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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Krzysztof Weber  

NCTL case reference: 15310  

Date of determination: 19 July 2017  

Former employer: George Salter Academy, West Bromwich (the “Academy”) 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 17 to 19 July 2017 at The Techno 

Centre, Coventry University Technology Park, Puma Way, Coventry, CV1 2TT to 

consider the case of Mr Weber. 

The panel members were Professor Ian Hughes (lay panellist) – in the chair, Ms Alison 

Walsh (teacher panellist) and Mr Tony James (former teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mrs Natascha Gaut of Eversheds Sutherland 

(International) LLP. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Ian Perkins of Browne Jacobson 

LLP. 

Mr Weber was present and was represented by Ms Althea Brown of Doughty Street 

Chambers and Ms Catherine Scrivens was also present as Mr Weber’s solicitor of Voice 

the Union.  

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

The panel considered the allegation(s) set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 8 May 

2017. 

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

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

1. He  failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries whilst employed at 

George Salter Academy (“the Academy”) in that he: 

a. In relation to Pupil A: 

i. Sent and/or received personal text messages to/from him including 

at weekends, evenings and in the early hours of the morning; 

ii. Sent him Facebook and/or other social media messages and/or 

emails; 

iii. Let him attend the Academy on Saturdays alone with him without 

appropriate prior management approval; 

iv. Gave him a lift home in his vehicle without informing and/or seeking 

consent from the appropriate individual at the Academy;  

b. In relation to Pupil B: 

i. Provided him with his personal mobile telephone number; 

ii. Sent and/or received personal text messages to/from him; 

iii. Let him attend the Academy on Saturdays with him without 

appropriate prior management approval; 

iv. Gave him a lift in hisvehicle without informing and/or seeking 

consent from the appropriate individual at the Academy; 

c. In relation to Pupil C: 

i. Sent and/or received Facebook messages to/from him which 

included saying that he had waited up until midnight to wish Pupil C 

a happy birthday; 

2. Whilst a teacher at Bishop Walsh Catholic School (the “School”) he: 

a. Posted inappropriate Facebook posts which included content of a sexual 

nature; 
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b. conversed via Facebook with former pupils of the School in relation to these 

posts; 

3. The posts and/or the Facebook conversations referred to at allegations 2.a. and 

2.b. could have been viewed by current pupils at the School.  

Mr Weber admitted, in the Notice of Referral form dated 12 June 2017, allegations 1.a.i., 

1.a.iv., 1.b.i., 1.b.ii., 1.b.iv, 1.c.i, 2.a., 2.b. and 3. but denied allegations 1.a.ii., 1.a.iii. and 

1.b.iii. Mr Weber also denied having being guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

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

At the start of the hearing, Mr Weber denied allegation 1.c.i.  

C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications. However, the panel was informed that Pupil B 

was under 18 and therefore, in accordance with paragraph 4.71 of the Teacher 

Misconduct: Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession (the “Procedures”), the 

panel treated the witness as a child witness. The pupil had already been anonymised as 

part of the National College’s case preparation and therefore, the only thing left for the 

panel to decide, was whether the witness could give oral evidence. The panel after 

hearing submissions from the presenting officer was satisfied that the welfare of the child 

would not be prejudiced. The panel decided after reviewing the measures set out at 4.72 

of the Procedures that it would put in place a screen in front of Mr Weber to ensure that 

the interests of Pupil B were safeguarded.  

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 4 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 6 to 13C 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 15 to 28 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 30 to 91 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 93 to 132 

The panel decided to admit two documents provided by the teacher representative, those 

being the Notice of Referral form and the 2016 Ofsted report for the Academy. The panel 

considered that it was fair to admit these documents and that they were reasonably 

relevant to the case. The Notice of Referral form was paginated and can be found at 
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pages 13A, 13B and 13C of the bundle. The 2016 Ofsted report was reviewed by the 

panel via electronic format and therefore has not been paginated or included within the 

bundle.  

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

advance of the hearing and the additional documents provided at the start of the hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A (HR director), Witness B (school 

leadership advisor), Witness C (acting head of music), Witness D (principal at the 

School) and Pupil B. These witnesses were called by the presenting officer.  

The panel were intending to hear evidence from Parent Z (the parent of Pupil A) and 

Pupil A. They were witness summonsed to attend the hearing on 18 July. After multiple 

attempts by the NCTL to contact the witnesses neither Parent Z nor Pupil A attended the 

hearing. The panel took the view that all reasonable efforts had been made by the NCTL 

to contact these witnesses and therefore were content to proceed on the basis of the 

written evidence.  

The panel commented that all witnesses presented by the NCTL at the hearing were 

knowledgeable, credible and balanced. 

The panel also heard evidence from Mr Weber.  

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 and those documents produced during the hearing.   

Mr Weber commenced employment at the Bishop Walsh Catholic School (the “School”) 

in September 2002. During his time at the School it was alleged that he posted 

inappropriate material on Facebook which included content of a sexual nature. It was 

alleged that Mr Weber also conversed via Facebook with former pupils of the School in 

relation to his Facebook posts. The headteacher was made aware of this through 

Individual A who was the School Chaplain. Mr Weber stopped working at the School in 

August 2014. 

Mr Weber commenced employment at the Academy on 1 September 2014. It was 

alleged that during his time at the Academy he sent and/or received personal text 

messages to/from Pupil A including at weekends, evenings and in the early hours of the 

morning. Between September 2014 and April 2016 Mr Weber allegedly sent Pupil A 
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and/or Pupil C Facebook and/or other social media messages and/or emails. Also during 

this time Mr Weber allegedly let Pupil A and/or Pupil B attend the Academy on Saturdays 

alone with him and without appropriate prior management approval. Finally it is alleged 

that Mr Weber gave Pupil A and/or Pupil B a lift in his vehicle without informing and/or 

seeking consent from the appropriate individual at the Academy.  

Mr Weber ceased working at the Academy on 7 April 2016.  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation(s) against you proven/not 

proven, for these reasons:  

1. You failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries whilst employed 

at George Salter Academy (“the Academy”) in that you: 

a. In relation to Pupil A: 

i. Sent and/or received personal text messages to/from him 

including at weekends, evenings and in the early hours of the 

morning; 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did.  

ii. Sent him Facebook and/or other social media messages and/or 

emails; 

The panel heard evidence from Mr Weber that this allegation is denied. Mr Weber stated 

that he did not technically use Facebook but instead used Facebook Messenger. 

However, the panel considered the evidence presented to it and took the wider view that 

the messenger service was provided as part of Facebook and used Facebook 

parameters and therefore classed it as Facebook. Ultimately, despite this classification, 

the panel felt the messages would still constitute ‘other social media messages’. Mr 

Weber, during his evidence, admitted that he had used Facebook Messenger to send 

messages to Pupil A and therefore the panel found that this allegation had been proven. 

The panel used its experience and knowledge as to whether this did or did not cross 

professional boundaries and found that it did. 

iii. Let him attend the Academy on Saturdays alone with you 

without appropriate prior management approval; 

The panel heard evidence from multiple witnesses that Pupil A did not attend the 

Academy ‘alone’. More specifically, both Mr Weber and Pupil B explained to the panel 
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during their evidence how many people would usually be present on the Academy 

premises on a Saturday. The fact that there would be multiple classes being run on the 

Academy premises in close proximity means that therefore, on a strict interpretation of 

the allegation, the panel does not find that Pupil A attended the Academy ‘alone with 

you’.  

In addition, the panel noted the evidence from Mr Weber regarding arrangements for 

Saturday ad-hoc/extra-curricular activities and that these were discussed in departmental 

meetings, which took place on a Wednesday. Mr Weber confirmed that the line manager 

was also present during these meetings. The panel also heard evidence from Witness A 

and Witness B regarding the approval process. It noted in summary, that whilst Mr Weber 

did not have appropriate prior management approval for this activity, the panel was not 

clear that there was any strict formal process in place at the time. 

On the basis that the panel felt that there was a strength of evidence which demonstrated 

that Mr Weber could not have been alone at the Academy with Pupil A, the panel found 

this allegation not proven.  

iv. Gave him a lift home in your vehicle without informing and/or 

seeking consent from the appropriate individual at the 

Academy; 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did. 

b. In relation to Pupil B: 

i. Provided him with your personal mobile telephone number; 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did. 

ii. Sent and/or received personal text messages to/from him; 

Whilst this allegation has been admitted, it was admitted on the basis that the text 

message was ‘personal’ as it was sent from Mr Weber’s personal phone to Pupil’s B 

personal phone. However, there was no evidence presented to the panel which 

demonstrates that the text messages were of a personal nature with regard to their 

content. In evidence, Mr Weber and Pupil B both confirmed that the texts were not of a 

personal nature and were only in relation to the organisation of extra-curricular school 

activities and therefore the panel has found this allegation not proven.    

iii. Let him attend the Academy on Saturdays with you without 

appropriate prior management approval; 
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The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel have found that this has been proven due to the 

fact that Mr Weber did not have appropriate prior management approval for this activity 

although, as stated earlier, the panel was not clear that there was any such process in 

place. The panel noted the evidence provided by Mr Weber regarding arrangements for 

Saturday ad-hoc/extra-curricular activities and more specifically that these arrangements 

were discussed in departmental meetings in which the line manager was present. 

Ultimately, the panel decided that on a strict interpretation of the wording the allegation 

was found proven.  

The panel used its experience and knowledge as to whether this did or did not cross 

professional boundaries and found that it did not. 

iv. Gave him a lift in your vehicle without informing and/or seeking 

consent from the appropriate individual at the Academy; 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did. 

c. In relation to Pupil C: 

i. Sent and/or received Facebook messages to/from him which 

included saying that you had waited up until midnight to wish 

Pupil C a happy birthday; 

The panel has found the allegation has not been proven due to the fact that the wording 

of the allegation does not accurately reflect the evidence given. The panel accepts, on 

the evidence, that Mr Weber did wish Pupil C a happy birthday and that this was after 

midnight. However, the panel does not believe, on the evidence presented and on a 

balance of probabilities, that Mr Weber sent a message to Pupil C which stated he ‘had 

waited up until midnight to wish Pupil C a happy birthday’ and therefore has found the 

allegation not proven.  

2. Whilst a teacher at Bishop Walsh Catholic School (“the School”) you: 

a. Posted inappropriate Facebook posts which included content of a 

sexual nature; 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did. 

b. Conversed via Facebook with former pupils of the School in relation 

to these posts; 
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The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven. The panel used its experience and knowledge as to 

whether this did or did not cross professional boundaries and found that it did. 

3. The posts and/or the Facebook conversations referred to at allegations 2.a. 

and 2.b. could have been viewed by current pupils at the School. 

The allegation has been admitted and is supported by evidence found within the bundle 

and therefore is found proven.  

Whilst this allegation has been admitted and therefore found proven the panel notes that 

it did not hear evidence which confirmed that any current pupils did view the material; 

indeed the evidence from Witness D was that he was not aware that any students had 

viewed this Facebook post. However, as the wording of the allegation states ‘could have 

been viewed’ even though no evidence was presented that the post was viewed by 

current students, the panel found the allegation had been proven. The panel used its 

experience and knowledge as to whether this did or did not cross professional 

boundaries and found that it did. 

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 we refer to as “the Advice”. 

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

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

Part Two, Mr Weber 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 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 Weber fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  
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In respect of allegation 2, the panel considered that the behaviour described within this 

allegation was sufficiently serious and demonstrated that Mr Weber had not acted within 

the statutory framework which sets out his professional duties and responsibilities. It 

therefore fell significantly short of the standards expected and amounted to unacceptable 

professional conduct.   

With regard to allegation 1, the panel felt that whilst this was not as serious they noted 

the fact Mr Weber had been warned/given advice on at least two occasions, at the 

School and at the Academy, about this type of behaviour and that the pattern of 

behaviour still continued. In particular, this evidence can be found on page 91 of the 

bundle with regard to the School in that Mr Weber received a formal oral warning on 15 

March 2010. On page 118, paragraph 40 of Mr Weber’s statement he confirmed that he 

was given advice from the headteacher and the pastoral head in November 2015. It 

related to ‘my texting Pupil A’ in terms of ‘protecting me from becoming vulnerable as well 

as the young people I taught’. The panel also noted that subsequent to this warning, Mr 

Weber participated in communication with Pupil A which consisted of approximately 170 

text messages from January to March 2016 which was the substance of the complaint 

raised by Parent Z. The evidence regarding this complaint is presented at pages 47, 48 

and 50 of the bundle.  

The panel also heard from Mr Weber in evidence that he had been given these warnings 

and that on reflection he should have heeded them and that he recognised himself that 

he was overstepping the boundaries and took no effective action at key moments. The 

panel therefore concluded that through this continued behaviour, Mr Weber had failed to 

observe proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s professional position and therefore 

his actions amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.  

In terms of allegation 3, on the basis that these messages could have been viewed by 

pupils at the time the panel concluded that this action put pupils at potential risk and 

therefore amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.  

The panel has also considered whether Mr Weber’s conduct displayed behaviours 

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

found that none of these behaviours were relevant. 

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Weber 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. 
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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 Weber’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 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 

Teacher misconduct: The prohibition of teachers, which the panel refers to as “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 and declaring 

and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Weber, involving activities which meant that Mr 

Weber failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries whilst employed at both the 

School and the Academy, protection of pupils is an important factor given the boundaries 

issues identified. The panel also note that whilst they have no evidence that pupils were 

harmed there is a potential for these repeated behaviours, which have been continued 

despite warnings, to have a potential to put pupils at risk. Similarly, the panel considered 

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

that found against Mr Weber were not treated with the utmost seriousness when 

regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel considered that there is a strong public interest element in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession as the behaviour found against Mr Weber was 

outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

In view of 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 Weber. 
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In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel has weighed the public interest 

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

Weber. 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; 

 …or other deliberate behaviour that undermines pupils, the profession, the school 

or colleagues.  

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. There was no evidence to suggest that Mr Weber’s actions were 

not deliberate or that Mr Weber was acting under duress. However, the panel did note 

that no pupils were actually harmed during the course of this behaviour and that prior to 

2010 Mr Weber was of good character. The panel also noted that the majority of the 

allegations were admitted at an early stage in the proceedings. 

In addition, the panel had regard to the fact that the Academy’s processes for 

safeguarding were open to criticism at the time as highlighted by the 2016 Ofsted report 

for the Academy. The panel also considered the unique teaching arrangements for 

teaching music which often involve significant one to one tuition. 

The panel reflected on the excellent references and testimonials that Mr Weber provided, 

which can be found within the bundle at pages 124 to 132, which demonstrate that Mr 

Weber had a clear commitment to teaching excellence and supporting students. The 

panel noted the remedial course on professional boundaries that Mr Weber had 

completed on 4 May 2017. 

The panel also had regard to the aggravating factors in this case and note specifically 

that: the behaviours were repeated despite warnings; Mr Weber realised that he was 

crossing boundaries and took no effective action even though there was a variety of 

opportunities; the remedial course, highlighted above, only lasted 52 minutes and the 

panel has no evidence of behaviours that were changed as a result; the behaviours were 

sustained over a long period of time and were not one off aberrations and lastly the 

unique conditions around teaching music which involve significant one to one contact 

should make all music teachers particularly conscious of the need to maintain 

boundaries.  

The panel went on to consider 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.   
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The panel is of the view that applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen 

recommending no prohibition order is not a proportionate and appropriate response. 

Recommending that publication of adverse findings is sufficient in the case would 

unacceptably compromise the public interest considerations present in this case, despite 

the severity of consequences for the teacher of prohibition. 

The panel is of the view that prohibition is both proportionate and appropriate. The panel 

has decided that the public interest considerations outweigh the interests of Mr Weber. 

The continued pattern of behaviour demonstrated by Mr Weber was a significant factor in 

forming that opinion. Accordingly, the panel makes a recommendation to the Secretary of 

State that a prohibition order should be imposed with immediate effect.  

The panel went on to consider whether or not it would be appropriate to decide to 

recommend that a review period of the order should be considered. The panel was 

mindful that the Advice states that a prohibition order applies for life, but there may be 

circumstances in any given case that may make it appropriate to allow a teacher to apply 

to have the prohibition order reviewed after a specified period of time that may not be 

less than 2 years.  

The panel felt the findings indicated a situation in which a review period would be 

appropriate and as such decided that it would be proportionate in all the circumstances 

for the prohibition order to be recommended with provision for a review period after 2 

years. This period should be sufficient to allow Mr Weber to reflect on the panel’s findings 

and to demonstrate how his behaviours have now changed so as to ensure boundaries 

are not crossed. 

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 and review period. 

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 overall 

those proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute. Where the panel has found an allegation not proven, I 

have put that matter entirely from my mind. The panel has made a recommendation to 

the Secretary of State that Mr Weber should be the subject of a prohibition order, with a 

review period of 2 years.  

In particular, the panel has found that Mr Weber 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  
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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 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 Mr Weber, 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 “whilst they have no evidence that pupils were harmed 

there is a potential for these repeated behaviours, which have been continued despite 

warnings, to have a potential to put pupils at risk.” A prohibition order would therefore 

prevent such a risk from potentially being present whilst it is in force. I have therefore 

given this element 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 public confidence in the profession 

could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Weber 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.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Weber himself. I have 

noted the panel’s comments on the “excellent references and testimonials that Mr Weber 
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provided, which can be found within the bundle at pages 124 to 132, which demonstrate 

that Mr Weber had a clear commitment to teaching excellence and supporting students. 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Weber from teaching and would also clearly deprive 

the public of his contribution to the profession for the period that it is in force. I have given  

weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution that Mr Weber has 

made and is making to the profession.  

On weighing up the public interest considerations against those of Mr Weber as outlined 

above, I believe that a published decision of unacceptable professional misconduct is a 

proportionate and appropriate response.  

For these reasons, I have concluded that no prohibition order is proportionate and in the 

public interest in order to achieve the aims which a prohibition order is intended to 

achieve. 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 7 February 2018 

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

State. 


