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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Laurence Paul 

NCTL case reference: 15383 

Date of determination: 23 June 2017 

Former employer: The King's School, Worcester 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 22 June 2017 and 23 June 2017 at 53 

to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Laurence 

Paul. 

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

McArthur (lay panellist) and Mr Tony Greenwood (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr James Danks of Blake Morgan LLP. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Scott Ivill of Counsel. 

Mr Paul was present and was represented by Mr Mark Ainsworth of Counsel. 

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 18 

January 2017. 

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

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that: 

1. In relation to Pupil A between December 2015 and March 2016 he: 

a. Exchanged inappropriate messages via email/social media including 

messages which were flirtatious and / or sexually suggestive 

b. Some of the messages he exchanged (referred to in paragraph 1a above) 

were sent late in the evening / at night 

c. He failed to take appropriate action when he knew or ought to have known 

that Pupil A had developed feelings towards him 

 

d. Asked Pupil A to delete messages exchanged between them 

2. His actions set out at paragraph 1a and/or 1b and/or 1c above were sexually 

motivated 

At the beginning of the proceedings, Mr Paul admitted allegations 1.a. (to the extent that 

the only messages were by email) and 1.b. The remainder of the allegations were 

denied. 

Mr Paul also admitted that the facts behind 1.a. and 1.b. amounted to unacceptable 

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

C. Preliminary applications 

At the start of the proceedings, Mr Ainsworth made an application for further 

documentation to be entered into evidence that had not been served in accordance with 

the rules. These documents were an updated witness statement of Mr Paul along with his 

commentaries of the relevant emails, correspondence from the DBS and a further 

character reference. 

Mr Ainsworth accepted that these documents were submitted late but explained that, due 

to a change in Mr Paul's legal representation, these had been provided as soon as 

possible. Notice of the defence's intention to rely on an updated witness statement had 

been provided, albeit the notice being given at a time when the deadline for service had 

passed. 

The National College did not oppose these documents being entered into evidence. 
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In light of the explanation given for the late service of documents and the first two 

documents related to Mr Paul's account of events, the panel accepted that it was in the 

interests of justice that these be admitted and no unfairness was caused as the witness 

statement narrowed the issues in the case. The panel also accepted the DBS 

correspondence and character reference as it was fair to do so in the circumstances. 

The panel also heard a further application from Mr Ainsworth that paragraphs 19 and 23 

of Individual A's witness statement dated 14 November 2016 be redacted as they were 

irrelevant (paragraph 19) and opinion (paragraph 23). The National College did not 

oppose this application and panel confirmed that they would not consider this evidence, 

nor the exhibits referred to as far as they applied to those paragraphs, as part of the 

National College's case. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

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

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

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 13 to 23 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 25 to 209 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 211 to 233  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

 A second witness statement of Mr Paul dated 16 June 2017 

 A summary of Mr Paul's commentary on the emails 

 DBS Correspondence dated 19 August 2016 

 Reference from Individual B 

The additional documents were included as pages 234 to 249. 

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

hearing. 
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from:  

 Pupil A  

 Mr Paul 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing. 

Mr Paul had been employed at The King's School, Worcester from September 2015 to 

April 2016 as a teacher within the English department. Between December 2015 to 

March 2016, Mr Paul and Pupil A exchanged a number of emails on the school server. 

The majority of these emails were sent after school time, with a number being exchanged 

late at night and, on occasion, weekends. In early March 2016, Pupil A told a friend about 

the emails with this friend telling her mother, thereby leading to the discovery of the 

emails. 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

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

these reasons: 

1. In relation to Pupil A between December 2015 and March 2016: 

a. you exchanged inappropriate messages via email/social media including 

messages which were flirtatious and / or sexually suggestive 

 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore, is found proved to the extent of the 

emails. 

 

b. Some of the messages you exchanged (referred to in paragraph 1a above) were 

sent late in the evening / at night 

 

The allegation has been admitted and therefore, is found proved. 

d. you asked Pupil A to delete messages exchanged between you 
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The panel heard live evidence on this matter from Pupil A who stated that she had been 

orally told by Mr Paul about the need to 'double delete' emails to ensure that not only 

were the messages removed from an inbox but also removed from the deleted folder of 

the emails. Pupil A stated that until she was told about this need to 'double delete' she 

had no idea that this was necessary. 

Pupil A went on to confirm that Mr Paul, at that time, was not however giving her a 

specific instruction to delete emails but that it was a discussion of a more general nature. 

Mr Paul also gave evidence on this charge and his position was that it was at Pupil A's 

instigation that emails were deleted. He went along with that suggestion as Pupil A's 

emails could be seen as 'silly' and 'embarrassing' and the context of emails being deleted 

was relevant. 

Regardless of who instigated the deletion requests, the panel put great weight on the 

email from Mr Paul to Pupil A, produced at page 63, that states: 

 "Can you please get rid of it all from both boxes too?" 

This was a clear and unambiguous instruction from Mr Paul to Pupil A to delete emails. 

Considering Mr Paul's position as a teacher, the context is irrelevant and the charge is 

therefore proved. 

 

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

for these reasons: 

 

c. you failed to take appropriate action when you knew or ought to have known 

that Pupil A had developed feelings towards you 

 

The panel heard evidence on this charge from both Pupil A and Mr Paul. 

Pupil A's evidence was that whilst she was attracted to Mr Paul, she had not developed 

feelings towards him. The panel, nevertheless considered that, for the purpose of this 

charge, the word 'feelings' and 'attraction' to be mutually interchangeable. 

Pupil A went on to explain that Mr Paul knew that she was attracted to him but went on to 

vary her evidence to say that she thought Mr Paul was aware of her attraction.  

Mr Paul denied that he knew Pupil A had developed any feelings for him albeit he 

accepted, having reviewed all the evidence, that he should have been aware. 

The panel considered there were a number of emails from Pupil A to Mr Paul that 

showed a growing connection between the two. By way of example, she referred to 

herself in emails to Mr Paul as his 'fave student', described him as 'charming' and there 

were discussions regarding Mr Paul's personal life, including whether he had a daughter. 
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However, whilst there was a large amount of evidence contained within the emails to Mr 

Paul that showed that he should have known Pupil A had feelings for him, as he 

accepted in evidence, the panel did not find sufficient evidence, in terms of his actions, to 

demonstrate that he did actually know. 

In general terminology, the panel determined that 'ought to have known' indicates a lack 

of knowledge of a situation. Therefore, in this case, whilst the panel has found proved 

that Mr Paul ought to have known Pupil A had feelings for him, he cannot act on 

knowledge he does not have.  

The panel has found he did not know and cannot be criticised for failing to take 

appropriate action on a matter that he knew nothing about. 

 

2. Your actions set out at paragraph 1.a. and/or 1.b. and/or 1.c. above were sexually 

motivated 

On the basis of charge 1.c. not being proved, the panel limited their deliberations to 1.a. 

and 1.b. 

The panel carefully considered the evidence from Mr Paul and the documentary evidence 

of the emails. The panel noted that Pupil A considered the emails to be sexual. However, 

the panel focussed on Mr Paul's motivation rather than interpretation. 

Mr Paul explained that whilst there was sexual terminology within the body of the emails, 

this was solely relating to the content of the poems on the school curriculum, parts of 

which were sexual or referred to matters of sex. 

The familiarity that he expressed within the emails was an attempt to be friendly to Pupil 

A and to be liked. Mr Paul accepted that he was careless in the use of his language, 

which left them open to a different interpretation to the one he meant, but there was no 

sexual motivation behind the emails. 

Mr Paul accepted that emails were sent late at night and that this was inappropriate. 

However, he did not realise the time when these were being sent and, in his first working 

year, he was dedicated to his career and worked late. 

The panel were concerned as to some of the words used by Mr Paul in the emails, 

specifically 'hard', 'climax', 'come/came', and 'bribes', which could be seen in a sexual 

context and sexually motivated. However, the panel also noted that all the emails were 

sent on the school's email server, which would be open to discovery.  

The emails showed that there was a clear familiarity between Mr Paul and Pupil A, a 

familiarity that was inappropriate. The language was careless and suggested an element 

of innuendo. 
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However, in the circumstances, whilst the panel was uncomfortable about the language 

and tone of some of the emails, the differing plausible interpretations created ambiguity.  

The panel did not find the National College had, therefore, proved their case to the 

necessary standard for such a serious allegation in respect of 1.a. 

In respect of 1.b., whilst the panel agreed with the National College that the timings of the 

emails were suspicious, it does not follow that emails sent late at night, even to a pupil, 

are necessarily sexually motivated. 

 On this basis, the panel has found allegation 2 not proved. 

 

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

Having found a number of the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable 

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

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

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

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

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

Part Two, Mr Paul 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 is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Paul fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

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

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

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

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

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

way they behave. 

The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

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

perception.  

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

profession into disrepute. 

 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 
 
Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct/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 a punitive effect.   

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

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

namely:  

 the protection of pupils 

 the maintenance of public confidence in the profession 

 declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Paul, which involved communicating with a pupil 

late at night using inappropriate terminology and also instructing the pupil to delete the 

evidence, there is a strong public interest consideration in respect of the protection of 

pupils given the serious findings of inappropriate communication with a pupil. 

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

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Paul were not treated with the utmost 

seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 
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The panel considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

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

Paul was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

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

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

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Paul.   

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 

Paul. The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition 

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

of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are: 

 

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards 

 

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

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

factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate 

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

behaviour in this case.  

Whilst the panel determined that the facts behind allegation 1.b. and 1.d. were deliberate, 

the panel also considered these charges to be less serious when compared to allegation 

1.a., which the panel found to be a result of extremely careless and reckless actions but 

not deliberate. 

Whilst the teacher has a previously good record, the panel did not attach any particular 

weight to this considering the limited time that he had actually been a teacher. However, 

the panel also noted his good results from his PGCE year. 

These actions took place extremely early in Mr Paul's career. Whilst the panel accepted 

this could be seen as being of concern, the panel instead viewed this as being indicative 

of his naivety and lack of awareness of the reality of the situation. 

The panel also considered the testimonials contained within the bundle. Whilst positive, 

the referees were limited in their experience of working with Mr Paul in a professional 

capacity. 

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

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

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

panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be 

appropriate. 
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The finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that brings the profession 

into disrepute is sufficient for this matter to conclude. 

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 given very careful attention to the advice that is published 

by the Secretary of State 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. Where the panel has found the allegations not proven I 

have put those allegations from my mind entirely. The panel has made a 

recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mr Paul should not be the subject of a 

prohibition order.   

The panel has found that Mr Paul 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 is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Paul fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

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 or not 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 
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whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 

considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mr Paul, and the impact that will have on 

him, is proportionate. 

In this case, I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 

children. The panel has commented that Mr Paul’s behaviour included “communicating 

with a pupil late at night using inappropriate terminology and also instructing the pupil to 

delete the evidence.”  The panel also declared that “there is a strong public interest 

consideration in respect of the protection of pupils given the serious findings of 

inappropriate communication with a pupil.”  A prohibition order would therefore prevent 

such a risk from being present. I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on 

the seriousness of the allegations found proven and that they are “at the less serious end 

of the possible spectrum.”  

I have therefore given this 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, “public confidence in the profession 

could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Paul were not 

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

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 

all teachers and that failure to impose a prohibition order might be regarded by the public 

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. In this case I believe that such a publication is proportionate.  

Mr Paul’s behaviour was found by the panel “as being indicative of his naivety and lack of 

awareness.” A published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute is a serious matter and is both proportionate and 

in the public interest in this case.  

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 28 June 2017 

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

State. 


