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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Graham Perry 

NCTL case reference: 15188 

Date of determination: 29 March 2017 

Former employer: North Bridge Enterprise College, Doncaster 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened from 27 March to 29 March 2017 at The 

Study Inn Conference Centre, 175 Corporation Street, Coventry CV1 1GU to hear the 

case of Mr Graham Perry. 

The panel members were Ms Gail Goodman (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr John 

Matharu (lay panellist) and Mr Martin Greenslade (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Parminder Benning of Eversheds Sutherland 

International LLP. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Rebekah Hummerstone of 

Counsel, briefed by Nabarro LLP. 

Mr Graham Perry was only present for part of the hearing (during day 2 to give evidence 

only) and was not represented. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 

B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 19 

January 2017. 

It was alleged that Mr Graham Perry was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst he was 

employed at North Bridge Enterprise College (“the College”) he: 

1. In December 2015, in relation to Pupil A he failed to report to senior staff and/or social 

workers a disclosure which had been made regarding Pupil A’s mother’s partner 

bullying and/or hitting Pupil A; 
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2. On 17 February 2016, he hindered and/or obstructed the restraint of Pupil A when he 

was being physically aggressive to fellow members of staff; 

3. On 8 April 2016; 

a. He shouted at the Witness A using offensive language and/or profanities, 

b. His outburst described at paragraph 3.a. above was heard by a pupil or pupils, 

c. He threatened Witness A and said words to the effect “I’m going to punch her 

in the face”, 

d. He threatened one or more members of staff who intervened to remove him 

from Witness A’s room; 

4. His conduct set out at paragraph 1 above was contrary to the College’s policies for 

reporting safeguarding concerns. 

Mr Perry admitted the facts of allegations 1, 3.a, 3.b. and 4. However, he did not accept 

that they amounted to unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that would bring the 

profession into disrepute. Mr Perry denied the facts of allegations 2, 3.c. and 3.d. 

Therefore, the case proceeded on a disputed basis. 

C. Preliminary applications 

Proceeding in absence and evidence via video-link 

The panel considered whether the hearing should take place without the teacher being 

present at the hearing, but joining the hearing by video link to give evidence to the panel. 

The panel was advised that the Teacher misconduct – Disciplinary procedures for the 

teaching profession (“the Procedures”) do not state expressly whether the panel has the 

power to proceed with the teacher joining the hearing by video link. However, the panel 

was mindful that the Procedures are not comprehensive and that the procedure to be 

adopted at the hearing must therefore be at the discretion of the panel, pursuant to 

paragraph 4.49 of the Procedures. The panel therefore considered it did have the 

discretion to decide whether to proceed with the hearing with the teacher joining the 

hearing by video link.  

The panel was advised that if it decided to continue with the hearing with the teacher 

joining by video link, that it would not have the full benefit of observing his reactions and 

body language as if he was present in person and that there might be subtleties of tone 

lost via the medium of video link. The panel was therefore advised that since the teacher 

would not be present in person, the panel should have regard to the usual advice given 

for proceeding in absence, namely the discretion to continue would need to be exercised 

with the utmost care and caution, and that if the teacher was not able to be present in 
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person due to involuntary illness or incapacity, it would rarely, if ever, be right to exercise 

the discretion in favour of continuing with the hearing. The panel received advice that 

some of the factors that would be relevant to a consideration of whether to proceed in 

absence are also relevant here in order to ensure that the proceedings are conducted 

fairly. The panel’s attention was drawn to the following factors: 

1. Has the teacher had the knowledge of when and where the hearing is taking 

place, and therefore been afforded the opportunity of attending in person? 

2. Would the teacher’s absence from the hearing be a voluntary one? 

3. Would an adjournment result in the teacher attending the hearing in person, and 

does the teacher want the hearing to be adjourned? 

4. The extent of the disadvantage to the teacher in not being present. 

5. The general public interest in the matter proceeding. The panel may also have 

regard to the public interest in the sense of the resources involved, should the 

hearing be adjourned and have to be reconvened. 

6. If the hearing is adjourned, the risk with regard to the effect of delay on the 

memories of witnesses.  

The panel was satisfied that the National College had complied with the service 

requirements of regulation 19.a. to 19.c. of the Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) 

Regulations 2012 (“the Regulations”). The Notice of Hearing had been sent by Document 

Exchange (DX) on 19 January 2017 to the teacher. 

The panel considered whether the teacher received notice as to when and where the 

hearing will take place and was satisfied that he had received the notice.  

The panel was assured that the teacher would have the relevant papers before him in 

order to fully participate. 

The panel understood that its discretion to commence a hearing in the absence of the 

teacher has to be exercised with the utmost care and caution, and that its discretion was 

a severely constrained one. 

The panel noted that Mr Perry had been asked if he wished the hearing to be adjourned 

and that he had expressed a wish for the hearing to proceed with him joining by other 

means, rather than having the hearing adjourned. The panel took account of Mr Perry’s 

representations that he could not attend due to financial constraints. The panel therefore 

did not consider that there would be any advantage in adjourning this hearing. 

Furthermore, the panel did not consider that an adjournment would result in Mr Perry 

attending in the future. 

In making its decision, the panel noted that the teacher may waive his right to participate 

in the hearing. The panel took account of the various factors drawn to its attention from 

the case of R v Jones [2003] 1 AC1. As noted above, Mr Perry had received more than 8 

weeks’ notice of the current hearing date. In communication with the National College, Mr 
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Perry confirmed he was unable to attend and was content for the proceeding to continue 

in his absence. The panel therefore considered that the teacher waived his right to be 

present at the hearing in the knowledge of when and where the hearing is taking place. 

The panel considered the extent to which the teacher would be disadvantaged by not 

being present. The panel considered that they would hear directly from Mr Perry on day 

2, when he gives evidence. The panel also considered whether it would be 

disadvantaged in losing subtleties of tone and body language, but considered that the 

hearing could be adjourned by the panel hearing the case if it was not content with the 

quality of the video link communication. The panel noted that the witnesses relied upon 

were to be called to give evidence and the panel could test that evidence in questioning 

those witnesses, considering such points as were favourable to the teacher, as were 

reasonably available on the evidence. 

The panel also noted that there are a number of witnesses who have made themselves 

available to give evidence at the hearing, and that it would be inconvenient for those 

witnesses to have to rearrange. 

The panel had regard to the seriousness of this case, and the potential consequences for 

the teacher, and accepted that fairness to the teacher is of prime importance. However, 

given the teacher’s representations and his eagerness for the hearing to proceed, the 

panel considered that it should proceed. On balance, these are serious allegations and 

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

hearing commencing; therefore it is in the public interest to proceed with the teacher in 

attendance on day 2 by video link.  

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 2 to 3 

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

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 14 to 30 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 32 to 92 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

Section 5: Correspondence between Mr Perry and NCTL – pages 93 to 102 

Section 5: Correspondence between Mr Perry and Nabarro LLP – pages 103 to 108 



7 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

 

Witness A, headteacher of the College 

 

Witness B, deputy headteacher of the College 

 

Witness C, educational support worker at the College 

   

Witness D, educational operations manager at the College 

 

The panel also heard oral evidence from Mr Perry himself.  

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

The panel confirmed it had read all the documents provided in the bundle.  

Mr Graham Perry was employed at the College from 12 December 2014. In December 

2015, Mr Perry allegedly failed to report to senior staff and/or social services, a disclosure 

from Pupil A regarding his mother’s partner bullying and/or hitting him. On a separate 

occasion, on 17 February 2016, Mr Perry allegedly hindered/obstructed the restraint of 

Pupil A when he was being verbally and physically aggressive to fellow members of staff.  

On 8 April 2016, Mr Perry allegedly shouted at the headteacher using offensive language 

and threatened one or more intervening members of staff. Such profanities were heard 

by a pupil. 

Mr Perry’s employment with the College ceased on 8 April 2016. 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these 

reasons: 
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1. In December 2015, in relation to Pupil A, you failed to report to senior staff 

and/or social workers a disclosure which had been made regarding Pupil A’s 

mother’s partner bullying and/or hitting Pupil A; 

Mr Perry admitted the facts of this allegation.  

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness A, the headteacher, who stated 

that “Pupil A’s disclosure only came to light when the College received a telephone call 

from social services in February 2016”. This was corroborated by the evidence of 

Individual A, and the contemporaneous red flag summary report prepared by Witness A 

on 22 February 2016, which reported that a teacher, Individual B, had received a call 

from a social worker wishing to discuss the disclosure made by Pupil A, however the 

teacher had “no knowledge of this to which the social worker replied that [Pupil A] had 

disclosed this to [Mr Perry]”. It transpired that Pupil A had made a disclosure to Mr Perry 

in December 2015.  

Following the call from social services, Witness A spoke with Mr Perry who “admitted 

what he had been told by Pupil A”. When asked about the steps he took following the 

disclosure, Mr Perry responded “none” as he was not aware that he had to do anything. 

The panel had regard to the handwritten note prepared by Mr Perry on 23 February 

2016, where he recorded his recollection of events noting that “this encounter is hard for 

me to remember because it happened 2 to 3 months ago”. He went on to write “I should 

have reported the matter straight away”. This admission is repeated by Mr Perry in the 

school investigatory meeting with Witness A and Individual B on 23 February 2016 and 

then later during the disciplinary meetings with Individual C and Witness D. This was 

corroborated by Mr Perry in his oral evidence to the panel, where he apologised for 

failing to report the disclosure and acknowledged that he was aware that he should have 

reported the disclosure to a senior member of staff.  

During her oral evidence, Witness D stated that prior to his disciplinary meeting, Mr Perry 

spoke with her and accepted his failure to report the disclosure. She recalled that Mr 

Perry’s “mitigation” was that he was a “father figure” for Pupil A and did not wish to 

breach the pupil’s confidence by reporting the disclosure. She stated that she was onsite 

three days a week and Mr Perry had her contact details. The panel found Witness D to 

be a credible and honest witness; her evidence was not exaggerated. In his oral 

evidence, Mr Perry denied that he was a “father figure” for the pupil and stated that this 

omission arose due to additional pressure he was under as a result of changes taking 

place at the College during the relevant period, an impending Ofsted inspection and the 

fact that there was no senior member of staff regularly onsite. However, he did 

acknowledge that he had Witness D’s telephone number.  

The panel considered all the evidence and, on the balance of probabilities, the panel 

found that Mr Perry failed to report to senior staff and/or social workers a disclosure 

made by Pupil A in December 2015. Consequently, the panel find this allegation to be 

proved. 
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3. On 8 April 2016; 

a. You shouted at Witness A using offensive language and/or 

profanities, 

The panel noted Mr Perry’s admission of the facts of this particular of the allegation.  

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness A, who explained that during Mr 

Perry’s final week at the College, there had been a discrepancy over the petty cash and 

invited Mr Perry to an investigatory meeting; this took place on his last day, 8 April 2016 

(the “Meeting”). During this Meeting, Witness A recalled that Mr Perry was “shouting and 

swearing outside of my office … He kept on shouting “I’m fucking fed up” … I asked 

Graham to calm down and remain professional to which he responded “fuck being 

professional”. At this point, other members of staff came into the office and removed Mr 

Perry. This was verified by the evidence of Witness C who explained that upon entering 

the office “Graham was shouting at Witness A who was sitting behind her desk”. She 

went to assist Witness A to leave the office and “Graham was still shouting as we were 

leaving and was very threatening towards Witness A”. These accounts were consistent 

with the oral evidence relayed to the panel, Witness C’s written account of events dated 

11 April 2016 and the ‘incident form’ completed on the day of the incident. Witness A and 

Witness C were consistent with their evidence throughout. The panel therefore found the 

evidence of Witness A and Witness C to be credible and honest and it did not appear to 

be exaggerated in anyway.  

In his evidence, Witness B explained that he was outside Witness A’s office during the 

Meeting (upon her request) and he “did hear Mr Perry swear”. However, he could not say 

whether this was directed towards Witness A. 

Mr Perry accepted that he shouted at Witness A. He explained that the accusation made 

led to “something inside me snapped”. During cross-examination he accepted that he 

may have sworn at Witness A. He acknowledged that his actions were “unprofessional”. 

The panel considered all of the evidence, and on balance found that in the heat of the 

moment, Mr Perry was more likely than not to have shouted at Witness A using offensive 

language. Therefore, the panel find this particular of the allegation to be proved.  

b. Your outburst described at paragraph 3(a) above was heard by a pupil 

or pupils, 

The panel noted Mr Perry’s admission of the facts of this allegation. 

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness A, who explained that during the 

Meeting, Mr Perry was “shouting and swearing outside of my office” and he did this “in 

front of a learner”. This was verified by Witness B, who stated that “one of our learners, 

[Pupil B] was present and overheard this incident. He was very upset by Mr Perry’s 

language and asked if he could go home”. These accounts were consistent with the oral 
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evidence relayed to the panel, Witness B’s handwritten note of the incident prepared on 

13 April 2016 and the ‘incident form’ completed on the day of the incident. The panel 

found that Witness B was consistent with his evidence throughout and therefore the 

panel found his evidence to be credible and honest. Furthermore, the evidence did not 

appear to be exaggerated in any way.  

During her oral evidence, Witness C explained that although at the time of the incident, 

between 14:00 and 14:30, whilst the College teaching day had come to an end, there 

were pupils still in the reception area, directly outside Witness A’s office. These pupils 

“would have heard the shouting”.  

Mr Perry explained that the incident took place outside teaching hours. However, he 

accepted that there was a risk that some pupils would still be onsite, given that the 

teaching had only just come to an end. Mr Perry accepted that Pupil B did witness his 

outburst as described in allegation 3.a. 

The panel considered all of the evidence, noting Mr Perry’s admission and the evidence 

of the other witnesses, and on balance found that it was more likely than not that Mr 

Perry’s outburst was heard by Pupil B. Therefore, the panel find this particular of the 

allegation to be proved. 

c. You threatened Witness A and said words to the effect “I’m going to 

punch her in the face”, 

Mr Perry initially denied this allegation. However, during the course of his evidence, he 

candidly accepted that he cannot categorically state whether or not he did make the 

alleged threat. He acknowledged that he had lost his temper and may have said these 

words in the heat of the moment.  

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness A who explained that when the 

other members of staff went to remove Mr Perry from her office, Mr Perry shouted “I’m 

going to punch her in the fucking face”. This was verified by the evidence of Witness C 

who recalled that whilst she was assisting Witness A out of the office, “Graham was still 

shouting … and was very threatening towards Witness A. I cannot recall Graham’s exact 

words but he threatened to hit Witness A”. These accounts were consistent with the oral 

evidence relayed to the panel, Witness C’s handwritten note of the incident prepared on 

11 April 2016 and the ‘incident form’ completed on the day of the incident. As noted 

earlier, the panel found Witness A and Witness C to be credible and honest witnesses.  

It is notable that Witness B, who was present during this incident, does not make 

reference to this. In his oral evidence, Witness B did not recall Mr Perry making this 

threat.  

The panel considered all the evidence and, on the balance of probabilities, it found that it 

more likely than not that, in the heat of the moment, Mr Perry threatened Witness A and 
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said words to the effect “I’m going to punch her in the face”. Therefore, the panel found 

the particular of this allegation to be proved.  

d. You threatened one or more members of staff who intervened to 

remove you from Witness A’s room; 

Mr Perry denied this allegation.  

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness B who stated that when “Individual 

D and I tried to calm Mr Perry down … Mr Perry threatened me and Individual D saying 

that he would attack anyone who tried to stop him”. This was verified by the evidence of 

Witness A, who recalled that Mr Perry “was also aggressive towards Witness B and 

Individual D”. These accounts were consistent with Witness B’s handwritten note of the 

incident prepared on 13 April 2016 and the ‘incident form’ completed on the day of the 

incident. As noted earlier, the panel found Witness A and Witness B to be credible and 

honest witnesses. 

In his oral evidence, Mr Perry described Witness B and Individual D as his friends and he 

would never have threatened them. He was firm in his denial of this particular of the 

allegation.  

The panel considered all the evidence, and noted that at the time of the incident Mr Perry 

was emotionally charged, and he accepted that by this point he had “snapped”. In light of 

all the circumstances giving rise to this incident and Mr Perry’s pattern of behaviour, the 

panel found that it more likely than not that, in the heat of the moment, Mr Perry 

threatened one or more members of staff who intervened to remove him from Witness 

A’s office. Therefore, the panel found the particular of this allegation to be proved. 

4. Your conduct set out at paragraph 1 above was contrary to the College’s 

policies for reporting safeguarding concerns. 

Having found the facts of allegation 1 to be proved, the panel went onto consider whether 

Mr Perry’s conduct was contrary to the College’s policies for reporting safeguarding 

concerns.  

The panel had regard to the College’s safeguarding children in education policy in place 

at the relevant time (the “Policy”). Appendix C of the Policy, entitled “Procedure for 

working with a child abuse disclosure”, outlines the steps a member of staff should follow 

upon a disclosure by a pupil. Under section 4, staff are advised to “report to one of the 

child protection team members [and] do not agree to/promise to keep the disclosure a 

secret, inform the student that you can’t keep this to yourself … that you must pass it on 

to a designated teacher”. It is noted in red capital letters that “The incident should never 

be left to the next day”. The Policy noted that “The trusted member of staff should 

contract the designated child protection officer at the first appropriate moment, as soon 

as possible”. 
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Mr Perry admitted the facts of this allegation and stated that he should have reported the 

disclosure and his failure to do so was in breach of the Policy. 

In addition, the panel considered the written evidence of Witness A who stated that 

“Graham did not act in accordance with our safeguarding children in education policy … 

Graham will have been provided with the policy during his induction, which took place on 

19 March 2015. Graham has signed to say he has received the policy”. The panel noted 

that at the time of disclosure, Witness A was on maternity leave, however Witness D was 

Mr Perry’s line manager. Witness A noted that “I would have expected Graham to alert 

the most senior member of staff”. In her oral evidence, Witness D explained that she 

delivered a twilight training session around this, describing it as a refresher session; Mr 

Perry was in attendance. Witness D stated that she is NSPCC trained in safeguarding. 

This was verified by Mr Perry in the notes of the College investigatory meeting, the 

disciplinary hearing and in his oral evidence. 

In his handwritten note dated 23 February 2016, prepared following the call from social 

services, Mr Perry acknowledged that “I should have reported the matter straight away 

but for the life of me don’t know why I didn’t”. He goes onto write “all I can say on the 

matter is what I did was wrong and was in no way intentional”. In the school investigatory 

meeting held on 23 February 2016, Mr Perry stated that there were a number of changes 

in the College which caused significant pressure. In his oral evidence, he explained that 

upon reflection there was no senior member of staff on site regularly and therefore he 

was confused as to whom he should contact in order to report the disclosure. However, 

Mr Perry did acknowledge that he had the contact details for Witness D, who was his line 

manager at the time. 

Having regard to the Policy, Mr Perry’s admission and the fact that Mr Perry had received 

safeguarding training, the panel concluded that Mr Perry’s failure to report the disclosure 

made by Pupil A in December 2015 was in breach of the College’s policy for reporting 

safeguarding concerns. Accordingly, the panel find this allegation to be proved.  

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 

2. On 17 February 2016, you hindered and/or obstructed the restraint of Pupil A 

when you were being physically aggressive to fellow members of staff; 

Mr Perry denied this allegation.  

The panel considered the written evidence of Witness B, who outlined the background to 

the incident, which resulted in Witness B and Individual A deploying the “teach team … 

double sided restraint” on Pupil A. He recalled that “Mr Perry disrupted the restraint to the 

point where Individual A and I had to abandon it”. This was verified by Witness B in his 

oral evidence to the panel.  
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The panel had regard to a contemporaneous note prepared by Witness A following the 

incident. The note recorded details of the incident that had been relayed to Witness A, as 

she was not present during the incident and only arrived in the aftermath. The note 

reported that “during the restraint [Mr Perry] entered the room and asked what was going 

on, he tried to intervene with the restraint getting in the way of [Witness B] and [Individual 

A] so had to stop the hold”. This was verified by the “record of physical 

intervention/restraint” completed by Witness B and Witness A’s witness statement. 

Witness A stated that “for a member of staff to interfere with a hold could have resulted in 

all involved being injured”.  

In his oral evidence, Mr Perry explained that he had been teaching a class and another 

member of staff, Individual D, asked him to assist Witness B. When he arrived into the 

room, he talked to Pupil A and managed to calm him. This is consistent with the written 

evidence of Individual A who recalled that “Mr Perry was called into the room to help calm 

Pupil A … Mr Perry succeeded in calming Pupil A down by talking to him”. She went onto 

state “I think Mr Perry acted appropriately … I do not think that he did anything wrong”. 

Witness B acknowledged in his oral evidence that they abandoned the restraint as Mr 

Perry managed to calm Pupil A and therefore it was no longer necessary to restrain him. 

Having said that, in her oral evidence Witness A explained that as Mr Perry was not in 

the room when the restraint was initiated, he could not determine whether or not it was 

an appropriate course of action. Therefore, she was of the view that his actions in 

disrupting the restraint were inappropriate.  

In his disciplinary interview with Individual C, Mr Perry partially admitted to failing to 

support staff during a team teach restraint involving Pupil A which left staff vulnerable. He 

explained that he had been called to provide assistance “to try and talk to [Pupil A]”. Mr 

Perry explained that he was not prepared to perform the restraint as it would “damage his 

rapport” with Pupil A, but acknowledged that had it been another pupil he would have 

performed the restraint.  

Witness A stated that Mr Perry had received training, attending a two day team teach 

training course. This was confirmed by Mr Perry. 

The panel considered all the evidence, and noted that the key complaint from the 

relevant staff members was one of limited support from Mr Perry. The panel noted that 

the cornerstone of team teach is seeking to diffuse a tense situation. There is no dispute 

that Mr Perry’s actions, in talking to Pupil A, did precisely that and he managed to diffuse 

a volatile situation. In fact, Witness B accepted that a restraint was no longer necessary 

as Pupil A had calmed down. Therefore, the panel did not consider there was sufficient 

evidence to suggest that Mr Perry obstructed or hindered the restraint. Indeed, his 

actions had the desired effect upon Pupil A. Consequently, the panel find this allegation 

not proved. 
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Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute  

Having found allegations 1, 3.a, 3.b, 3.c, 3.d. and 4 to have been proved, 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 Perry in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

part two, Mr Perry 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; and 

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others.  

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

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

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Perry, which involved failing to report a 

safeguarding disclosure contrary to College and statutory policies, and shouting abuse 

and threatening members of staff in the presence of a pupil, fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

The panel also considered whether Mr Perry’s conduct displayed behaviours associated 

with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice and the panel found that 

none of these offences were relevant. 

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Mr Perry was guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel took 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 took account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can hold 
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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 would likely have a 

negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception. The panel therefore found that Mr Perry’s actions constituted 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 was 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 considered whether it was an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it was 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 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 

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

standards of conduct, and the interest of retaining the teacher in the profession. 

The panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Perry was not treated with the utmost 

seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession.  

Similarly, 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 Mr Perry was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Having said that, the panel considered that there was a strong public interest 

consideration in retaining a teacher in the profession, since no doubt has been cast upon 

Mr Perry’s abilities as a teacher and the panel heard evidence that he was able to make 

a valuable contribution to the profession. 

In view of 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 Mr Perry. 

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

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 
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Perry. 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. 

The panel has found that Mr Perry’s conduct involved serious departures from the 

personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards, in the terms the 

panel has already detailed above. 

 Misconduct seriously affecting the … well-being of pupils 

The panel considered that Mr Perry’s conduct, in connection with allegation 1, may have 

affected the well-being of Pupil A.  

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

appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

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 noted that Mr Perry stated that the stress of the various roles he performed, 

coupled with the lack of support from senior staff, led to him suffering [redacted] at the 

time of his conduct. This in turn resulted in his judgment being clouded. The panel was 

convinced by the explanation provided and concluded Mr Perry’s actions were not 

deliberate.  

The panel also noted the evidence provided in support of Mr Perry’s good character, his 

abilities as a teacher and his professionalism. In particular, the panel noted the evidence 

of Witness D who described Mr Perry as a “good tutor” who went “above and beyond” in 

completing his duties and the evidence of Witness B who described Mr Perry as having 

an “ability to connect with pupils”. This evidence led the panel to conclude that Mr Perry 

has great strengths as a teacher. Mr Perry was a popular, dynamic teacher, who was 

able to successfully engage with the pupils.  

Furthermore, the panel noted that Mr Perry has shown remorse for his actions and has 

continually apologised for the impact of his actions, thereby showing insight. In fact, Mr 

Perry admitted his failings at the first opportunity, when they were put to him. 

The panel noted that Mr Perry has expressed deep regret for his actions, and has 

removed himself from the profession. Mr Perry did accept responsibility for his actions 

and has since undergone anger management and counselling in order to address the 

underlying issues. Furthermore, the panel noted that each incident, namely the failure to 

report a disclosure and the outburst, were one-off, isolated incidents. The panel 

considered that Mr Perry’s intentions behind his failure to report the disclosure were well 
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meaning. However, the panel note such actions are in direct contravention of all 

guidance concerning safeguarding. 

The panel first considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with 

no recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the findings 

made by the panel is sufficient. 

The panel is of the view that applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen 

recommending no prohibition order 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 and the 

insight shown, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order 

will not be appropriate in this case. The panel considers that the publication of the 

adverse findings it has made is sufficient to send an appropriate message to the teacher, 

as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable and meets the public interest 

requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession. Therefore, the panel is of 

the view that prohibition is not proportionate nor appropriate.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

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

panel.  

In making my decision I have taken careful account of the advice that the Secretary of 

State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers. 

In this case the panel did not find all of the facts proven. I have therefore put from my 

mind the allegations that were not found proven. Nonetheless in this case the panel did 

find some of the facts proven and found that they amounted to both unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. The panel 

found that Mr Perry 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; and 

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others.  

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

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards. 
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 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mr Perry, which involved failing to report a 

safeguarding disclosure contrary to College and statutory policies, and shouting abuse 

and threatening members of staff in the presence of a pupil, fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

The panel went on to consider prohibition. I have also considered this carefully. The 

recommendation from the panel is that a prohibition order is not proportionate or in the 

public interest.  

I have considered this carefully. I have taken into account the comments of the panel 

concerning insight and remorse. I have also noted the positive comments made about Mr 

Perry’s contribution to the teaching profession. It is clear that the panel considered that 

this behaviour was in effect a “one-off” incident.  

I do consider that a published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute is, in this case, a proportionate outcome that 

appropriately balances the public interest with the interests of the teacher.  

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 4 April 2017 

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

State. 

 


