children and Young Persons Act 1933. The offence occurred on 3 November 

2014, the caution sets out the following conditions: 

a. To engage fully with social services by 27/02/15 

b. To engage fully with alcohol services by 27/02/15 

c. Not to drink alcohol in the presence of a child under the age of 16 

years until social services have completed their assessment. 

The panel found this allegation proved. 

The panel noted Ms Dickinson's admission of this allegation. It had regard to the signed 

documentation produced by the NCTL of Ms Dickinson's acceptance of a caution to this 

offence. 

 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute and/or conviction of a relevant 
offence 

Having found all of the allegations 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”. 
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The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Dickinson in relation to the facts found 

proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by 

reference to Part Two, Ms Dickinson 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 having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with 

statutory provisions; 

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance... 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Dickinson fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession. The panel has taken account of the fact that there 

is no evidence before it of any harm caused to children by those actions which constitute 

allegations 2 and 3, nor any evidence any actual risk to children. There is also no 

evidence of any failure to provide an adequate standard of teaching to her pupils. 

However, the secreting of alcohol into the school, drinking it on the premises, and being 

under its influence, has the potential to affect pupils in a harmful way. It is quite 

inappropriate for teachers to be under the influence of alcohol during the course of 

teaching. There will, of course, be circumstances when the consumption of alcohol at 

school is not inappropriate, for example, an after school celebration by members of staff 

where modest amounts of alcohol are consumed. However, Ms Dickinson's actions did 

not fall into that category. 

In respect of the caution which forms the substance of allegation 4, the panel has also 

considered whether Ms Dickinson's conduct displayed behaviours associated with any of 

the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice. 

The panel does not have sufficient information to be able to determine the exact manner 

of the offence which the caution is said to relate to. There are a variety of different 

possible elements to committing the offence. The offence covers both circumstances 

which are not particularly serious and circumstances which can be extremely serious 

indeed. Accordingly, the panel cannot be satisfied, taking the allegation in isolation, that 

the circumstances of the caution amount to unacceptable conduct. Nevertheless, the 

panel does take the caution into account in respect of its overall assessment of Ms 

Dickinson's 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. The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed 
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would likely have a negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially 

damaging the public perception. 

Accordingly, in respect of allegations 2, 3, and 4 as a whole, the panel finds both 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 

In relation to the conviction for drink driving in 2011, the panel is satisfied that the 

conduct of Ms Dickinson in relation to the facts it has found proved, involved breaches of 

the Teachers’ Standards. We consider that by reference to Part Two, Ms Dickinson 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.  

The panel noted that the individual’s actions were not, taken in isolation, directly relevant 

to teaching, working with children and working in an education setting, in that they relate 

to her actions outside of the course of her employment as a teacher. However, the panel 

has also taken account of how the teaching profession is viewed by others.  The panel 

considered that Ms Dickinson's behaviour in committing the offence could affect the 

public confidence in the teaching profession given the influence that teachers may have 

on pupils, parents and others in the community. It is to be noted that this offending also 

involved alcohol. Ms Dickinson appears to have made a decision to drive a vehicle after 

the consumption of a considerable quantity of alcohol, which inevitably would have put 

other members of the public at risk due to her impaired coordination and reaction times. 

This is a case involving an offence involving a serious driving offence involving alcohol, 

which the Advice states is likely to be considered a relevant offence. The panel considers 

that a finding that this conviction is a relevant offence is necessary to reaffirm clear 

standards of conduct so as to maintain public confidence in the teaching profession.  

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

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

may bring the profession into disrepute, and of a conviction of a relevant offence, it is 

necessary for the panel to go on to consider whether it would be appropriate to 

recommend the imposition of a prohibition order by the Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should be made, the panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so. Prohibition orders should not be 

given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although they 

are likely to have punitive effect.   
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The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the  

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

namely, the protection of pupils/the protection of other members of the public, the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession, and declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Ms Dickinson, which involved the consumption of 

alcohol at school, smelling of alcohol at school, drink driving, and a caution for an offence 

under section 1(1) of the Children and Young Persons Act 1933 arising from her 

consumption of alcohol, there is a strong public interest consideration in the protection of 

pupils given the panel's finding that Ms Dickinson's consumption of alcohol whilst at 

school has the potential to put her pupils at risk. 

Similarly, the panel considers that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Ms Dickinson were not treated with the 

utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 

Dickinson was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition 

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Ms Dickinson.  

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

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

Dickinson. 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;  

 the commission of a serious criminal offence, including those that resulted in a 

conviction or caution, paying particular attention to offences that are ‘relevant 

matters’ for the purposes of The Police Act 1997 and criminal record disclosures. 

Whilst considering that the above factors were engaged, the panel considered that there 

was no evidence before it of harm caused to pupils by Ms Dickinson's actions, nor the 

creation of an identifiable risk to pupils. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 
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factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate 

measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the 

behaviour in this case. The panel gave this question extremely close and careful 

consideration. 

In the panel's view, there is significant mitigation in this case. Ms Dickinson has 

submitted a strong statement of self-reflection. In it she makes clear that she did not 

appreciate that she may be suffering from alcohol dependency until November 2014. To 

her credit she sought support from Alcoholics Anonymous ("AA") and Discover Drug and 

Alcohol Services. She says that she remained at work and felt sober and confident. 

However, matters started to go downhill in September 2015, partly due to work 

pressures, and she relapsed on 20 November 2015, approximately 2 weeks prior to 

being challenged by Individual A. She says that she made the error of ceasing to attend 

her AA meetings due to lack of time. It is clear to the panel that the underlying cause for 

all of Ms Dickinson's action is an addiction to alcohol. 

Ms Dickinson has submitted a number of impressive testimonials which make clear Ms 

Dickinson's commitment to teaching and the outstanding quality of her teaching skills. 

Those testimonials support the clear impression that the panel takes from Ms Dickinson's 

statement, which is that she has considerable insight into the cause of her behaviour, the 

need to address it, and the great regret and remorse which she shows. 

The panel does not consider that Ms Dickinson's relationship with alcohol is wholly one of 

her own making. There is evidence before the panel from Lancashire County Council that 

Ms Dickinson [Redacted], as well as evidence that she was under considerable and 

undue pressure at work. It notes the reference from Individual B, Assistant Headteacher 

at the School between 2008 and 2015, which makes reference to the criticism made by 

Ofsted following their 2015 inspection of the senior leadership of the school as creating a 

"culture of fear and mistrust". It notes that some 20 teachers were signed off ill with stress 

at one point for significant periods, yet Ms Dickinson continued to work.  

The panel considers that Ms Dickinson is making considerable progress to improving her 

condition, something which is further demonstrative of her insight into the cause of her 

behaviour. The panel has before it a report from Discover Drug and Alcohol Services 

setting out the progress she has made this year, and confirming that she has remained 

abstinent from alcohol. It notes the reference from the charity 'My Life', setting out Ms 

Dickinson's engagement with a five week 'Pathways to Employment' course, and her 

openness and honesty regarding her circumstances. The panel notes that she is 

undertaking a voluntary role for that charity, assisting in facilitating art tuition for adults, 

and that she has been successful in doing so.  

The panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  

Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the 

possible spectrum and, in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the 

panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be 
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appropriate in this case. Whilst Ms Dickinson's conduct is undoubtedly serious, in the 

panel's view it is clearly related to her dependency on alcohol. It is satisfied from the 

character references that, but for her dependency, she would not have acted in the 

manner in which she did. Ms Dickinson is clearly somebody who would be a great loss to 

the teaching profession. Given that she is aware of the need to tackle the underlying 

problem and is making progress in doing so successfully, the panel is of the view that a 

lifetime prohibition from teaching would be disproportionate in the circumstances. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

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

the panel in respect of sanction. 

The panel has found the facts of this case proven and that those facts amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct. A finding of unacceptable professional conduct is 

itself a serious matter and a clear indication that the behaviours that were demonstrated 

by Ms Dickinson are unacceptable.  

The panel has gone on to consider the guidance published by the Secretary of State. It 

has also given very careful consideration to the mitigating factors that are present in this 

case, including those that have been redacted for the purpose of publication.  

I too have given this case very careful consideration. On balance I support the 

recommendation of the panel. In my view, in this case, a prohibition order is neither 

proportionate nor appropriate.   

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 2 September 2016 

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

State. 


