
 

Mr Sam Neville-Young: 
Professional conduct 
panel outcome  
Panel decision and reasons on behalf of the 

Secretary of State for Education 

March 2017 

  



2 

Contents 

A. Introduction 3 

B. Allegations 4 

C. Preliminary applications 5 

D. Summary of evidence 6 

    Documents 6 

    Witnesses 6 

E. Decision and reasons 7 

       Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 15 

       Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 17 

 

  



3 

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Sam Neville-Young 

NCTL case reference: 14737 

Date of determination: 23 March 2017 

Former employer: Wolverhampton Grammar School, Wolverhampton 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 20 March 2017 to 23 March 2017 at the 

Ramada Hotel, The Butts, Coventry, CV1 3GG to consider the case of Mr Sam Neville-

Young. 

The panel members were Ms Jean Carter (lay panellist – in the chair), Ms Fiona Tankard 

(teacher panellist) and Mr John Armstrong (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Miss Laura Ellis of Eversheds Sutherland 

(International) LLP. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Alexandra Tampakopoulos, 

instructed by Nabarro LLP. 

Mr Sam Neville-Young was present and was represented by Mr David Maxwell, 

instructed by Rees Page Solicitors. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 11 

August 2016. 

It was alleged that Mr Neville-Young is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as a teacher 

at Wolverhampton Grammar School (the “School”): 

1. He failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries in that he: 

a. Engaged in inappropriate communication via email and/or social media with: 

i. Pupils and/or former pupils of the School; 

ii. Pupils and/or former pupils of King Edward VI School; 

b. Gave gifts of chocolate to female pupils at the School; 

c. Allowed pupils to take ‘selfies’ on an iPad which he failed to delete; 

d. Told pupils at the School details relating to his personal life including about 

gambling and/or his personal relationships including matters of a sexual 

nature; 

e. Formed inappropriate and unprofessional relationships with pupils. 

2. When engaging in the communication set out above at 1a he:  

a. Used various social media accounts including accounts set up with 

pseudonyms; 

b. Sent messages which were inappropriate and unprofessional in tone and/or 

content. 

3. He failed to report an incident which took place on 18 September 2015 where a 

pupil touched him. 

4. He failed to maintain appropriate professional standards in that in relation to Pupil 

A he: 

a. Told him how to place a bet and/or who to bet on; and 

b. Assisted him to place a bet (via his mobile telephone) whilst in the classroom. 

5. In conducting himself as set out above at 1, 2, 3 and 4 he breached the following 

School policies: 

a. The Staff Code of Conduct; 
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b. The Social Media Policy. 

None of the allegations are admitted, but Mr Neville-Young has admitted some of the 

facts set out in the allegations as detailed in the panel’s decision on the facts below.  

C. Preliminary applications 

The presenting officer made an application to introduce the following documents: 

 A witness statement of the headteacher of the School (Ms Tampakopoulos also 

requested to call this witness to give oral evidence); 

 A supplemental witness statement from one of the deputy headteachers of the 

School, to correct a comment in his previous statement. 

Mr Maxwell did not oppose this application. 

Mr Maxwell made an application to introduce the following documents: 

 A signed witness statement from one of Mr Neville-Young’s character witnesses 

with amendments; 

 Four witness statements from witnesses in an associated employment tribunal 

(Pupils A, C, E and a teacher at the School). 

Ms Tampakopoulos did not oppose this application. 

Both parties also applied to replace Mr Neville-Young’s witness statement with a version 

of it containing fewer redactions. 

The panel took legal advice from Miss Ellis and decided to admit these documents under 

its discretion to do so pursuant to paragraph 4.18. of the Teacher misconduct – 

Disciplinary procedures for the teaching profession (“the Procedures”). This was because 

the applications were unopposed, the panel considered that they were relevant to the 

proceedings and their admission did not appear to cause any prejudice to either of the 

parties.  

During the proceedings, Mr Maxwell also applied to admit a letter from the Information 

Commissioner’s Office dated 12 November 2016, which confirmed something stated 

during Mr Neville-Young’s oral evidence. Ms Tampakopoulos did not oppose the 

application, and the panel exercised its discretion to allow this pursuant to its discretion to 

do so under paragraph 4.18 of the Procedures. 
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D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 5 to 11 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 13 to 34m 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 36 to 165 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 167 to 254  

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

hearing. 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

 The witness statement of the headteacher of the School – pages 34b to 34m; 

 The supplemental witness statement from one of the deputy headteachers of the 

School – page 34a. 

 The signed witness statement from one of Mr Neville-Young’s character witnesses 

– pages 192 to 193; 

 Four witness statements from witnesses in an associated employment tribunal 

(Pupils A, C, E and a teacher at the School) – pages 255 to 266. 

 Mr Neville-Young’s witness statement with a version of it containing fewer 

redactions – pages 167 to 188. 

 Letter from the Information Commissioner’s Office dated 12 November 2016 to 

pages 267-268. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

 Witness A 

 Witness B 

 Witness C 

 Witness D – the headteacher of the School 
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 Witness E – the deputy headteacher of the School, who undertook the School’s 

internal investigation 

 Witness F - the deputy headteacher of the School, who witnessed the events that 

led to allegation 3 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing.  

Mr Neville-Young was employed at King Edward VI School (“KE6S”) between September 

2008 and August 2014. He then commenced employment at Wolverhampton Grammar 

School (the “School”) on 1 September 2014. 

On 27 August 2015, a student from KE6S made a disclosure to a local safeguarding 

officer regarding alleged inappropriate use of social media by Mr Neville-Young. The 

safeguarding officer contacted the School in respect of the allegation on 15 September 

2015. On 18 September 2015 one of the deputy headteachers at the School alleged that 

he had observed a female student touch Mr Neville-Young’s face and that Mr Neville-

Young did not react or move away from the student. On 22 September 2015 Mr Neville-

Young was suspended pending an internal investigation by the School. During the 

investigation, the School allegedly uncovered inappropriate email communication 

between Mr Neville-Young and students, ‘selfie’ pictures of students on his staff iPad and 

social media accounts that had been set up by Mr Neville-Young under pseudonyms. A 

disciplinary hearing took place on 9 October 2015 and Mr Neville-Young was dismissed 

on 12 October 2015. Mr Neville-Young appealed the outcome and the appeal was not 

upheld. On 12 November 2015, year 11 students made further allegations to staff at the 

School in relation to Mr Neville-Young’s conduct during the previous teaching year, 

regarding inappropriate discussions with students during lessons, discussing gambling 

with Pupil A and assisting him to place bets, inappropriate comments regarding a 

previous girlfriend, and buying chocolate for female students. 
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Findings of fact 

The panel’s findings of fact are as follows. The panel must decide whether the facts of 

the case have been proved on the balance of probabilities. 

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

these reasons: 

1. You failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries in that you: 

a. Engaged in inappropriate communication via email and/or social media 

with: 

i. Pupils and/or former pupils of the School; 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young did not admit to inappropriate communication via 

social media. He accepted that he had email contact with Witness A, Witness B and 

Individual A, but not that it was inappropriate or constituted unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

The panel has seen an email chain dated June to July 2015 between Mr Neville-Young 

and Individual B in the bundle. The emails were sent during the School summer holidays, 

at the end of a school year during which Mr Neville-Young taught Individual B maths. In 

one email, Individual B emailed Mr Neville-Young at midnight attaching some homework, 

and Mr Neville-Young replied addressing Individual B as “Dearest”. He wrote, “I hope you 

are having a super (Kestrel) evening,” accompanied by an emoticon of an alcoholic drink 

(which can be construed as encouragement for Individual B to drink alcohol) and used 

very casual emoticons. In another email, Individual B asked Mr Neville-Young a question 

about gambling, with a very informal address and sign-off and a number of emoticons. Mr 

Neville-Young responded by providing an answer to Individual B’s gambling question in a 

very light hearted way that appeared to encourage it (including referring Individual B to 

Wikipedia for further information on the subject). Again, Mr Neville-Young used an 

inappropriately informal address, sign-off, with a number of emoticons. Individual B then 

responded with another inappropriate email of the same nature. The panel considers the 

emails to have been inappropriate in content and notes from the School’s headteacher 

that Mr Neville-Young did not report these emails to senior colleagues. 

The panel has also seen an email dated March 2015 from Mr Neville-Young to Witness B 

and Individual A [redacted], in which he addressed the pupils as “Dearest”, and signed off 

as, “Best wishes, Ndog.” The email responded to an email from the pupils that they had 

signed off with kisses. Again, the panel considers these emails to be inappropriate in 

tone and content. 

The panel also notes that one of the deputy headteachers of the School stated that he 

attended an induction session with Mr Neville-Young when they joined the School in 
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Autumn 2014, during which it was emphasised that communication via email should be 

as formal a method of communication with students as a letter. 

The panel therefore does find it proven that Mr Neville-Young engaged in inappropriate 

communication via email with pupils of the School, which constituted a failure to maintain 

appropriate professional boundaries.  

In relation to social media, the panel understands that Mr Neville-Young had some 

communication with two year 13 students via Snapchat, but no further detail regarding 

this has been provided and therefore there is no evidence to suggest that the content 

was inappropriate. The panel has seen no evidence to suggest that Mr Neville-Young 

engaged with pupils of the School via any other social media platform. 

This allegations is therefore found proved in relation to email communication. 

ii. Pupils and/or former pupils of King Edwards VI School; 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young did not admit this allegation regarding emails. He 

accepted that he had contact via Facebook with Individual C, but not that it was 

inappropriate or constituted unacceptable professional conduct. 

The panel has seen Facebook communication between Mr Neville-Young and Individual 

C [redacted] which the panel understands began in June 2014, when Individual C was at 

the end of year 11, shortly before Mr Neville-Young left KE6S. The Facebook account 

that Mr Neville-Young used for the communication was set up under a pseudonym. The 

messages then continued after Mr Neville-Young had left KE6S, during the time that 

Individual C was in year 12 at KE6S. The content of the communication is very informal 

and includes some kisses at the ends of messages. The panel notes that during the 

School’s internal investigation, Mr Neville-Young accepted that he should not have done 

this. 

The panel considers that this was an inappropriate failure to maintain appropriate 

professional boundaries, given Mr Neville-Young’s position at KE6S as Individual C’s 

teacher, and therefore the allegation is found proved. 

d. Told pupils at the School details relating to your personal life including 

about gambling and/or your personal relationships including matters of a 

sexual nature; 

Mr Neville-Young stated that he told his year 10 maths class humorous stories as a tool 

for engagement, such as stories regarding his girlfriend and previous job as a 

bookmaker. He denied that he had conversations with students regarding matters of a 

sexual nature. 

The panel has heard evidence from Witnesses A, B and C that during lessons, Mr 

Neville-Young discussed his previous career as a bookmaker, and told them stories of a 
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personal nature about an ex-girlfriend. The panel has heard detail regarding the content 

of those stories. Witness B recounted one story of a sexual nature regarding events at a 

party that Mr Neville-Young had said that he had attended, but the panel does not accept 

this story on the balance of probabilities as Witness B was unsure of the words used by 

Mr Neville-Young and there was no witness corroboration for this.   

The panel therefore considers that although the stories were not of a sexual nature, they 

constituted an inappropriate failure to maintain professional boundaries and therefore the 

allegation is proved.  

e. Formed inappropriate and unprofessional relationships with pupils; 

In addition to the allegations found proved above, the panel notes that Witnesses A, B 

and C all said that they viewed Mr Neville-Young more as a friend than a teacher. During 

the School’s internal investigation interview, Mr Neville-Young described his relationship 

with pupils as “banterous” and “unique”. Mr Neville-Young also said that pupils at KE6S 

“loved him” and when discussing social media contact with students, he said that he was 

only friends on Facebook with people that he “knew and cared about”. During his oral 

evidence, he changed this to people that he found “trustworthy”. The panel also notes 

that during the School’s interview, Mr Neville-Young stated that he had been given advice 

by the assistant headteacher at KE6S to “watch himself” regarding his conduct with 

students, but that Mr Neville-Young said that he did not see that there was a problem. He 

repeated this during oral evidence to the panel. 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young denied this allegation. 

Considering all of the evidence before it, the panel finds that Mr Neville-Young did form 

relationships with pupils that were inappropriate and unprofessional, albeit not of a sexual 

nature. The allegation is therefore proved. 

2. When engaging in the communication set out above at 1.a. you:  

a. Used various social media accounts including accounts set up with 

pseudonyms; 

Mr Neville-Young stated that he used pseudonyms on social media to contact family and 

friends, but that there was no impropriety regarding this. As above, the panel has seen 

that Mr Neville-Young used a pseudonym when communicating with Individual C. 

  This allegation is therefore proved. 
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b. Sent messages which were inappropriate and unprofessional in tone 

and/or content; 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young denied that he sent messages that were 

inappropriate, unprofessional or risked bringing the profession into disrepute. 

For the same reasons as discussed under allegation 1.a.i., this allegation is proved. 

4. You failed to maintain appropriate professional standards in that in relation 

to Pupil A you: 

a. Told him how to place a bet and/or who to bet on; 

Witness A stated that during year 10 maths lessons, Mr Neville-Young gave him advice 

on placing bets, sometimes as a reward for answering questions in class. He said that 

this happened about once a week. He said Mr Neville-Young told him the amounts that 

he had gambled and won, and advised Witness A not to bet as much as he had done. He 

also stated that Mr Neville-Young discussed his previous career as a bookmaker and that 

he made more money on gambling than teaching. Witness A said that he placed bets on 

his mobile phone in class, and that Mr Neville-Young was aware of this (albeit Mr Neville-

Young was not always standing next to him at the time that he placed the bet). The 

discussions regarding betting were corroborated by Witnesses B and C. 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young does not admit this allegation. However, given the 

evidence of Witnesses A, B and C, and the nature of Mr Neville-Young’s emails to 

Individual B regarding gambling (described above), on the balance of probabilities this 

allegation is proved. 

b. Assisted him to place a bet (via his mobile telephone) whilst in the 

classroom. 

This allegation is found proved for the same reasons as discussed under allegation 4.a. 

above. 

5. In conducting yourself as set out above at 1, 2, 3 and 4 you breached the 

following School policies: 

a. The Staff Code of Conduct; 

The panel has seen a copy of this policy, and considers that given the behaviour 

described above, Mr Neville-Young breached allegation 1 (that relationships with pupils 

should be reasonable and mutually respectful at all times) and paragraphs 25.1. and 

25.3. (that prohibits displays of affection and words that are overly familiar in 

communication with students). 

Witness D and the deputy headteacher explained that this policy was contained in the 

School’s employment manual, which came into force in October 2014, one month after 
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Mr Neville-Young joined the School. They explained that the introduction of the manual 

was communicated to staff on a number of occasions during 2014. Mr Neville-Young 

signed a form to confirm that he had read the policy in September 2015. 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young denied this allegation. He said that he had been 

unaware of the existence of the policy before September 2015. However, the panel did 

not accept his account as Mr Neville-Young had a professional duty to acquaint himself 

with such policies. The panel preferred the evidence of Witness D regarding the 

communication which had taken place with staff during the introduction of the policy. In 

light of the evidence supporting allegation 1.a. above, the panel considers the allegation 

proved. 

b. The Social Media Policy; 

The panel refers to its previous finding regarding the introduction of this policy. Section 

11 requires staff not to include anything in emails that is not appropriate to be published 

generally. Section 5.2. states that staff should not be friends with pupils on social media.  

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young denied this allegation. However, in light of the 

evidence supporting allegation 1.a. described above, the panel considers the allegation 

proved. 

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

for these reasons: 

1. You failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries in that you: 

b. Gave gifts of chocolate to female pupils at the School; 

Witness B and Witness C stated that Mr Neville-Young bought them chocolates during 

the school day, particularly in a lunchtime calligraphy class. 

Mr Neville-Young stated that he gave chocolates to pupils of both genders and that this 

was with the knowledge of a colleague. The panel notes that he did not admit that he 

gave chocolates as a gift, that it was inappropriate or constituted unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel notes that some other teachers at the School, including Witness D, gave 

chocolates to pupils as a means of encouragement, and therefore does not consider that 

this constituted a failure to maintain appropriate professional boundaries.  

c. Allowed pupils to take ‘selfies’ on an iPad which you failed to delete; 

Mr Neville-Young agreed that during a school trip to Italy, pupils took photographs using 

his iPad and he stated that these were taken over a number of days. He stated that he 

appeared in some and was aware that his iPad was used to take these. He also stated 

that there were other occasions when students took photographs on his iPad when he 
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was unaware of this, by taking photographs from the ‘locked’ screen. Mr Neville-Young 

accepted that he did not delete the photographs, but stated that the School knew about 

them and that they were for use at an assembly. 

The panel has seen copies of the pictures found on Mr Neville-Young’s staff iPad, and 

notes the oral evidence from one of the deputy headteachers of the School, that staff 

should not allow students access to their equipment and request consent before taking 

pictures of pupils. 

The panel considers that there is evidence that Mr Neville-Young allowed some of these 

pictures to be taken and that he failed to delete them. However, the panel does not 

consider that this constitutes a failure to maintain appropriate professional boundaries on 

this occasion. This is because the photos were of a school event, innocuous in terms of 

their content, and were stored on a password protected school iPad. 

3. You failed to report an incident which took place on 18 September 2015 

where a pupil touched you; 

One of the deputy headteachers of the School stated that he saw Individual D touch Mr 

Neville-Young’s cheek for a few seconds during a break time and that Mr Neville-Young 

did not react or move away from Individual D. He said that he saw this from 10 to 15 

metres away. He stated that he believed that this was inappropriate and would have 

expected a teacher to report it, so discussed this with Witness D on the day. Witness D 

stated that she spoke with Individual D’s parents about the incident and that she 

understood from them that Individual D did not deny that it had happened. 

The panel notes that Mr Neville-Young does not admit that he was touched by the pupil. 

In oral evidence the deputy headteacher’s recollection of the event was vague in places 

due to the passage of time. His contemporaneous note, made on the same day, was that 

the pupil’s hand “seemed” to touch the teacher’s face and the panel placed significant 

weight on this. Furthermore, no direct evidence has been provided from Individual D, and 

so the evidence in relation to her is hearsay. Therefore on the balance of probabilities the 

panel cannot be certain that the event took place.  

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

Having found allegations 1.a.i., 1.a.ii., 1.d., 1.e., 2.a., 2.b., 4.a., 4.b., 5.a. and 5.b. to have 

been proven, the panel has gone on to consider whether the facts of those proven 

allegations amount to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute. 

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

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 
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The panel considers that allegations 4.a. and 4.b. constitute unacceptable professional 

conduct. This is because gambling is illegal for people under the age of 18 and therefore 

discussing and encouraging gambling on horse racing is inappropriate in a classroom. Mr 

Neville-Young also had a duty to deter his pupils from placing bets and to report this to 

senior colleagues. In his defence, Mr Neville-Young said in evidence that the School had 

a gambling culture, to which he appeared to acquiesce. Witness D and two deputy 

headteachers of the School directly contradicted this and the panel heard no other 

evidence in support of it, so considered it not to be credible. The panel also found Mr 

Neville-Young’s claims about the School’s gambling and alcohol culture to be irrelevant 

to these proceedings. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Neville-Young in relation to allegations 4.a. 

and 4.b., involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by 

reference to Part Two, Mr Neville-Young 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; 

o ensuring that personal beliefs are not expressed in ways which exploit pupils’ 

vulnerability or might lead them to break the law. 

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

practices of the school in which they teach. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Neville-Young fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

The panel has also considered whether Mr Neville-Young’s conduct displayed 

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

The panel has found that none of these offences are relevant. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Neville-Young is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct in relation to allegations 4.a. and 4.b.. In relation to the other 

allegations found proved on the facts, the panel did consider that Mr Neville-Young’s 

behaviour was inappropriate, unwise and disappointing for a teacher in his position, In 

particular, forming relationships in which pupils and teachers consider each other ‘friends’ 

is not acceptable. However, the panel was satisfied that the inappropriateness fell just 

short of the threshold to be classed as unacceptable professional conduct.  

In relation to the allegation of disrepute, the panel has taken into account the way the 

teaching profession is viewed by others and considered the influence that teachers may 
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have on pupils, parents and others in the community. The panel has taken account of the 

uniquely influential role that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able 

to view teachers as role models in the way they behave. 

The findings of allegation 4.a. and 4.b. 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.  

In relation to the other allegations found proved on the facts, the panel considers that the 

conduct displayed is likely to have a negative impact on Mr Neville-Young’s status as a 

teacher and the public perception of the teaching profession. 

The panel therefore finds that Mr Neville-Young’s actions regarding allegations found 

proved constitute conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

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

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

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

order by the Secretary of State. 

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

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

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

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

are likely to have punitive effect.   

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the  

Advice and having done so has found the following to be relevant in this case: the 

protection of pupils; 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’s findings against Mr Neville-Young involved him giving pupils advice on 

gambling during lessons and a failure to communicate with pupils in a professional way. 

In this regard, there is a public interest in protecting pupils (who are under the age of 18) 

from gambling, and in teachers’ maintaining professional boundaries in their relationships 

with pupils, to safeguard both the pupils and themselves. There is also a public interest 

consideration in retaining a teacher in the profession where there is evidence that he is 

capable of being a good teacher. In this regard, there is evidence that Mr Neville-Young 

had been a good maths teacher for the six years before he joined the School, and the 

panel notes that the allegations of inappropriate communication by email and during 

lessons were largely confined to one particular year 10 class at the School. The panel 
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also understands that there have been no previous findings of misconduct against Mr 

Neville-Young. 

In view of the 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 Neville-Young.   

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

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

Neville-Young. 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. 

The panel found that none of these behaviours applied to this case. This is because the 

misconduct is on the lower end of the scale of seriousness, and there is no evidence that 

it resulted in any significant or lasting harm to pupils. The panel had the opportunity to 

assess this during the proceedings when hearing evidence from the pupils and senior 

management team at the School. The panel understands from one of the deputy head 

teachers of the School (another maths teacher) that all of the pupils in the year 10 maths 

class concerned passed their GCSE in maths, and his evidence indicated that their 

academic progress was not significantly behind the level that was expected of them, in 

comparison with other ability sets for that year group. 

The panel also considered whether or not there are sufficient mitigating factors to militate 

against a prohibition order’s being an appropriate and proportionate measure to impose. 

In relation to the factors listed in the Advice, the panel found that Mr Neville-Young’s 

actions were deliberate and they did not take place under duress. As mentioned above, 

there is evidence that Mr Neville-Young previously had a good record as a maths 

teacher. The panel has seen two statements that attest to Mr Neville-Young’s abilities as 

a teacher and his character, one from the head of the maths department and one from 

the previous deputy headteacher of KE6S. 

The panel also noted that Mr Maxwell stated that as a result of the disciplinary process at 

the School and these proceedings, Mr Neville-Young now understands the content of his 

communication with students to have been unprofessional, and appreciates the need to 

set clearer boundaries with pupils in the future to safeguard both their and his welfare. As 

a consequence he will not repeat the behaviour.  

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 in applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 

recommending no prohibition order is a proportionate and appropriate response. This is 

because 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 

(described above), the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition 
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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 Mr Neville-

Young, as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and that this meets the 

public interest requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given this case very careful consideration. The panel have found a number of 

allegations proved. Where the panel have not found the allegations proved, I have set 

these from my mind.  

In relation to allegations 4.a. and 4.b, the panel have found Mr Neville-Young guilty of 

unacceptable professional conduct. Of the other allegations found proved on the facts, 

the panel finds that Mr Neville-Young’s actions, regarding allegations found proved, 

constitute conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

I have given careful consideration to the recommendation of the panel in respect of 

sanction.  

In my consideration of this case, and in relation to the other allegations found proved on 

the facts, I am mindful that the panel did consider that Mr Neville-Young’s behaviour was 

inappropriate, unwise and disappointing for a teacher in his position. However, I have 

also considered that the panel was satisfied that the inappropriateness fell just short of 

the threshold to be classed as unacceptable professional conduct.  

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Neville-Young in relation to allegations 4.a. 

and 4.b., involved breaches of the Teachers’ 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; 

o ensuring that personal beliefs are not expressed in ways which exploit pupils’ 

vulnerability or might lead them to break the law. 

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

practices of the school in which they teach. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Neville-Young fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  
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This case has been given very careful consideration by the panel and they have weighed 

up the public interest and the interests of the teacher. In particular, the panel has given 

careful consideration to the fact that a finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is a serious matter in itself. I agree 

with that and I have similarly weighed the interests in this case. 

In my consideration of this case, I am aware that the panel noted that Mr Neville-Young 

now appreciates the need to set clearer boundaries with pupils in the future to safeguard 

both their and his welfare. As a consequence he will not repeat the behaviour.  

I support the recommendation of the panel that in this case a prohibition order is not 

necessary in the public interest. The declaration of the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is 

sufficient and a proportionate response to the allegations found proven, which as the 

panel says are at the less serious end of the possible spectrum. 

 

Decision maker: Jayne Millions 

Date: 27 March 2017  

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

State. 


