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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 
behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Claire Lindsay Bourne 

TRA reference: 17421 

Date of determination: 8 November 2019 

Former employer: Newton Prep School, London 

A. Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 8 November 2019 at Cheylesmore House, 5 Quinton Road, 
Coventry, CV1 2WT, to consider the case of Mrs Claire Lindsay Bourne. 

The panel members were Dr Melvyn Kershaw (former teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms 
Fiona Tankard (teacher panellist) and Ms Surinder Dhillon (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Delme Griffiths of Blake Morgan solicitors. 

In advance of the meeting, after taking into consideration the public interest and the 
interests of justice, the TRA agreed to a request from Mrs Bourne that the allegations be 
considered without a hearing. Mrs Bourne 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, Mrs Bourne or any representative appointed on her 
behalf. 

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 24 October 
2019. 

It was alleged that Mrs Bourne was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

1. On or around 17 May 2018, she failed to maintain high standards of 
attendance and punctuality by: 

 (a) Attending the school whilst under the influence of alcohol 

 (b) Failing to attend to invigilate an exam at or around 11:30am 

2. On or around 17 May 2018, she failed to maintain high standards of 
behaviour by being unable to perform her duties as a result of being under 
the influence of alcohol. 

Mrs Bourne admitted the facts of the allegations and that her conduct 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 1 

Section 2: Agreed Statement of Facts and Presenting Officer Submissions – 
pages 2 to 11 

Section 3: Teaching Regulation Agency Evidence – pages 12 to 90 

Section 4: Teaching Regulation Agency Documents – pages 91 to 136 

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

Statement of agreed facts 

The panel was presented with and considered a statement of agreed facts which was 
signed by Mrs Bourne on 15 June 2019. 
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D. Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

In advance of the meeting, the TRA agreed to a request from Mrs Bourne 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 consider that such a 
direction was necessary or appropriate in this case.  

The panel proceeded to carefully consider the case, having read all the documents, and 
reached a decision. 

Mrs Bourne was a Latin teacher at Newton Prep School ("the School"). She was 
appointed to that role on 1 September 2017. She taught Latin to pupils in Years 6 to 8 
and Classics to Year 5 pupils.  

On 17 May 2018, concerns were raised in relation to the manner in which Mrs Bourne 
presented during the course of the school day. She was subsequently admitted to 
hospital where she provided a positive blood alcohol reading. 

As a consequence, disciplinary proceedings were commenced against Mrs Bourne which 
led to her dismissal and referral to the TRA. 

In considering the allegations, the panel did not rely upon any findings made or opinions 
expressed in papers which formed part of the documentation for the disciplinary process 
undertaken by the School. It formed its own, independent view of the allegations based 
on the evidence presented to it.   

Further, the evidence before the panel alluded to other allegations concerning Mrs 
Bourne's conduct which did not directly relate to the specific allegations set out in the 
Notice of Meeting. They were, accordingly, not taken into account by the panel and were 
disregarded. 

Findings of fact 

The findings of fact were as follows: 

1. On or around 17 May 2018, you failed to maintain high standards of 
attendance and punctuality by: 

 (a) Attending the school whilst under the influence of alcohol 

 (b) Failing to attend to invigilate an exam at or around 11:30am 
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2. On or around 17 May 2018, you failed to maintain high standards of 
behaviour by being unable to perform her duties as a result of being under 
the influence of alcohol. 

The panel considered both allegations together given they related to the same incident 
and were addressed as one for the purposes of the agreed statement of facts. 

The following chronology and factual background was presented to the panel on an 
agreed basis: 

1. On 17 May 2018, at approximately 12:20pm, Mrs Bourne was found by colleagues 
leaning against a wall, during the course of lesson hours. 

2. That day, Mrs Bourne had been scheduled to teach at the following times: 

a. From 10.00am to 10:55am; 

b. From 11:20am to 12:15pm; and 

c. From 12:15pm to 1:10pm. 

3. During the latter period, Mrs Bourne was scheduled to participate in an exam 
invigilation. 

4. Upon approaching Mrs Bourne, her colleagues discovered that Mrs Bourne was 
unwell and exhibited the following symptoms: 

a. She was unable to speak coherently; 

b. She was unsteady on her feet; 

c. She was unable to stand without being supported; and 

d. She was unable to breathe properly. 

5. As a consequence, the School's nurse drove Mrs Bourne to the Accident and 
Emergency department at Chelsea and Westminster Hospital. 

6. At approximately 2:30pm, the attending doctor, Dr McNamara, confirmed that Mrs 
Bourne's blood alcohol level was above 300mg/dl. 

All of the allegations were admitted by Mrs Bourne.  

The panel concluded that the evidence before it was consistent with Mrs Bourne's 
admissions in relation to allegations 1(a) and 2. In addition to her admissions in the 
agreed statement of facts, the panel was presented with earlier accounts from Mrs 
Bourne in which she readily accepted her actions and set out her explanation for events. 
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It was clear, from all the evidence, that Mrs Bourne was under the influence of alcohol 
during the course of the School day, which she fully accepted. Given these 
circumstances and taking account of the manner in which Mrs Bourne presented her 
inability to perform her duties, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Bourne had failed to 
maintain high standards of attendance (not punctuality) and behaviour and found 
allegation 1(a) and 2 proved on that basis.   

However, in relation to allegation 1(b), the evidence before the panel was unclear. Whilst 
the allegation was admitted by Mrs Bourne, it was unclear whether Mrs Bourne did fail to 
attend to invigilate an exam at or around 11:30am. Although it was apparent that she was 
unfit to perform her duties at the time, there was evidence that Mrs Bourne did at least 
attend. 

On that basis, the panel was not satisfied that the TRA had proved, to the requisite 
standard, that Mrs Bourne had failed to attend to invigilate an exam at or around 11:30.  
It therefore found allegation 1(b) not proved. 

In summary, the panel therefore found the facts of allegations 1(a) and 2 proved and 1(b) 
not proved. 

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

Having found allegations 1(a) and 2 proved, the panel went on to consider whether the 
facts of those allegations amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The Prohibition 
of Teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”. 

The panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Bourne, in relation to the facts found 
proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considered that, by 
reference to Part Two, Mrs Bourne was 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, and maintain high standards in their 
own attendance and punctuality. 

• Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 
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The panel also considered whether Mrs Bourne's conduct displayed behaviours 
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 10 and 11 of the Advice. The Advice 
indicates that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a panel is likely to 
conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable professional 
conduct. However, the panel found that none of these offences was relevant. 

On balance, the panel was satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Bourne fell significantly short 
of the standards expected of the profession. 

The panel concluded that she had behaved in a way that was inappropriate and 
unacceptable for a teacher. She was, plainly, unfit for duty. Her conduct amounted to a 
potential safeguarding issue and she had a professional responsibility as someone in 
charge of learners.  

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Mrs Bourne was guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct. 

In relation to whether Mrs Bourne's actions amounted to conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute, the panel took into account the way 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 also took account of the uniquely influential role 
that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must be able to view 
teachers as role models in the way they behave. 

In this instance, the findings of misconduct were serious and the conduct displayed would 
be likely to have a negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially 
damaging the public perception. 

The panel therefore found that Mrs Bourne's actions constituted conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. 

Having found the facts of particulars 1(a) and 2 proved, the panel further found that Mrs 
Bourne’s conduct amounted 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 was 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 had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and 
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proportionate measure, and whether it would be 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 had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 
and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely the 
protection of pupils, the protection of other members of the public, the maintenance of 
public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of 
conduct. 

In the light of the panel’s findings against Mrs Bourne, which involved her being under the 
influence of alcohol during the course of her professional duties, there was a public 
interest consideration in respect of the protection of pupils, particularly given the finding 
that her behaviour presented a potential safeguarding risk. 

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 
weakened if conduct such as that found against Mrs Bourne were not treated with the 
utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel decided that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 
standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 
Mrs Bourne was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

The panel did consider there was a public interest consideration in retaining Mrs Bourne 
in the profession. No doubt had been cast upon her abilities as a teacher, although the 
panel was not presented with any character references or testimonials. However, Mrs 
Bourne had confirmed that she presently had no desire to return to the profession. 

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 Mrs Bourne.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel had regard to the public interest 
considerations both in favour of, and against, prohibition as well as the interests of Mrs 
Bourne. 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 proved. In the list 
of such behaviours, the one that is relevant in this case is:   

• serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 
Teachers’ Standards; 

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition 
order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating factors. 
Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or 
proportionate. 
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The panel considered the following mitigating factors were present in this case: 

• In the absence of any clear evidence to the contrary, the panel concluded that Mrs 
Bourne had a previous good history. She had a long career in education and an 
otherwise unblemished record. There was no evidence that Mrs Bourne had been 
subject to any previous regulatory or disciplinary proceedings. 

• There were no complaints in relation to her teaching practice. 

• Mrs Bourne had fully engaged in these proceedings and made early admissions. 
She had shown clear insight into the nature and effect of her conduct. 

• Mrs Bourne has shown clear regret and remorse. 

• There was evidence that Mrs Bourne had a number of significant personal 
difficulties at the relevant time, [including family and health issues, and there was 
some evidence of work-related pressures] [REDACTED]. The panel took account 
of all of the evidence before it which addressed those matters.   

• It was also apparent that Mrs Bourne had since made commendable efforts to 
address the issues which she has asserted led to her acting as she did. The 
changes she has made in her life and the support she has sought are continuing. 

Weighed against these matters, the panel considered there were a number of 
aggravating factors, including: 

• Mrs Bourne's actions amounted to a clear breach of the Teachers' Standards and 
the panel had made serious findings. 

• Mrs Bourne was an experienced teacher. She ought to have known what was 
required of her and conducted herself accordingly. 

• Whilst her actions may be viewed as a one-off episode, her conduct did raise 
potential safeguarding concerns.  

• Given her experience, Mrs Bourne should have set the highest standards and 
been an exemplary role model. 

• Her actions took place during the course of her duties. 

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 would be sufficient.   

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 
recommending no prohibition order was a proportionate and appropriate response.   
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In all the circumstances, the panel concluded that the nature and severity of the 
behaviour was not at the serious end of the spectrum given the evidence that this was an 
isolated, one-off episode. There was no evidence that children were affected or were 
aware of the involvement of alcohol. The panel also concluded that Mrs Bourne had 
demonstrated clear and unequivocal insight into the circumstances that led to her actions 
on 17 May 2018. 

The panel took into account the fact that, given her experience and prior good service, 
there was every prospect that Mrs Bourne could be an asset to the profession in the 
future, should she decide to return to the classroom once she felt able to do so.   

The panel also took account of the fact that a return to the classroom could result in 
increased pressure and stress upon Mrs Bourne. However, on balance, it was satisfied 
that the risk of repetition was minimal, given the passage of time, her previous and 
continuing rehabilitative steps, her current personal circumstances and the regret and 
remorse shown. Further, the findings the panel had made would alert a future employer 
to Mrs Bourne's prior history and would enable appropriate support to be provided. 

In light of these matters and the other mitigating factors that were present, the panel 
determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this 
case. Having very carefully taken account of the public interest considerations present, 
the panel considered that the publication of the adverse findings it made would be 
sufficient to send an appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour 
that were not acceptable.  

The panel considered this to be a proportionate outcome which struck a fair balance 
between both the public interest and Mrs Bourne's interests. The panel was satisfied that 
its decision maintains public confidence and upholds professional standards.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 
I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of the 
panel in respect of sanction.    

In considering this case, I have 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 some of the allegations proven and found that those 
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. In this case, the panel has found some of the allegations 
not proven. I have therefore put those matters entirely from my mind.  
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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 Mrs Bourne 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, and maintain high standards in their 
own attendance and punctuality. 

• 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 Mrs Bourne 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 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 Bourne, and the impact that will have 
on her, 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 has observed, “Her conduct amounted to a potential safeguarding 
issue and she had a professional responsibility as someone in charge of learners.”  

A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from being present in the future. I 
have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 
panel sets out as follows, “that Mrs Bourne had demonstrated clear and unequivocal 
insight into the circumstances that led to her actions on 17 May 2018.” 

I have therefore given this considerable weight in reaching my overall decision. 
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I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession. The panel observe that it, “took into account the way 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 also took account of the 
uniquely influential role that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact 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 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 Mrs Bourne herself. The panel 
comment “given her experience and prior good service, there was every prospect that 
Mrs Bourne could be an asset to the profession in the future, should she decide to return 
to the classroom once she felt able to do so.”   

A prohibition order would prevent Mrs Bourne from teaching and 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.  

In my view, a published decision, in light of the circumstances in this case, does satisfy 
the public interest requirement concerning public confidence in the profession.   

For these reasons, I have also concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and 
not required in the public interest.  

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick   

Date: 13 November 2019  

This decision was taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary 
of State. 
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