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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Michael Neesham 

TRA reference:  0016433 

Date of determination: 17 December 2018 

Former employer: St Mary's Church of England School, Truro 

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 

TRA”) convened on 17 December 2018 at Cheylesmore House, 5 Quinton Road, 

Coventry, CV1 2WT to consider the case of Mr Michael Neesham. 

The panel members were Ms Julia Bell (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr Paul Bompas 

(lay panellist) and Mr John Pemberton (former teacher panellist). 

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

In advance of the meeting, the TRA agreed to a request from Mr Neesham that the 

allegations be considered without a hearing after taking into consideration the public 

interest and the interests of justice.  Mr Neesham provided a signed statement of agreed 

facts and admitted unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. The panel considered the case at a meeting without the 

attendance of the presenting officer, Mr Neesham or his representative. 

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 2 October 

2018 

It was alleged that Mr Michael Neesham was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

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

1. whilst seeking employment in a teaching position at St. Mary's Church of 

England School ('the School'), Truro, he provided false and / or misleading 

information to the School including by: 

a. stating on his application form that his current or most recent 

employment was at Hampton Primary School when in fact he had 

subsequently been employed at Bishop's School; 

b. in respect to questions at interview, suggesting that he had taken a break 

from his teaching career following his employment at Hampton Primary 

School to look after his children, when in fact he had subsequently taken a 

further teaching role. 

2. whilst employed as a teacher at the School, he provided false and/or misleading 

information to the School when asked about his previous employment at Bishop's 

School, including by suggesting that he had only been employed by Bishop's 

School for a period of approximately 5 weeks, when in fact he had commenced 

employment on 3 November 2015 and continued to be an employee there until 

April 2016. 

3. his conduct as may be found proven at 1 and/or 2 above was dishonest in that 

he misled the School about this prior employment.  

In a signed Statement of Agreed Facts dated 13 February 2018, Mr Neesham 

unequivocally admitted all of the allegations and that these amounted to unacceptable 

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

C. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology – page 2 

Section 2: Notice of Meeting, Statement of Agreed Facts and Joint Representations – 

pages 3a to 9a 
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Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency witness statement – pages 11 to 14 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency documents – pages 16 to 84 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 86 to 138 

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

meeting. 

Statement of agreed facts 

The panel considered a statement of agreed facts which was signed by Mr Michael 

Neesham on 13 February 2018. 

D. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the meeting.  

In advance of the meeting, the TRA agreed to a request from Mr Michael Neesham that 

the allegations be considered without a hearing. The panel has the ability to direct that 

the case be considered at a hearing if required in the interests of justice or in the public 

interest. The panel did not determine that such a direction is necessary or appropriate in 

this case. 

Mr Neesham had been employed at Hampton Primary School before commencing work 

at Bishop's School from 3 November 2015 until his resignation on 30 April 2016. During 

his time at Bishop's School, Mr Neesham only actively worked eight weeks due to an 

ongoing illness despite being technically employed for six months. 

In September 2016, Mr Neesham applied for a teaching role at St Mary's Church of 

England School but omitted his employment at Bishop's School from his application form. 

During his interview for the role, Mr Neesham explained that during the academic year 

2015 to 2016, he had a career break [Redacted]. 

Mr Neesham commenced working at St Mary's and, subsequently, the headteacher was 

made aware of his employment at Bishop's School. Upon questioning, Mr Neesham 

stated he had only been employed at Bishop's School for a period of five weeks and had 

suffered from illness [Redacted] so had decided not to include this employment on his 

application form despite it being his most recent employment. 
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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 is alleged that you are guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute in that: 

1.whilst seeking employment in a teaching position at St Mary's Church of 

England School ('the School'), Truro, you provided false and / or misleading 

information to the School including by: 

a. stating on your application form that your current or most recent 

employment was at Hampton Primary School, when in fact you had 

subsequently been employed at Bishop's School 

The panel noted the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 13 February 2018, in which Mr 

Neesham unequivocally admitted this allegation. The panel also had sight of the Joint 

Representations between the Agency and Mr Neesham's representative, which reiterated 

his admission. 

On the basis of these documents, the panel finds this allegation proved. 

b. in respect to questions at interview, suggesting that you had taken 

a break from your teaching career following your employment at 

Hampton Primary School to look after your children, when in fact you 

had subsequently taken a further teaching role. 

The panel noted the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 13 February 2018, in which Mr 

Neesham unequivocally admitted this allegation. The panel also had sight of the Joint 

Representations between the Agency and Mr Neesham's representative, which reiterated 

his admission. 

On the basis of these documents, the panel finds this allegation proved. 

2. whilst employed as a teacher at the School, you provided false and/or 

misleading information to the School when asked about your previous 

employment at Bishop's School, including by suggesting that you had only 

been employed by Bishop's School for a period of approximately 5 weeks, 

when in fact you had commenced employment on 3 November 2015 and 

continued to be an employee there until April 2016. 

The panel noted the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 13 February 2018, in which Mr 

Neesham unequivocally admitted this allegation. The panel also had sight of the Joint 
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Representations between the Agency and Mr Neesham's representative, which reiterated 

his admission. 

On the basis of these documents, the panel finds this allegation proved. 

3. your conduct as may be found proven at 1 and/or 2 above was dishonest 

in that you misled the School about this prior employment.  

The panel noted the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 13 February 2018, in which Mr 

Neesham unequivocally admitted this allegation. The panel also had sight of the Joint 

Representations between the Agency and Mr Neesham's representative, which reiterated 

his admission. 

On the basis of these documents, the panel finds this allegation proved. 

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 Mr Neesham in relation to the facts found 

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

reference to Part Two, Mr Neesham 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 

Dishonest conduct is inherently serious and the panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr 

Neesham fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession. 

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

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

has found that none of these offences to be relevant. 

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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Having found the facts of particulars 1, 2 and 3 proved, the panel further find that Mr 

Neesham'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. 

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

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

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

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

are likely to have punitive effect.   

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

Advice and having done so has found 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. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Neesham, which involved him putting forward, 

within an employment application form, an inaccurate representation of his most recent 

work history, which was reiterated at interview and subsequently during an investigation. 

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

found against Mr Neesham was not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating 

the conduct of the profession. Similarly, 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 Neesham 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 Neesham. 

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 

Neesham. 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, that which is relevant in this case is: 
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 dishonesty especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or it has 

been repeated and/or covered up. 

Even though there was behaviour 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.  

The panel had the benefit of a statement from Mr Neesham dated March 2018, in which 

he explained that in 2013, [a serious incident had occurred that had significantly affected 

Mr Neesham's thought process at the relevant time] [Redacted] 

[Redacted] 

 [Redacted] 

 [Redacted] 

 [Redacted] 

In Individual A’s March 2018 report, he confirms that "I do not see why Mr Neesham 

should not make a return to teaching in due course" and expected his symptoms to 

"resolve within 4 to 8 months". Individual A also provided a list of interventions to help Mr 

Neesham moving forward. 

In his statement of March 2018, Mr Neesham stated that he was aware of the difficulties 

that he faced, both personal and professional, were he be allowed to return to teaching. 

He explains that he has "truly learned from this experience and will not repeat it again. I 

ask that the panel take into account the circumstances of my life at this regrettable period 

and allow me to continue in the career which I love and continue to contribute to the 

profession of which I am proud to be a member". 

Mr Neesham confirms that he is receiving [assistance] [Redacted] and appreciates the 

mistakes he has made. He has taken full responsibility for these and how he should have 

acted instead. 

Whilst the panel were not asked to consider, nor did they consider, either of the content 

of the two [Redacted] reports as a defence to the allegations, the panel's opinion was that 

the content of the reports contained significant material on mitigation and why Mr 

Neesham had acted as he had on the dates relevant to the allegations. The [Redacted] 

reports contain information of the [Redacted] incident, which, in the panel's view, was 

exceptional. Whilst the panel accepted Mr Neesham's behaviour was deliberate, it also 

accepted that the incident had had a profound impact on Mr Neesham and his ability to 

make [Redacted] decisions at that time. 
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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.  Whilst 

dishonest conduct is inevitably serious, 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 the teacher, as to the standards of behaviour that are 

not acceptable and meets the public interest requirement of declaring proper standards 

of the profession. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given 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 the 

Secretary of State has published 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 recommended that the findings of unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute should be published and that such an 

action is proportionate and in the public interest. 

In particular, the panel has found that Mr Neesham 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 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mr Neesham fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are particularly serious as they include a finding of 

dishonesty.    

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 
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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 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 Neesham, and the impact that will 

have on him, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

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

children. The panel made no comment on this point.  

I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 

panel sets out Mr Neesham explained as follows, "truly learned from this experience and 

will not repeat it again. I ask that the panel take into account the circumstances of my life 

at this regrettable period and allow me to continue in the career which I love and continue 

to contribute to the profession of which I am proud to be a member".” The panel also said 

Mr Neesham confirms, “ that he is receiving [assistance] [Redacted] and appreciates the 

mistakes he has made. He has taken full responsibility for these and how he should have 

acted instead.” 

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, “Public confidence in the profession 

could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Neesham was not 

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

particularly mindful of the finding of dishonesty in this case and the impact that such a 

finding has on the reputation of the profession.  

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

all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order 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 Neesham himself.  
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A prohibition order would prevent Mr Neesham from teaching. 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 concerning 

mitigation. The panel's opinion was that the content of the two [Redacted] reports 

“contained significant material on mitigation and why Mr Neesham had acted as he had 

on the dates relevant to the allegations.” 

I have also given weight to the panel’s view on the severity of the behaviour, The panel 

say, “Whilst dishonest conduct is inevitably serious, given that the nature and severity of 

the behaviour is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum,” 

The panel went on to say, “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.” 

In light of the above reasons, in my view, it is not necessary to impose a prohibition order 

in order to maintain public confidence in the profession. A published decision given the 

mitigating factors in this case backed up by remorse and insight, does in my view satisfy 

the public interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

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

the public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order. 

 

 

 

 

Decision maker: Dawn Dandy  

Date: 20 December 2018 

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

State. 


