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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, on behalf of the 

Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Owen Pybus 

NCTL case reference: 16011 

Date of determination: 4 September 2017 

Former employer: Our Lady & St Joseph Catholic1) Academy, Warwickshire 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 4 September 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Owen Pybus. 

The panel members were Mr Paul Hawkins (teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms Alison 

Feist (former teacher panellist) and Mr Paul Bompas (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 Mr Ben Chapman of Browne 

Jacobson LLP. As the allegations were considered at a meeting, Mr Chapman was not 

present. 

Mr Owen Pybus was also not present and not represented (as the allegations were 

considered at a meeting). 

The meeting took place in private, save for the announcement of the panel’s decision, 

which was announced in public and recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Meeting dated 21 August 

2017. 

It was alleged that Mr Owen Pybus was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as a 

teacher at Our Lady & St Joseph Catholic Academy, he: 

1. Accessed one or more chatrooms on School IT equipment and/or on a school 

network; 

2. Viewed and/or created pornographic content on School IT equipment and/or on a 

school network; 

3. In doing as at 1 and/or 2 above, his actions were: 

a. In breach of school policies; 

b. During school hours; 

c. Sexually motivated. 

Mr Pybus admits the facts of the allegations and that they constitute unacceptable 

professional conduct and 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 List of Key People – pagd.es 2 to 3 

Section 2:  Notice of Referral, response and Notice of Meeting – pages 4 to 11b 

Section 3:  Statement of Agreed Facts and presenting officer representations – pages 

12 to 16 

Section 4:  NCTL documents – pages 17 to 238 

Section 5:  Teacher documents – pages 239 to 265 
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The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

meeting. 

Witnesses 

No witnesses gave oral evidence as the allegations were considered at a meeting. 

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 meeting.  

Mr Pybus was employed as a classroom teacher of maths and ICT, and senior leader of 

education at Our Lady & St Joseph Catholic Academy (the “School”) from 28 April 2014. 

His role included training other members of staff at the School in ‘E-Safety’ and the 

School’s IT policies, and tracking/maintaining use of the School’s IT equipment. As part 

of Mr Pybus’ role, the School issued him with a laptop and iPad for work purposes.  

It is alleged that in November to December 2016, Mr Pybus created Word documents 

and engaged in chatroom conversations of a sexual nature, whilst using School IT 

equipment and connected to the School’s network. On at least one of these occasions, 

this was done during School time. The allegations were reported to the School on 12 

December 2016 by Warwickshire ICT Development Service (which externally monitors 

the use of School IT equipment) and the School undertook an internal disciplinary 

investigation. Mr Pybus admitted the allegations and resigned on 4 January 2017.  

Findings of fact 

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: 

It is alleged that you, Mr Owen Pybus, are guilty of unacceptable professional 

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

employed as a teacher at Our Lady & St Joseph Catholic Academy, you: 

1. Accessed one or more chatrooms on School IT equipment and/or on a 

school network; 

Mr Pybus has admitted the allegation. In addition, the panel has seen some screenshots 

of the chatroom conversations. The School’s investigation report states that these were 

taken from Mr Pybus’ School IT equipment by Warwickshire ICT Development Service. 
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 The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 

2. Viewed and/or created pornographic content on School IT equipment and/or 

a school network; 

Mr Pybus has admitted the allegation. The panel has seen some screenshots of the 

Word documents that Mr Pybus viewed and/or edited on his School computer, which are 

of a pornographic nature. The screenshots show the documents being viewed and/or 

edited on 19 November 2016 and 8 December 2016. 

The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 

3. In doing as at 1 and/or 2 above, your actions were: 

a. In breach of school policies; 

Mr Pybus has admitted the allegation. The panel has seen copies of the School’s Staff 

Behaviour policy (Code of Conduct) and Acceptable Use of Technology Policy for Staff 

Policy, which were breached by Mr Pybus’ conduct described above. The panel has also 

seen evidence that Mr Pybus received safeguarding training. The witness statement of 

the School’s headteacher taken by the police, states that Mr Pybus was an IT teacher 

who was responsible at the School for ‘E-Safety’, which constitutes internet safety 

surrounding the use of the internet and social networking. The headteacher states that 

Mr Pybus was responsible for training other staff at the School on ‘E-Safety’.  

The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 

b. During school hours; 

Mr Pybus has admitted the allegation. The screenshots of the Word document dated 8 

December 2016 (referred to above) are timed shortly before 3pm. As this was on a 

Thursday, it took place during school time.  

The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 

c. Sexually motivated. 

Mr Pybus has admitted the allegation. After taking advice from the legal adviser, the 

panel has considered the two stage legal test for establishing sexual motivation, namely: 

1) whether on the balance of probabilities, reasonable people would consider that the 

actions found proven could be sexual; and 2) in the circumstances of the case, it is more 

likely than not that the purpose of the conduct was sexual. The panel considers that this 

test is met, due to the narrative content of the screenshots that it has seen. 

The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 
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Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute  

Having found the allegations to be 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 Pybus in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Two, Mr Pybus 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… 

 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 Pybus fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. This is because he committed serious breaches of the 

School’s policies regarding the use of its IT equipment. The panel considers it 

unacceptable for such use to take place using School owned IT equipment, some of 

which was also during school time. In addition, Mr Pybus was the member of staff at the 

School who was responsible for training other staff on the proper use of such equipment 

and ensuring that IT policies were adhered to. In giving him this role, the School placed 

trust in him to be a role model to other members of the School community regarding this, 

and Mr Pybus’ conduct constituted a breach of that trust.  

The panel has also considered whether Mr Pybus’ 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 some of the incidents of computer misuse took place outside of 

School time, and therefore outside the education setting (although at least one incident of 

the same conduct took place within School time on 8 December 2016). In relation to the 

incidents that took place outside of School time, by creating and storing the inappropriate 

content on a School computer, there was a risk that the content could have been 

inadvertently accessed by others within the School (although fortunately there is no 

evidence that this happened in this case). In light of this risk and Mr Pybus’ role regarding 

‘E-Safety’, the panel considers that the conduct affects the way that he fulfils his teaching 

role. 
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Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Pybus 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 Mr Pybus’ status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception, particularly given his responsibility at the School for ‘E-Safety’.  

The panel therefore finds that Mr Pybus’ actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

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

Pybus’ 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. 

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 maintenance of public confidence in the profession, declaring and upholding 

proper standards of conduct, and the interest of retaining Mr Pybus in the profession. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Pybus, which involved misuse of School IT 

equipment, there is a public interest consideration in ensuring that members of the 

teaching profession use School IT equipment appropriately. The panel also considered 

that there was a public interest consideration in retaining Mr Pybus in the profession, 

since no doubt has been cast upon his abilities as an educator. 
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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 Pybus.  

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 

Pybus. 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:  

 a serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to the appropriateness of a 

prohibition order, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient 

mitigating factors to militate against the appropriateness and proportionality of the 

imposition of a prohibition order, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of 

the behaviour in this case. In light of the panel’s findings, Mr Pybus’ actions were 

deliberate, he did not act under duress, and there is no evidence to suggest that he did 

not previously have a good professional record. 

The panel has not received any references in the hearing bundle from Mr Pybus. 

However, it notes that the School’s referral to the NCTL indicated that there were no 

previous incidents of misconduct, and that the references for his teaching position at the 

School were positive. The panel has considered the written representations proffered by 

Mr Pybus which include an admission of the facts, expressions of remorse for what 

happened, and statements of mitigation regarding his personal circumstances. 

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 it 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. 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 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 Pybus 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. 

In particular, the panel notes that the inappropriate content did not involve children and 

was not illegal. It was low level adult pornography that constituted a written narrative of a 

sexual fantasy. The panel has seen no evidence of explicit images, and no evidence that 

Mr Pybus used the School equipment to search for any pornographic content on the 
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internet. There was little inappropriate material. Mr Pybus’ misconduct lay in using School 

owned IT equipment to create and store the inappropriate written text. One incident was 

during school time, whilst the other incidents took place outside of School time at the 

weekend. The incident that took during School time was also during a ‘Planning 

Preparation and Assessment’ session whilst Mr Pybus was at home; there is no evidence 

that Mr Pybus accessed the content whilst at School. The panel also notes that Mr Pybus 

admitted the allegations from the outset, has cooperated with the NCTL, and expresses a 

great deal of remorse for the conduct in his written representations. The panel therefore 

considers that the risk of the conduct being repeated is very low. 

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 no sanction. 

In considering this case, I have also 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 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 Mr Pybus should not be the subject of a prohibition order.  

In particular the panel has found that Mr Pybus 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… 

 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 Mr Pybus “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 Pybus, 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 observed “that some of the incidents of computer misuse took 

place outside of School time, and therefore outside the education setting (although at 

least one incident of the same conduct took place within School time on 8 December 

2016). In relation to the incidents that took place outside of School time, by creating and 

storing the inappropriate content on a School computer, there was a risk that the content 

could have been inadvertently accessed by others within the School (although fortunately 

there is no evidence that this happened in this case).” 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, “Mr Pybus 

admitted the allegations from the outset, has cooperated with the NCTL, and expresses a 

great deal of remorse for the conduct in his written representations.” The panel further 

references consideration of “statements of mitigation regarding his personal 

circumstances.” The panel has commented that “the risk of the conduct being repeated is 

very low.” In my judgement the insight of Mr Pybus means that there is a low risk of the 

repetition of this behaviour. 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, “that the conduct of Mr Pybus fell 

significantly short of the standards expected of the profession” and that given his role 

within the school, “the School placed trust in him to be a role model to other members of 

the School community regarding this, and Mr Pybus’ conduct constituted a breach of that 

trust.” 

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. The panel considers that “recommending no prohibition order is a proportionate 

and appropriate response. Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the 

less serious end of the possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were 

present in this case, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition 

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

adverse findings it has made is sufficient to send an appropriate message to Mr Pybus as 
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to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and that this meets the public 

interest requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession.” 

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Pybus himself. The panel 

notes “that the School’s referral to the NCTL indicated that there were no previous 

incidents of misconduct, and that the references for his teaching position at the School 

were positive.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Pybus from continuing in the teaching profession. A 

prohibition order would also clearly deprive the public of his 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 of the nature 

and severity of the behaviour as well as the panel’s view that there is a low risk of 

repetition. I have further placed considerable weight on Mr Pybus’s insight and remorse.  

I have also placed considerable weight on the panel’s note of, “the inappropriate content 

did not involve children and was not illegal. It was low level adult pornography that 

constituted a written narrative of a sexual fantasy. The panel has seen no evidence of 

explicit images, and no evidence that Mr Pybus used the School equipment to search for 

any pornographic content on the internet.”  

In my view a published decision backed up by remorse and insight satisfies the public 

interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

For these reasons I have concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and is 

not in the public interest in order to achieve the aims which a prohibition order is intended 

to achieve. 

 

Decision maker: Dawn Dandy  

Date: 11 September 2017 

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

State. 

 


