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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 
behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Miss Victoria Glaister 

TRA reference:  17539 

Date of determination: 10 December 2021 

Former employer: Excelsior Academy, Newcastle-upon-Tyne  

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 1 September to 6 September 2021 by way of a virtual hearing, to 
consider the case of Miss Victoria Glaister. 

The panel members were Mr Gamel Byles (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr Clive 
Ruddle (lay panellist) and Mrs Shabana Robertson (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Ms Abigail Trencher of Birketts LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Ms Grace Hansen of Capsticks solicitors LLP 
from 1 September 2021 until 6 September. Due to her leaving the employment of 
Capsticks solicitors LLP, the presenting officer for the TRA at the reconvened hearing on 
7 December 2021 to 10 December 2021 was Mr Michael Bellis of Capsticks solicitors 
LLP.  

Miss Glaister was present and was represented by Mr Richard Matkin of NASUWT. 

The hearing took place by way of a virtual hearing in public and was recorded. 
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegations set out in the notice of proceedings dated 1 July 
2021. 

It was alleged that Miss Glaister was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that, whilst a teacher at Excelsior 
Academy between September 2015 and August 2018: 

1. She exchanged one or more messages via social media:  

a. On one or more unknown dates with Pupil A;  

b. On one or more unknown dates with Pupil B;  

c. On one or more occasions between 23 August and 28 September 2017 with 
Pupil C.  

2. On one or more unknown dates she connected on social media with:  

a. Pupil E;  

b. Pupil F;  

c. Pupil G.  

3. On one or more unknown dates, she had inappropriate conversations regarding 
her personal life and relationships with:  

a. Pupil C;  

b. Pupil D.  

4. On an unknown date, she arranged to meet Pupil B outside of school;  

5. On an unknown date in or around June 2017, she wore an article of Pupil B’s 
clothing;  

6. She stored a photograph of Pupil B on her electronic device;  

7. On an unknown date, she allowed Pupil H to kiss her on the cheek;  

8. On an unknown date in or around March 2017, she allowed Pupil I to place his arm 
around her;  

9. She did not notify the School, following disclosure of:  

a. Pupil C’s abusive relationship;  
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b. Emotional abuse encountered by Pupil J at home; 

10. By her conduct set out in any or all of paragraphs 1 – 8, she failed to observe a 
proper boundary appropriate to a teacher’s professional position;  

11. By her conduct set out in paragraph 9, she failed to have proper regard for the 
need to safeguard pupils’ well-being.  

In Miss Glaister’s response to the notice of referral, dated 9 July 2019, Miss Glaister 
admitted allegations 1(a), 1(b), 5 and 6. Miss Glaister denied all other allegations. 

Miss Glaister made no admission of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Preliminary applications 
Application to admit additional documents 

The panel considered a preliminary application from the teacher’s representative for the 
admission of additional documents.  

The teacher’s documents were: 

1) Witness statements of the following individuals: Individual E; Individual F; Miss 
Victoria Glaister and Individual G; 

2) Notice of proceedings completed by Miss Glaister dated 20 August 2021; 

3) Miss Glaister’s response for the determination panel dated 13 June 2019; 

4) A letter from Individual H dated 20 August 2021; 

5) Correspondence between Miss Glaister and the TRA dated between 2 June 2021 
 and 23 September 2021; 

6) Miss Glaister’s contract of employment with The Governing Body of [redacted]; 

7) Miss Glaister’s application to the Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsman 
 dated 17 August 2019; 

8) A reference provided for Miss Glaister by Individual I of [redacted] dated 31 
August 2021; and 

9) A screenshot of Miss Glaister’s Fitbit profile page. 

The Presenting Officer also made an application that correspondence between the 
Presenting Officer’s firm and [redacted] be admitted. 
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The documents subject to the application had not been served in accordance with the 
requirements of paragraph 4.20 of the Procedures. Therefore, the panel was required to 
decide whether the documents should be admitted under paragraph 4.25 of the 
Procedures. 

The panel heard representations from the presenting officer and teachers representative 
in respect of the applications. 

The panel considered the additional documents were relevant. Accordingly, the 
documents were added to the bundle. 

Summary of evidence 
Documents 

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

• Section 1: Chronology, anonymised pupil list and list of key people – pages 6 to 8 

• Section 2: Notice of proceedings and response – pages 9 to 17 

• Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statements – pages 18 to 38 

• Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 39 to 303 

• Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 304 to 311  

• Response to notice of referral dated 20 August 2021 – provided separately  

• Response and comments by the teacher – provided separately  

• Witness statement of Individual E – provided separately 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

• Witness statements of the following individuals: Individual E; Individual F; Miss 
Victoria Glaister and Individual G; 

• Notice of proceedings completed by Miss Glaister dated 20 August 2021; 

• Miss Glaister’s response for the determination panel dated 13 June 2019; 

• A letter from Individual H dated 20 August 2021; 

• Correspondence between Miss Glaister and the TRA dated between 2 June 2021 
 and 23 September 2021; 
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• Miss Glaister’s contract of employment with The Governing Body of [redacted] 

• Miss Glaister’s application to the Parliamentary and Health Service Ombudsman 
dated 17 August 2019; 

• A reference provided for Miss Glaister by Individual I of [redacted] dated 31 
August 2021; and 

• A screenshot of Miss Glaister’s Fitbit profile page.  

The panel confirmed that it had read all of the documents within the bundle, in advance 
of the hearing and the additional documents that the panel decided to admit. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the TRA: 

• Individual A [redacted] Individual B [redacted] 

• Individual C [redacted] 

• Individual D [redacted] 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the teacher’s 
representative:  

• Individual E [redacted] 

• Individual F [redacted] 

Miss Glaister gave oral evidence at the hearing. 

Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Miss Glaister was employed by Excelsior Academy (‘the School’) from 1 September 2015 
until 24 July 2016 as a newly qualified full time teacher on a fixed term contract covering 
a period of maternity leave.  

Miss Glaister was then re-employed from 12 September 2016 on a contract as a 
curriculum support worker for 29.6 hours per week and on a teaching contract under 
which she worked as a teacher for 6.5 hours a week. These were both temporary 
contracts which were extended several times and ended on 31 August 2017. 
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On 1 September 2017 Miss Glaister commenced a full-time teaching role in Food 
Technology and Health & Social Care, on a fixed term contract which expired on 31 
August 2018.  

On 25 September 2017, allegations arose regarding Miss Glaister’s professional conduct 
and interactions with pupils on social media. Miss Glaister was suspended from her 
duties pending an internal investigation, on 28 September 2017, and the allegations were 
reported to Local Authority Designated Officer (LADO). 

As part of the School’s investigation statements were taken from pupils and members of 
staff in October 2017 and an investigation meeting with Miss Glaister was conducted on 
16 October 2017. Miss Glaister was sent supplemental questions to which she submitted 
her answers on 22 December 2017. 

A LADO strategy meeting was held on 16 November 2017. A disciplinary hearing was 
held on 15 March 2018. 

Miss Glaister was given a final written warning on 20 March 2018 and was later 
suspended from duty again due to the outcome of the Police investigation.  

A second LADO strategy meeting was held on 14 June 2019. Miss Glaister ceased 
working for the School, due to the expiry of her fixed term contract, on 31 August 2018. 

The matter was referred to the Teaching Regulation Agency (TRA) on 18 September 
2018. 

The presenting officer made an application on 26 April 2021 for the professional conduct 
panel hearing to take place by way of a remote hearing. Miss Glaister’s representative 
submitted an objection to the application on her behalf, on the basis that Miss Glaister 
has hearing difficulties and was concerned that she would be prejudiced by the hearing 
taking place by video link. A case management hearing was held on 25 May 2021 and 
the panel made the direction that the professional conduct panel hearing would proceed 
virtually on 31 August to 6 September 2021. Miss Glaister’s representative made a 
second application on 11 August 2021 for the professional conduct panel hearing to be 
postponed and for a direction to revoke the previous case management hearing decision, 
to the effect that the hearing should not proceed virtually. The panel considered this 
application on 31 August 2021 and determined that the professional conduct panel 
hearing should proceed on 31 August to 6 September 2021 as a virtually hearing. 

The panel is satisfied that the only gap in Miss Glaister’s employment with the School 
was between the dates of 25 July 2016 and 11 September 2016. It is further satisfied that 
the period of time between these dates is not material to the allegations in question, as it 
is not asserted that any of the alleged incidents took place during that period. As Miss 
Glaister was employed by the School as a teacher at the relevant time to which the 
allegations relate, the panel is content that no jurisdictional issues arise.  
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Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you proved, for these 
reasons: 

1. You exchanged one or more messages via social media:  

a. On one or more unknown dates with Pupil A;  

b. On one or more unknown dates with Pupil B;  

c. On one or more occasions between 23 August and 28 September 2017 
with Pupil C;  

During the hearing Miss Glaister denied that she had exchanged one or more messages 
with Pupil A via social media.  

The panel considered the evidence of Individual B in relation to her meetings with Pupil A 
on 28 and 29 September 2017 which was not challenged. The panel also noted that the 
Police report confirmed the Police interviewed Pupil A and that they gave an account 
consistent with the account Pupil A had given to the School.  

The panel found Individual B credible as a witness. Her oral evidence corresponded with 
the evidence in the hearing bundle. Whilst the panel was conscious that it had not heard 
evidence directly from Pupil A, no evidence was presented which either contradicted the 
account given by Individual B of the information Pupil A had given to her or which 
explained why Pupil A would lie and fabricate their account of their interaction with Miss 
Glaister that they gave to Individual B.  

The panel weighed up the evidence and decided on the balance of probability that Miss 
Glaister had exchanged one or more messages with Pupil A on social media. The panel 
was satisfied by the consistent accounts given by Pupil A to the School and later to the 
Police, and the account given by Individual B. In contrast, Miss Glaister presented no 
credible reason why Pupil A would lie to both the School and the Police. 

The panel was satisfied that allegation 1.a. was proven.  

With regards to Pupils B and C, Miss Glaister admitted that she exchanged messages 
with both Pupil B and C.  

In respect of Pupil B, Miss Glaister accepted during an investigation meeting with the 
School on 16 October 2017 that Pupil B had contacted her on social media to arrange a 
meeting to collect the hoodie which was in Miss Glaister’s possession. Miss Glaister 
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stated she had refused to meet Pupil B. She repeated this assertion during her oral 
evidence.  

In the bundle there was evidence that Pupil A had stated in a meeting with Individual B 
that Pupil B and Pupil E had been messaging with Miss Glaister over social media.  

The panel considered that Pupil B’s ability to contact Miss Glaister, as she admitted he 
had, via social media, regarding the hoodie was evidence of there being a channel of 
communication in operation between Miss Glaister and Pupil B prior to this time. 

On balance therefore the panel was satisfied that allegation 1.b. was proven.  

In respect of Pupil C, Miss Glaister admitted that she exchanged messages with Pupil C 
via Instagram. Screen shots of messages between Miss Glaister and Pupil C were 
contained in the bundle. The panel was satisfied this allegation was proven. 

The panel therefore found allegation 1 proven. 

2. On one or more unknown dates you connected on social media with:  

a. Pupil E;  

b. Pupil F;  

c. Pupil G.  

Miss Glaister denied this allegation and that she had connected on social media with 
Pupil E, F or G and initially stated that she did not know them. However, under cross 
examination, Miss Glaister accepted that she had taught both Pupil F and G. The panel 
found Miss Glaister’s oral evidence on this allegation to be confusing and contradictory. 

The bundle contained screenshots of an Instagram account which showed that Pupil E 
was a follower of Miss Glaister on Instagram. In Individual B’s witness statement she 
refers to meetings she had had with Pupil A on 28 and 29 September 2017 in which they 
had confirmed that Miss Glaister had been friends with Pupil E on Snapchat and 
Instagram, which was supported by the note taken of that meeting. 

In respect of Pupil F, the panel was referred during submissions to a note of a meeting 
between Individual B and Pupil C on 4 October 2017 in which Pupil C confirmed Miss 
Glaister had followed Pupil F. The panel noted that this meeting note, as it related to 
Pupil F, was not referenced in Individual B’s witness statement or mentioned by her 
during her oral evidence and that no evidence relating to Pupil F and allegation 2.b. had 
been put to the panel. 

In relation to Pupil G, the only evidence before the panel was a note of a meeting 
between Individual Band Pupil C on 4 October 2017 in which Pupil C is stated to have 
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confirmed that Miss Glaister was following Pupil G. However, this was not referenced in 
Individual B’s witness statement or in her oral evidence. Therefore, the evidence relating 
to Pupil G and allegation 2.c was not tested during the hearing. 

In relation to allegations 2.b and 2.c the panel was satisfied that these were not proven. 

In relation to allegation 2.a the panel was satisfied Pupil E had followed Miss Glaister on 
Instagram. The panel therefore considered whether that amounted to Miss Glaister 
having connected on social media with Pupil E. 

The panel considered Miss Glaister’s evidence that she had been unaware that Pupil E 
had followed her, due to the large number of followers that she had, which in her 
evidence she cited as being approximately 3,000. The panel also considered Miss 
Glaister’s assertion that unlike Facebook, which is a bilateral connection, Instagram is a 
one-sided arrangement. 

The panel deliberated what ‘connected’ should be deemed to mean in the context of this 
allegation and overall considered that it required some form of exchange. The panel was 
satisfied on the evidence that Miss Glaister’s Instagram account was open to the public 
and that she would not need to permit or approve a follower. There was no evidence she 
had actively accepted Pupil E becoming a follower of her Instagram account or indeed 
that she had been aware Pupil E was following her. There was also no evidence of any 
messaging between Pupil E and Miss Glaister through Miss Glaister’s Instagram account. 

On the basis of the evidence and the wording of this allegation, the panel found 
allegation 2 not proven.  

3. On one or more unknown dates, you had inappropriate conversations regarding 
your personal life and relationships with:  

a. Pupil C;  

b. Pupil D.  

The panel noted that in Miss Glaister’s ‘Response for Determination Panel’ dated 13 
June 2019, Miss Glaister stated that she did not engage in inappropriate conversations 
with pupils regarding her private life and relationships.  

In Miss Glaister’s evidence she accepted having communicated with Pupil C on 
Instagram but denied having inappropriate conversations with Pupil C. She accepted she 
had entered into a conversation with Pupil C to discuss their CV, as she had experience 
of working in fashion.  

The panel considered the witness statement and oral evidence given by Individual B, 
who met with Pupil C on 4 October 2017, together with the note of that meeting. Pupil C 
confirmed their account in an additional meeting with the school during its investigation. 
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Pupil C had also supplied screenshots of their chain of messages with Miss Glaister on 
Pupil C’s Instagram account. 

The panel noted that many of the messages Miss Glaister has sent to Pupil C appeared 
to have been deleted, but not all. During Pupil C’s meeting with the school on 3 October 
2017 they had provided their recollection of what the deleted messages from Miss 
Glaister had contained, in order to recreate a transcript of the full message exchange. 
The panel considered the transcript provided by Pupil C to be consistent with the 
undeleted messages on the screenshots and was satisfied that it was likely to be a good 
recollection of the complete string of messages.  

There appeared to be four themes running through the conversation. Having started on 
23 August 2017 with a discussion regarding Pupil C’s CV, it then moved to discuss 
relationships, then fashion and ended on 25 September 2017 with reference to the 
difficulties Miss Glaister had encountered at the school.  

The panel considered the note of Pupil C’s meeting with Individual B on 4 October 2017 
and the reference it made to personal issues relating to Miss Glaister’s personal life, 
including her having been sent home from work for wearing a short skirt, the difficult 
relationship she had with the [redacted] and helping Pupil C sell clothes. 

The panel considered that the evidence supported there having been inappropriate 
conversations between Pupil C and Miss Glaister regarding Miss Glaister’s personal life. 
Pupil C had revealed in the documents information that was more likely than not 
disclosed to her by Miss Glaister. The panel was not satisfied, however, on the evidence 
that such inappropriate conversations extended to discussions regarding Miss Glaister’s 
relationships.  

The panel considered allegation 3.a was therefore part proven. 

With regards to Pupil D, the bundle contained a handwritten statement provided by Pupil 
D to Individual F during the School’s investigation. No witness referred to this statement 
during the hearing, and despite Individual F having given oral evidence she was not 
asked to confirm the veracity of the statement produced by Pupil D. The panel was 
concerned therefore as to the reliability of this statement in the absence of any evidence 
as to the circumstances in which it was prepared and given to the School. 

The statement was put to Miss Glaister during her cross examination, and she denied 
having any of the conversations referred to in it.  

On balance, based on the evidence before it, the panel found allegation 3.b not proven.  

4. On an unknown date, you arranged to meet Pupil B outside of school;  
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The panel considered the evidence relating to Miss Glaister wearing a hoodie belonging 
to Pupil B and her intention to return it at the School prom. There was no evidence 
however that Miss Glaister had arranged to meet Pupil B outside of school. 

Miss Glaister accepted Pupil B contacted her to arrange to meet so that Miss Glaister 
could return the hoodie but Miss Glaister was firm in her evidence that she had refused to 
make such an arrangement. No evidence was produced to the contrary. 

The panel found allegation 4 not proven. 

5. On an unknown date in or around June 2017, you wore an article of Pupil B’s 
clothing;  

Miss Glaister admitted this allegation. There is also evidence from multiple sources that 
she wore an article of clothing belonging to Pupil B whilst she invigilated an examination.  

Miss Glaister stated that she was asked at short notice to invigilate an examination 
during the summer term and had not taken a coat or jumper with her to School. Miss 
Glaister asked her colleagues at the School, if anyone had an item of clothing she could 
borrow, as the temperature was low in the sports hall (the location of the exam). Pupil B 
offered Miss Glaister the use of the hoodie, which she initially declined but later 
accepted. 

Miss Glaister stated that she made all staff involved with the exam aware that she was 
wearing Pupil B’s hoodie. She said she did so as she wanted people to know she had 
borrowed it. 

The panel found allegation 5 proven. 

6. You stored a photograph of Pupil B on your electronic device;  

Miss Glaister admitted in her evidence that she had taken photographs of students during 
the School Prom on her personal electronic device and later received photographs from 
colleagues taken of her at the Prom, some of which also featured images of pupils. Miss 
Glaister stated that she had not intentionally stored these photographs on her electronic 
device and had deleted them after the commencement of the investigation. Miss Glaister 
asserted, however, that when her electronic device was damaged and repaired, images 
that she had previously deleted were restored to her electronic device from the icloud, 
without her realising it. This was the reason that she gave for the photograph of Pupil B 
being on her electronic device when it was examined by the Police in June 2018. 

Miss Glaister also admitted, that she had retained a photograph which contained an 
image of her and Pupil B because she had cropped and edited the photograph to use her 
image on her Fitbit profile.  



14 

Miss Glaister maintained during her evidence that the School had encouraged members 
of staff to take photographs on their own personal electronic devices during school 
related events for internal school related purposes. She accepted that where such 
photographs were taken she should upload them to the School’s system as soon as 
possible and then delete them. 

The panel did not accept Miss Glaister had deleted the photograph of Pupil B. It 
considered that had she done so it should not have been stored on either the icloud or 
her electronic device. Also, based on Miss Glaister’s own evidence, she had retained the 
photograph containing an image of Pupil B in order to use it for her own purposes.  

The panel found allegation 6 proven. 

7. On an unknown date, you allowed Pupil H to kiss you on the cheek;  

The panel noted that in Miss Glaister’s ‘Response for Determination Panel’ dated 13 
June 2019, it was confirmed  

“In the course of taking a photograph Pupil H did kiss me on the cheek. I did not consent 
to this and did not give permission. It was effectively a sexual assault upon me, but due 
to the nature of the social event I did not pursue the matter further” 

This accords with the reply Miss Glaister gave to the School’s supplemental questions 
raised after her investigation meeting on 16 October 2017.  

In both her witness statement and oral evidence Miss Glaister denied that the kiss 
happened, only that Pupil H attempted to kiss her on the cheek and that the incident 
occurred outside the photo booth.  

She confirmed that she had not reported the incident because Pupil H was leaving 
School that summer and that some members of staff had not wanted him to attend the 
Prom.  

During her oral evidence Individual F recalled questioning Miss Glaister about this 
incident during her investigation and was clear that it was an attempted kiss that took 
place inside the photo booth at the Prom. 

After considering the evidence the panel was satisfied the incident took place inside the 
photo booth, and not outside as maintained by Miss Glaister during the hearing. The 
panel was also satisfied that it was more likely than not that Pupil H had kissed Miss 
Glaister on the cheek. 

The panel noted that Miss Glaister’s account of this incident in her replies to the 
supplemental statement and in her replies to the Determination Panel differed from that 
which she gave during evidence at the hearing. The panel considered that her failure to 
report the incident strongly suggested that she had allowed the kiss to occur.  
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On the balance of the evidence the panel found allegation 7 proven. 

8. On an unknown date in or around March 2017, you allowed Pupil I to place his 
arm around you;  

The panel noted that in Miss Glaister’s ‘Response for Determination Panel’ dated 13 
June 2019, Miss Glaister confirmed that Pupil I had put an arm around her in a corridor of 
the School but that Pupil I had removed it promptly.  

In her evidence Individual A, confirmed that she had observed the incident on the 
School’s CCTV footage and that Miss Glaister had walked down the School’s corridor, of 
approximately 40 metres, with Pupil I’s arm around her shoulder and that she had not 
appeared to have attempted to remove it or shrug Pupil I away.  

During cross examination Miss Glaister said that she had shrugged to remove Pupil’s I’s 
arm and that they had not walked far, stating that it had only been the distance between 
two classroom doors, of no more than one metre. 

The panel considered Miss Glaister’s account inconsistent and on balance preferred the 
evidence given by Individual A.  

The panel found allegation 8 proven. 

9. You did not notify the School, following disclosure of:  

a. Pupil C’s abusive relationship;  

b. Emotional abuse encountered by Pupil J at home; 

The panel noted that in Miss Glaister’s ‘Response for Determination Panel’ dated 13 
June 2019, Miss Glaister stated that she had never taught Pupil C and was never alone 
with Pupil C in school and that she was not aware of any emotional encounters that Pupil 
J had suffered at home. Miss Glaister stated that this is something she had high 
awareness of and would have reported it to the safeguarding team.  

Miss Glaister maintained during her evidence that she had never been informed by Pupil 
C of Pupil C’s previous abusive relationship and could not therefore have made a 
disclosure in respect of it.  

The panel considered the witness statement and oral evidence given by Individual B, 
who met with Pupil C on 4 October 2017. Pupil C confirmed that she had often talked 
about boyfriends with Miss Glaister and had previously disclosed her previous abusive 
relationship to Miss Glaister. Individual B stated that Miss Glaister had failed to disclose a 
serious safeguarding concern about the abuse Pupil C had suffered, as at no point had 
she raised this with anyone at the School.  
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The panel was satisfied the conversation between Pupil C and Individual B happened as 
Individual B described and noted that it was a welfare meeting which was also attended 
by Pupil C’s sister. It was during the course of this welfare meeting that Pupil C’s sister 
mentioned that Pupil C had been in contact with Miss Glaister via social media. Individual 
B met with Pupil C again on 4 October 2017 to discuss the messages she had 
exchanged with Miss Glaister on social media and it was during this meeting that Pupil C 
confirmed she had informed Miss Glaister of her previous abusive relationship.  

The panel took into account Miss Glaister’s evidence but on balance the panel sees no 
reason why Pupil C would lie and fabricate the account she gave to Individual B. The 
panel also considered the nature of the relationship between Miss Glaister and Pupil C, 
as demonstrated by the screen shots and Pupil C’s transcript of the Instagram messages 
between them. The panel concluded that it was more likely than not that Pupil C had 
disclosed details of the previous abusive relationship to Miss Glaister.  

The panel found allegation 9 a. to be proven.  

In respect of Pupil J, during the course of the School’s investigation Individual B met with 
Pupil J on 4 October 2017, who confirmed that Miss Glaister had not spoken to Pupil J on 
social media. Pupil J mentioned, however, that they had discussed with Miss Glaister 
emotional abuse they had suffered at home, which eventually led to Pupil J being taken 
into care. Miss Glaister had not disclosed this information to anyone at the School. 

Miss Glaister maintained during her evidence that she had not been aware of the abuse 
suffered by Pupil J and could not therefore had made a disclosure in relation to it. 

The panel accepted that Individual B is an experienced member of the School’s 
community and the panel accepted her evidence in relation to the information Pupil J had 
provided to her. In relation to Pupil J’s admission to Individual B there appeared to be no 
reason before the panel as to why Pupil J would have given an untrue account to 
Individual B. On balance therefore the panel was inclined to believe that Pupil J had 
informed Miss Glaister of the abuse they had suffered and that Miss Glaister had failed to 
make a disclosure.  

During her evidence, Miss Glaister confirmed that she was aware of when and how she 
should make a safeguarding disclosure. She maintained that she had made previously 
made such disclosures relating to other pupils. She also confirmed that she understood 
that failing to make a disclosure would be unacceptable profession conduct.  

The panel found both allegations 9.a and 9.b proven. 

10. By your conduct set out in any or all of paragraphs 1 – 8, you failed to observe 
a proper boundary appropriate to a teacher’s professional position;  
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The panel was satisfied that teachers should not communicate directly with students 
through their personal social media accounts. The panel considered the School’s 
‘Guidance for safer working practice for those working with children and young people in 
education settings’ dated October 2015. In particular, sections 12 and 13 of that guidance 
sets out the clear conduct expected of adults and staff at the School. The panel was 
satisfied that Miss Glaister was aware of this guidance and that she was also aware of 
the proper boundaries appropriate to her role.  

The panel considered that in relation to allegations 1, 3.a, 5, 6, 7 and 8 Miss Glaister 
failed to observe proper boundaries. Whilst the panel did not find allegation 2 proven, it 
accepted that Miss Glaister had had an open Instagram account and that this failed to 
ensure proper boundaries were observed between Miss Glaister and pupils who might, 
and who did, follow her on Instagram.  

The panel therefore found allegation 10 proven. 

11. By your conduct set out in paragraph 9, you failed to have proper regard for the 
need to safeguard pupils’ well-being.  

The panel was satisfied that teachers should always report safeguarding concerns 
through the correct channels in the schools. The panel considered the School’s Child 
Protection and Safeguarding Policy and was satisfied that Miss Glaister was aware of, 
and had training on, this policy. Miss Glaister confirmed in her oral evidence that she was 
aware of all the forms required to make a disclosure at the School and that had she been 
informed of the matters referred to in allegation 9 she would have made a disclosure. 
She accepted that any failure to do so would be a failure to safeguard a pupil’s well-
being.  

The panel found allegation 9 proven and therefore found that Miss Glaister had failed to 
have proper regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being. 

The panel found allegation 11 proven 

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

Having found a number of the allegations proved, the panel went on to consider whether 
the facts of those proved allegations amounted to unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition 
of Teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”. 
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The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Miss Glaister, in relation to the facts found 
proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by 
reference to Part 2, Miss Glaister was 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. 

 
In applying the Advice to the findings of the panel, the panel determined as follows: 

Allegation 1: The panel found that Miss Glaister had engaged in communication with 
Pupils A, B and C via social media in breach of the School’s policies. Overall the panel 
considered Miss Glaister’s conduct amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. In 
particular, the panel considered that the evidence indicated Miss Glaister had engaged in 
communications with Pupil A via social media over a period of time; in relation to Pupil C, 
the communication between Miss Glaister and Pupil C had been of a particularly 
personal nature and of a level that would not be expected between teacher and pupil. 

Allegation 3.a: For the reasons set out above, the panel also concluded this amounted to 
unacceptable professional conduct. 

Allegation 5: The panel was of the view, based on the evidence before it, that the conduct 
as found was not sufficiently serious to constitute unacceptable professional conduct. 

Allegation 6: The panel was satisfied that teachers should not keep photographs of pupils 
on their personal electronic devices. The panel concluded Miss Glaister’s conduct 
amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.  

Allegation 7: The panel found that Miss Glaister allowed a pupil to give her a kiss on the 
cheek at the end of term, during a Prom. Whilst this was serious and Miss Glaister should 
not have entered the photo booth with Pupil H and in doing so demonstrated a lack of 
judgment, on balance the panel did not consider this met the threshold of unacceptable 
professional conduct.  
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Allegation 8: The panel noted that the School considered the pupil’s conduct sufficiently 
serious to warrant immediate action in respect of the pupil. By contrast the School took 
no disciplinary action in relation to Miss Glaister but she received professional advice. 
Overall the panel did not consider Miss Glaister’s conduct amounted to unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

Allegations 9 and 11: The panel considered that the pupils referred to in both allegations 
9 and 11 were likely to be vulnerable pupils and that the issues they discussed with Miss 
Glaister raised serious safeguarding concerns which should have been disclosed to the 
School through the appropriate channels. The panel was satisfied this constituted 
unacceptable professional conduct. 

Allegation 10: As the panel found the conduct in allegations 1, 3.a. and 6 amounted to 
unacceptable professional conduct the panel was satisfied that allegation 10 also 
amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.  

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Miss Glaister amounted to misconduct of a 
serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

The panel also considered whether Miss Glaister‘s conduct displayed behaviours 
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice. The panel 
found that none of these offences were relevant. 

The panel noted that allegations 1 and 3.a may have taken place outside the education 
setting in that messages were sent via a social media platform. The panel considered 
that the nature of Miss Glaister’s misconduct touched upon her profession as a teacher.  

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Miss Glaister was guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

The panel took into account the way 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 also took account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 
hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models 
in the way that they behave. 

The panel considered that the communication between Miss Glaister and pupils via 
social media, her having stored a photograph of a pupil on her personal electronic 
device, and her failure to make appropriate safeguarding disclosures, as found at 
allegations 1, 3.a, 6, 9, 10 and 11 also constituted conduct that may bring the profession 
into disrepute. The findings of misconduct were serious, and the conduct displayed would 
be likely to have a negative impact on Miss Glaister’s status as a teacher, potentially 
damaging the public perception.  
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The panel therefore found that Miss Glaister’s actions constituted both unacceptable 
professional conduct and 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 had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and 
proportionate measure, and whether it would be in the public interest to do so.  

The panel were aware that 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 had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 
and, having done so, 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 Miss Glaister which involved a failure to observe a 
proper boundary appropriate to a teacher’s professional position and the need to 
safeguard pupils well-being, there was a strong public interest consideration in respect of 
the protection of pupils.  

However having considered each of the grounds which panel considered amounted to 
unacceptable professional conduct, the panel determined that Miss Glaister’s conduct 
was towards the lower end of the scale of seriousness. It did not consider Miss Glaister’s 
actions to be malicious or malign and of herself posed any risk to pupils.  

It took into account Miss Glaister’s representative’s submission that at the time of the 
incidents she was an inexperienced teacher. Whilst the panel considered that the School 
had provided adequate guidance and support, the panel were of the view that Miss 
Glaister’s attitude meant she did not benefit from the advice and support offered. The 
panel found that she challenged the need for such advice, for example about her choice 
of clothes and the need to ensure her Facebook profile image was appropriate and 
private and instead believed she was being unfairly targeted because of her age, weight 
and height. The panel found that these comments indicated a level of intransigence that 
would have hindered her development as a teacher. Nonetheless, the panel considered 
that the investigation leading up to the hearing, the hearing itself and the publication of 



21 

the outcome should be sufficient to ensure that Miss Glaister does not repeat the conduct 
as found.  

Similarly, the panel considered whether the public confidence in the profession could be 
seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Miss Glaister was not treated 
with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel was concerned with Miss Glaister’s conduct both in respect of the allegations it 
found to be upheld as well as in respect of her conduct towards the TRA’s investigation 
and hearing. The panel found Miss Glaister had not been as candid and as cooperative 
with the TRA, and in the evidence she gave at the hearing, as it would expect. There 
were periods during her oral evidence when the panel found her evidence not to be 
credible and where she failed to demonstrate good insight into her actions. However, the 
panel took into account her evident remorse for the conduct that led to the allegations 
and her commitment to teaching. It also noted that she had taught in a very challenging 
school environment, which had not diminished her desire and commitment to teach; 
indeed, the panel took on board Miss Glaister’s willingness and desire to help the pupils 
at the School, for example by raising funds to assist pupils with their attire for the School 
Prom.  

The panel was of the view that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 
standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 
Miss Glaister was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. On balance, however 
it considered that Miss Glaister’s conduct was towards the lower end of the scale of 
seriousness and that she would have learned from this experience. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel had regard to the public interest 
considerations both in favour of, and against, prohibition as well as the interests of Miss 
Glaister. 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 proved. In the list 
of such behaviours, those that were relevant in this case were:  

• 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;  

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition 
order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating factors. 
Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or 
proportionate. 

Whilst there was no evidence that Miss Glaister’s actions were due to duress or were not 
deliberate, there was evidence related to the level of her experience as a teacher. Miss 
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Glaister was an inexperienced teacher having just completed her NQT year at the School 
shortly prior to the conduct leading to the allegations. Miss Glaister was also working in a 
very challenging environment with vulnerable and challenging pupils. In light of this, the 
panel considered she would have benefited from greater support in regard to maintaining 
pupil boundaries.  

The panel also noted that there was no evidence that showed Miss Glaister had 
previously been subject to formal disciplinary warnings regarding her inappropriate 
conduct actions towards pupils. The panel noted that following the School’s investigation 
of the conduct giving rise to the allegations, she was awarded a final written warning, and 
was not dismissed. 

The panel 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 would be sufficient.  

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 
the recommendation of no prohibition order would be both a proportionate and an 
appropriate response. Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour were at the 
less serious end of the possible spectrum and, having considered the mitigating factors 
that were present, the panel determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order 
would not be appropriate in this case.  

The panel considered that the publication of the adverse findings it had made was 
sufficient to send an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour 
that are not acceptable, and the publication would meet the public interest requirement of 
declaring proper standards of the profession. 

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 respect of sanction.  

In considering this case, I have also given very careful attention to the Advice that the 
Secretary of State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations proven and found that those 
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations 
not proven and I have therefore put those matters entirely from my mind. 

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Miss Victoria 
Glaister should not be the subject of a prohibition order. The panel has recommended 
that the findings of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct likely to bring the 
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profession into disrepute should be published and that such an action is proportionate 
and in the public interest. 

In particular, the panel has found that Miss Glaister 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 finds that the conduct of Miss Glaister fell significantly short of the standards 
expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are serious as they include findings which involved a failure to 
observe a proper boundary appropriate to a teacher’s professional position and the need 
to safeguard pupils well-being.  

I have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in 
the public interest. In considering that for this case, I have considered the overall aim of a 
prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the 
profession. I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would 
achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher. 
I have also asked myself, whether a less intrusive measure, such as the published 
finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 
into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. I have to consider 
whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 
considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Miss Glaister, and the impact that will 
have on her, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 
panel sets out as follows, “the panel took into account her evident remorse for the 
conduct that led to the allegations and her commitment to teaching. It also noted that she 
had taught in a very challenging school environment, which had not diminished her 
desire and commitment to teach; indeed, the panel took on board Miss Glaister’s 
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willingness and desire to help the pupils at the School, for example by raising funds to 
assist pupils with their attire for the School Prom.” I have therefore given this element 
considerable weight in reaching my decision. 

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “the communication between Miss 
Glaister and pupils via social media, her having stored a photograph of a pupil on her 
personal electronic device, and her failure to make appropriate safeguarding disclosures, 
as found at allegations 1, 3.a, 6, 9, 10 and 11 also constituted conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute. The findings of misconduct were serious, and the conduct 
displayed would be likely to have a negative impact on Miss Glaister’s status as a 
teacher, potentially damaging the public perception.” 

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 
all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order as a 
failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations, I have had to 
consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed 
citizen.” 

I have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional 
conduct, in the absence of a prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as 
being a proportionate response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this 
case.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Miss Glaister herself and the 
panel noted she had taught in a very challenging school environment, which had not 
diminished her desire and commitment to teach. 

A prohibition order would prevent Miss Glaister from teaching. A prohibition order would 
also clearly deprive the public of her contribution to the profession for the period that it is 
in force. 

In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments “Whilst there 
was no evidence that Miss Glaister’s actions were due to duress or were not deliberate, 
there was evidence related to the level of her experience as a teacher. Miss Glaister was 
an inexperienced teacher having just completed her NQT year at the School shortly prior 
to the conduct leading to the allegations. Miss Glaister was also working in a very 
challenging environment with vulnerable and challenging pupils. In light of this, the panel 
considered she would have benefited from greater support in regard to maintaining pupil 
boundaries.”  

I have also placed considerable weight on the following view from the panel “applying the 
standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, the recommendation of no prohibition order 
would be both a proportionate and an appropriate response. Given that the nature and 
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severity of the behaviour were at the less serious end of the possible spectrum and, 
having considered the mitigating factors that were present, the panel determined that a 
recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case.” 

For these reasons, I have concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and not 
in the public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order. The 
publication of the adverse findings was sufficient to send an appropriate message to the 
teacher as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and the publication 
would meet the public interest requirement of declaring proper standards of the 
profession. 

 

 

Decision maker: Sarah Buxcey  

Date: 15 December 2021 

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