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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Catherine Newson 

Teacher ref number:  

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL case reference: 15756 

Date of determination: 14 August 2017 

Former employer: Newbrough CE Primary School and Humshaugh CE First 

School, Northumberland  

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 14 August 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Catherine Newson. 

The panel members were Mr John Pemberton (former teacher panellist – in the chair), 

Cllr Gail Goodman (teacher panellist) and Mr John Matharu (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 Holly Quirk of Browne Jacobson 

LLP. 

Ms Newson was present and was represented by Mr Jonathan Storey of Cornwall Street 

Chambers. 

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 13 June 

2017. 

It was alleged that Mrs Newson was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst employed as executive headteacher of Newbrough CE Primary and Humshaugh 

CE First School, in May 2016: 

1. She breached professional boundaries of trust and confidence by allowing children 

to have an unsupervised sleepover on the Newbrough CE Primary School’s 

grounds on the night of 21st May 2016 without authorisation; 

2. In so doing allegation 1 she failed to safeguard children appropriately, which 

resulted in; 

a. children staying on the Newbrough CE Primary School’s grounds without 

any adult supervision; 

b. a Child who had consumed alcohol being on the Newbrough CE Primary 

School’s grounds. 

Mrs Newson admits the facts of the allegations and that they constitute unacceptable 

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

C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications. 

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 14 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 16 to 112 

Section 4: Teacher documents – pages 114 to 216 

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: 

Mrs Newson 

Witness A – A friend and previous colleague of Mrs Newson 

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.  

Mrs Newson was employed as the headteacher of Newbrough Church of England 

Primary School (“the School”) from October 2012. It is alleged that on the night of 

Saturday 21 May 2016 Mrs Newson allowed her teenage daughter and three of her 

daughter’s teenage female friends (all of whom were not pupils at the School) to sleep 

over at the School, after attending a party elsewhere that evening. On the following 

Tuesday (24 May 2016) Mrs Newson received an anonymous email alleging that on that 

night a safeguarding issue had arisen at the School regarding a teenager. Mrs Newson 

immediately reported the safeguarding issue, and an internal investigation took place. 

Mrs Newson subsequently resigned from the School on 8 September 2016. 

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: 

It was alleged that you, Mrs Newson are guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst employed as executive headteacher of Newbrough CE Primary and 

Humshaugh CE First School, in May 2016: 

1. You breached professional boundaries of trust and confidence by allowing 

children to have an unsupervised sleepover on the Newbrough CE Primary 

School’s grounds on the night of 21st May 2016 without authorisation; 

Mrs Newson admits the allegation. The panel has had particular regard to her oral 

evidence, the Statement of Agreed Facts, her witness statement and the documents in 

the bundle from the School’s internal investigation. The allegation is therefore proven.  
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2. In so doing allegation 1 you failed to safeguard children appropriately, which 

resulted in; 

a. children staying on the Newbrough CE Primary School’s grounds 

without any adult supervision; 

Mrs Newson admits this allegation. As with allegation 1 above, the panel has had 

particular regard to her oral evidence, the Statement of Agreed Facts, her witness 

statement and the documents in the bundle from the School’s internal investigation. The 

allegation is therefore proven. 

b. A Child who had consumed alcohol being on the Newbrough CE 

Primary School’s grounds. 

Mrs Newson admits this allegation. Whilst giving oral evidence, Mrs Newson explained 

that she did not know whether or not any of the children on the School premises on the 

evening of 21 May 2016 had consumed alcohol. She explained that her admission was 

based upon the following: 1) Neither her daughter nor her daughter’s friends had 

consumed alcohol that evening, but her daughter subsequently told her that “others” had 

entered the School later in the evening, who had drunk alcohol at the party; 2) The 

allegation was contained in the anonymous email that Mrs Newson received on 24 May 

2016 (a copy of which is in the bundle).  

On the balance of probabilities, the panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 

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

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

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable 

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

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

prohibition of teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Newson in relation to the facts found 

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

reference to Part Two, Mrs Newson is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with 

statutory provisions; 

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

practices of the school in which they teach... 



7 

 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 Mrs Newson fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

The panel has also considered whether Mrs Newson’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. 

The panel notes that the conduct that gave rise to the allegations took place outside of 

the education setting, as it was at a weekend. However, it involved the School premises 

and was possible due to Mrs Newson’s role as the headteacher of the School. Mrs 

Newson opened the School premises, gave her keys to the School to her daughter, and 

switched off the School’s security alarm. Consequently, the conduct was inextricably 

linked with Mrs Newson’s role as the School’s headteacher and therefore had an impact 

upon her role. Leaving four teenage girls unsupervised in the School building overnight 

risked them being potentially exposed to harmful behaviour. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mrs Newson is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

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

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

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

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

way they behave. 

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

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

perception.  

The panel therefore finds that Mrs Newson’s actions constitute conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute. 

In summary, having found the facts of the allegations proved, the panel further finds that 

Mrs Newson’s conduct amounts to 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 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. 
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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 and other members of the public, the maintenance of 

public confidence in the profession and the interest of retaining the teacher in the 

profession. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mrs Newson, which involved allowing children to 

use the School’s premises for an unsupervised sleepover at a weekend, there is a public 

interest consideration in ensuring that headteachers such as Mrs Newson who have 

access to a school, do not allow the premises to be used for unauthorised personal 

reasons, particularly where this presents a safeguarding risk to children. The panel 

considers that public confidence in the profession could be weakened if conduct such as 

that found against Mrs Newson were not treated with seriousness when regulating the 

conduct of the profession. 

However, the panel also considered that there was a very strong public interest in 

retaining Mrs Newson in the profession, since no doubt has been cast upon her abilities 

as an educator and school leader, and the evidence before the panel indicates that she is 

able to make a valuable contribution to the profession. 

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 Mrs Newson.  

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 Mrs 

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

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

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

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

 misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils…  

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. In light of the panel’s findings, Mrs Newson’s actions were 
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deliberate, and there is no evidence that she was acting under duress at the time of her 

decision to allow the sleepover at the School on 21 May 2016. However, Mrs Newson 

was under a significant amount of pressure at home, which influenced her decision to 

allow the teenagers to sleep in the School overnight rather than her home. [Redacted] 

Mrs Newson also has a very good teaching history, and the panel accepts that the 

incident was out of character. The panel has seen 18 references (some of which are from 

previous teaching colleagues) that attest to Mrs Newson’s excellent ability as a teacher 

and headteacher, and her good character. The panel has also heard oral evidence from 

one of these witnesses (Mrs Newson’s previous teaching supervisor) who corroborated 

this, and good Ofsted and SIAMS (Statutory Inspections of Anglican and Methodist 

Schools) reports regarding two of the schools at which she was the headteacher. 

The panel also considered that Mrs Newson demonstrated considerable insight and 

remorse into the seriousness of the allegations and reasons that her decision was wrong. 

This appears to be a one-off error of judgment and is the only disciplinary incident to 

which Mrs Newson has been subject in her career. She admitted the allegations at the 

outset, fully cooperated with the School’s internal investigation, police investigation and 

NCTL, and her account of events has remained consistent. She explained how upon 

reflection, at the time of the misconduct the boundaries between her career at the School 

and personal life were blurred. This was due to her conscientious attitude towards her 

role at the School (she explained how she often worked at the School over weekends), 

the extremely close geographical location of her house to the School (she could see it 

from her kitchen window), and her family circumstances. Mrs Newson also explained 

how, although she was previously very conscientious regarding safeguarding, she is now 

even more sensitive to any safeguarding issue that may arise. Ultimately given Mrs 

Newson’s insight, the panel considers that there is a very low risk that the conduct would 

be repeated.  

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

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

made by the panel is sufficient.  

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

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

that the conduct was a one-off error of judgment and in light of the strong mitigating 

factors that were present in this case (as explained above), the panel has determined 

that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be appropriate. The panel 

considers that the publication of the adverse findings it has made is sufficient to send an 

appropriate message to Mrs Newson and the profession, as to the standards of 

behaviour that are not acceptable, and that this meets the public interest requirement in 

this case. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 
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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 all of the allegations proven and found that those proven 

facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of 

State that Mrs Newson should not be the subject of a prohibition order.  

In particular, the panel has found that Mrs Newson is in breach of the following 

standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with 

statutory provisions; 

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

practices of the school in which they teach... 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

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 

whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 

considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mrs Newson, and the impact that will 

have on her, is proportionate. 

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

children. The panel has observed, “Leaving four teenage girls unsupervised in the School 

building overnight risked them being potentially exposed to harmful behaviour.”  

A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from being present. I have also 

taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse which the panel sets 

out as follows, “that Mrs Newson demonstrated considerable insight and remorse into the 

seriousness of the allegations and reasons that her decision was wrong. This appears to 

be a one-off error of judgment and is the only disciplinary incident to which Mrs Newson 
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has been subject in her career. She admitted the allegations at the outset, fully 

cooperated with the School’s internal investigation, police investigation and NCTL, and 

her account of events has remained consistent. She explained how upon reflection, at 

the time of the misconduct the boundaries between her career at the School and 

personal life were blurred. This was due to her conscientious attitude towards her role at 

the School (she explained how she often worked at the School over weekends), the 

extremely close geographical location of her house to the School (she could see it from 

her kitchen window), and her family circumstances. Mrs Newson also explained how, 

although she was previously very conscientious regarding safeguarding, she is now even 

more sensitive to any safeguarding issue that may arise. Ultimately given Mrs Newson’s 

insight, the panel considers that there is a very low risk that the conduct would be 

repeated.  

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, “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.” 

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.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mrs Newson herself.  I have 

taken into account the panel’s comments, “considered that there was a very strong public 

interest in retaining Mrs Newson in the profession, since no doubt has been cast upon 

her abilities as an educator and school leader, and the evidence before the panel 

indicates that she is able to make a valuable contribution to the profession.” 

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 concerning 

insight and remorse and the particular circumstances of this case.  

In my view a published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that is 

likely to bring the profession into disrepute satisfies the public interest requirement 

concerning public confidence in the profession.   
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Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 18 August 2017 

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

State. 


