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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
 
Teacher:   Mr Ian Russell    
 
TA Case ref no:  4629 
 

Date of Determination: 11th June 2012 
 

Former Employer:   Wellington School, Altrincham 
 
A. Introduction  
 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 
11th June 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider 
the case of Mr Ian Russell. 
 
The Panel members were Dr Roland Kitchen, Lay Panellist – in the Chair, Ms Mick 
Levens, Professional Panellist and Mr Chris Kiernan Lay Panellist. 
 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Angus Macpherson of Counsel. 
 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Louisa Atkin of Browne 
Jacobson LLP. 
 
Mr Ian Russell was present and was represented by Mr Peter McKenna of the 
National Union of Teachers. 
 
The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   
 
B. Allegations 
 
The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 15th 
March 2012. 
 
It was alleged that Mr Ian Russell was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct in 
that: 
 
Whilst employed at Wellington School, Altrincham during 2009 he engaged in 
inappropriate conduct with a sixth form student, Student A. 
  
Mr Russell denied the particulars of the allegation. 
 
Mr Russell denied unacceptable professional conduct. 
 
 
C. Summary of Evidence 
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Documents 
 
In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents which 
included: 
 

Teaching Agency Documents  

Anonymised student list  Page 1 

Notice of Proceedings  Pages 3-5 

Witness Statements   

Mr Watson 1st April 2011 Pages 7-8 

Mrs Armstrong 1st April 2011 Pages 9-14 

Teaching Agency Documents Pages 15 -116 

   

Teacher’s Documents Pages 117 - 138 

Witness Statement   

Mr Ian Russell  Pages 118 – 133 

References   

Mr Wesley Travis 18th September 2010 Page 134 

Mr Mark Wells  Page 135 

Mrs Catherine Archer 16th September 2010 Page 136 

Miss A Richards  Page 137 

ISA Letter  
Ms Kathryn Ford 

27th January 2010 Pages 138-139 

 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of 
the hearing. 
 
Opening Statements 
 
On behalf of the Teaching Agency 
 
Ms Atkin described the inappropriateness of the contact which Mr Russell had with 
Student A. Although there may have been inappropriate comments from Student A, 
Mr Russell did not stop the contact. Communication continued. When interviewed 
about having inappropriate contact with an unspecified sixth form student by the 
Head teacher Mrs Armstrong and Mr Watson in September 2009, Mr Russell denied 
having any such contact with students.  He was head of the PE Department. He was 
therefore a role model. He was not truthful about rumours. He admitted matters only 
when confronted. 
 
On behalf of Mr Russell 
 
Mr McKenna said that the alleged inappropriate contact had 2 separate elements: 
 

 Content of comments on Facebook and text contact; 

 A kiss at the end of the summer term 2009. 
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He said that the kiss was unwelcome and unexpected. The evidence against Mr 
Russell was unsatisfactory. Witnesses for the TA do not give direct evidence of the 
facts – they only show the conduct of the investigation. 
The original texts from Student A were not recorded. Student A did not initially allege 
Mr Russell had initiated the kiss.  She only did so later in the presence of her mother. 
When she first mentioned the matter to Student C, she simply said that she and Mr 
Russell had kissed. It is odd that Student A refers to having a relationship with 
Russell after an alleged unwelcome advance. Mr Russell denies inappropriate 
contact. 
 
Brief summary of evidence given 
 
Please note that this is intended to be a summary – it does not reflect the complete 
evidence given. 
 
The Panel heard evidence from the following witnesses: 
 
Mrs Armstrong 
 
Witness Statement: Mrs Armstrong was the Head Teacher of Wellington School. She 
described the relationship between Mr Russell and Student A as inappropriate. Their 
meeting at the end of the term was on “the premise” of Student A collecting her 
mobile telephone. After the incident, Student A went home for the summer holidays. 
Mr Russell did not report the incident.  When Mrs Armstrong heard about an incident, 
she interviewed both Mr Russell and Student A in September 2009. Both denied 
anything untoward. Then in mid-November 2009, when further information had come 
to light, she interviewed Student B, Student A, initially alone and then together with 
Student C, Mr Russell and finally Mr Sparkes, a colleague of Mr Russell in the PE 
Department. Mr Sparkes had been contacted by a former member of staff, Victoria 
Cropper. It emerged that there was an incident at the end of term when Mr Russell 
and Student A had kissed and that there had been some flirtation before the meeting 
beginning in July 2009. There was a dispute as to who had initiated the kiss. 
Thereafter there was no relationship. Mr Russell was suspended on full pay on 17th 
November 2009 and dismissed on 16th December 2009 following a disciplinary 
hearing. Mr Russell maintained his account that the kiss had been initiated by 
Student A and expressed regret for not admitting the physical contact in the initial 
interview in September 2009. His appeal was rejected. 
 
In evidence in chief, Mrs Armstrong said: 
 

 concerning the kiss, that at the meeting on 16th November 2009, Mr Watson 
had stated that the school was aware that there had been a kiss on the last 
day of the term. School was empty but for a few cleaners. Mr Russell and 
Student A had met in the boys’ PE changing room office. Student A had 
arrived to collect a mobile phone. There was a kiss. 

 Mr Russell said that Student A had come on to him, but he had backed away. 

 in interview in the presence of her mother, that Student A stated that: 
o Mr Russell did make a move on her and kissed her. She backed away. 

The meeting was coincidental. She felt uncomfortable. 
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o the last Facebook communication on 4th November 2009 was when Mr 
Russell said Student A could dry off in the changing rooms. 

 
In cross examination by Mr McKenna, Mrs Armstrong said: 
 

 her understanding was that the flirting and messages were from Student A. 

 Mr Russell maintained his account. Student A changed her account. She 
revealed a bit more and a bit more. She held back. She did not feel Student A 
was not telling the truth. 

 
Mr Watson 
 
Witness Statement: Mr Watson was Consultant Head Teacher at Wellington School. 
He explained that the school was a Technology College which accepted ages 
ranging between 11 and 18. There were 1360 students on the roll. He explained that 
Mr Russell was a PE teacher and head of the PE Department. He gave hearsay 
evidence of the incident having occurred during the summer of 2009. He recorded 
Mr Russell’s denial of having any untoward contact at a meeting with himself and 
Mrs Armstrong in September 2009. At a further meeting on 16th November 2009, 
attended by Mrs Armstrong, Mr Beeley and Mr Russell, Mr Russell had accepted that 
he and Student A had flirted on Facebook and had met on the last day of the 
summer term when Student A attended the men’s PE changing room in the school to 
collect her mobile phone from Mr Russell. Mr Russell accepted that they had kissed. 
There was no other physical contact and he had not had any Facebook contact with 
Student A since 4th November 2009. 
 
In evidence in chief, Mr Watson said 
 

 matters came to light 2 months later when Student C put a note under Mrs 
Armstrong’s door. The note suggested the relationship was still continuing. 

 on page 52, he records there was some “flirting” between Mr Russell and 
Student A. The contact had not been all to do with school work. Flirting meant 
inappropriate communication, not related to school work. He understood that 
Mr Russell was referring to both parties flirting, but he accepts it was not 
specified as to who did the flirting. 

 he told Mr Russell that the school had been given information concerning 
physical contact. Mr Russell acknowledged a kiss – but said there was no 
further contact. 

 Mr Russell gave the impression that there had been no further contact after 
the kiss, but he pointed out to him that the school had information that there 
had been subsequent contact. He then said contact had ceased on 4th 
November 2009. 

 at the start of the meeting with Student A and her mother on 18th November 
2009, Student A denied any relationship with Mr Russell. At the end of the 
meeting she was prepared to give more information. 

 there was a further meeting with Mr Russell on 30th November 2009 with a 
NUT Representative in attendance. He (Mr Watson) sought further 
clarification concerning flirting. The representative suggested that the flirting 
was from Student A. This was contrary to his earlier understanding. 
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 the meeting on the last day of term. Mr Russell urged that he had not 
instigated the kiss and had tried to stop it. This was not suggested at the 
earlier meeting. 

 
In cross examination by Mr McKenna, Mr Watson said: 
 

 the proposition (in his statement at para 6) that there was a relationship 
between Mr Russell and a sixth form student came through Mrs Armstrong. 
She had it from a Head Teacher of another school, who in turn had it from a 
non-teaching member of staff in that school. At the Governors’ meeting on 
15th December 2009, mention is only made of e-mails. He believes the 
relationship went beyond normal teacher / pupil contact. That is what he 
describes as a relationship. 

 the last step in the investigation was a meeting with Student A. 

 by 1st December 2009, the school had more information as to what had taken 
place: 

o Russell’s confirmation that he and Student A had met in his changing 
room and they had kissed. 

 it is not true that he came into the investigation with preconceptions. If true he 
would not have advised Mrs Armstrong to accept the accounts of Mr Russell 
and Student A in September 2009. 

 by 19th November 2009, the investigation was over in the sense that Mr 
Russell had admitted that he had met Student A after school hours and they 
had kissed. 
 

In re-examination, Mr Watson said: 
 

 the first time that Mr Russell volunteered the proposition that Student A had 
initiated the kiss was on 30th November 2009. Student A had not admitted a 
kiss before 19th November 2009. During that meeting, Student A and her 
mother had 5 minutes together. After that, she acknowledged the kiss had 
taken place, but she still denied it was a pre-arranged meeting. 
 

Mr Ian Russell 
 
Mr Russell acknowledged that there has been some Facebook communications 
between himself and Student A in July 2009, which had escalated into flirtation. The 
meeting at the end of term had been occasioned by his finding Student A’s mobile 
telephone and the subsequent arrangement which they made for her to collect it. It 
was Student A who had initiated the kiss. There had been no further physical contact 
since and no Facebook contact since 4th November 2009. 
 
In evidence in chief, Mr Russell said: 
 

 in June / early July 2009, Student A changed the tone of the open 
conversation on Facebook. She used innuendo when thanking him for 
something. That was the only flirtatious contact. There was none from him. 
Thereafter there was no more contact. 

 the communication on 4th November 2009 was on the public wall of 
Facebook. That gives people an opportunity to respond. His comment was in 



6 

 

 

response to her observation that she didn’t want to get wet in the rain. He 
pointed out to her that the girl’s changing room was open. 

 at the interview in September he was asked about rumours about a 
relationship with a 6th form pupil. It did cross his mind to talk about the incident 
in the changing room. It was the word “relationship”. He was taken aback by 
this. He felt that he had dealt with that situation. 

 on the last day of term, the tutor group was dismissed. He saw a mobile 
telephone. He was going to the staff room to say good byes to other members 
of staff. He returned to the class room. The telephone was ringing in the 
drawer. He answered it. It was Student A. He arranged for her to pick it up 
after the end of his celebrations which were between about 3.30 am and 5.45 
pm. He returned to the office which he shared with Mr Sparkes and Mr 
Tomlinson. Student A entered the changing room. He gave her the phone. 
She asked a question. She leant forward and tried to kiss him. He stepped 
back and told her to leave. On leaving she wished him a nice holiday. He went 
on holiday the following morning. He received a text that day from Student A. 
He replied – that “not acceptable”. Draw a line under it. It should never 
happen again. 

 
In cross examination, Mr Russell said: 
 

 he accepts that he should have been a role model as Head of PE. 

 he accepts that he should have involved the team leadership. 

 he does not accept that some of his conduct towards Student A was 
inappropriate. 

 he does not accept that Student A sent him flirtatious material although it 
could be so interpreted. 

 he didn’t cause the Facebook communication to stop. He gave Student A the 
benefit of the doubt. 

 he continued to have Facebook contact with Student A and the rest of the 
class. 

 after Student A’s flirtatious comment, he allowed her to meet him at the end of 
term. He does not accept that that was inappropriate. 

 he had no contact with Student A on Facebook after the incident, except on a 
public page. 

 he deleted the whole group from Facebook on 4th November 2009. 

 he didn’t report the kiss incident to the senior leadership team. 

 there had been no issues over the summer holidays. He thought a line had 
been drawn under it. 

 he deleted Student A from his contacts when he came back from holiday. He 
was not asked before when he had done it. 

 In November 2009, Student A came up on his news as she was a friend of 
someone else. 

 he denies he welcomed personal contact with Student A. 

 he had told the meeting on 18th November that Student A had initiated the 
kiss. 

 he did not come onto Student A or kiss her. 

 he was not flirtatious. 
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 on 4th November 2009, he did say on a public message board that she could 
dry off in the girl’s changing room. 

 when Student A lent forward, she was in the doorway. They were about 1 
metre or 0.5 metres apart. 

 when her actions became apparent, he moved around the desk. 

 he said: “You need to leave”. As she was leaving her said: “Have a nice 
holiday”. He was in shock at the time. 
 

There was no re-examination. 
 
Panel Questions 
 

 he had arranged the meeting in the boys’ changing room after school because 
of logistical reasons. His car was parked there. He accepts that he should 
have taken the mobile phone to reception. 

 Student A’s telephone was not in her locker. It was on the floor. 

 he would advise a teacher to report the matter straight away. 

 he should have acted differently. 

 he should not have had students as friends on Facebook. 

 it is stressed to him not to be alone with students in the changing room. 
 

Closing Submissions 
 
Ms Atkin 
 
Facts 
 
Both Mr Russell and Student A were reluctant to disclose details. But Student A did 
confide in Student C. The distinction between flirting and suggestive comment was 
not put in cross-examination. The meetings refer to flirting between Mr Russell and 
Student A. Mr Watson thought it was mutual. Mr Watson and Mrs Armstrong said 
there was opportunity for Mr Russell to give his account. He was not truthful when 
interviewed in September 2009. If his later account is true, he would have given that 
account in September 2009. 
 
Unacceptable Professional Conduct 
 
Please refer to the definition. Mr Russell was experienced. He was Head of the PE 
Department. He did not act in a way in which he would advise his colleagues to act. 
He did not report anything to the senior team. The Teaching Agency does not accept 
that he stopped contact with Student A. 
 
Following the facts and unacceptable professional conduct being found 
proved: on Prohibition Order 
 
The panel should refer to pages 7 and 8 of the booklet Teacher misconduct – the 
prohibition of teachers. She suggested the panel may take into account the 
attempted cover up of the matters which had occurred. 
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Mr McKenna 
 
Facts 
 
There is no reliable evidence of a kiss or of Mr Russell being a willing participant to a 
kiss. 

 There was no proper evidence that Mr Russell said Student A was looking 
good on Facebook. 

 Student A says there was an occasion of his asking how she was. This is not 
accepted by Mr Russell. Even if the enquiry was made, it was not 
inappropriate. 

 Mr Watson said Mrs Armstrong’s recollection of the meeting with Mr Russell 
would be better than his. She had understood it was Student A who was 
flirting. 

 Mr Watson’s approach was tainted by his conviction that Mr Russell was in a 
relationship with Student A. 

 As to Student A’s statement that Mr Russell texted a suggestion that she “dry 
off” in the boys changing room, in fact this was a suggestion on the public wall 
on Facebook and the suggestion was that she change in the girl’s changing 
room. He suggests this was embellishment. 

 Student A claims that she told Student C that Mr Russell had instigated the 
kiss, yet that is not supported by Student C who only refers to them kissing. 

 There were defects in the investigation. 

 Student A only admitted the kiss in the presence of her mother. He suggests 
that Student A would have been embarrassed to admit that she had gone 
after the teacher. 

 No doubt Mr Russell was at fault in not reporting the incident and lying about it 
all in September. But the allegation then was he had an inappropriate 
relationship. 

 
Unacceptable Professional Contact 
 
If the facts are proved, it is admitted that they would amount to unacceptable 
professional conduct. 
 
Following the facts and unacceptable professional conduct being found 
proved:  on Prohibition 
 
Mr Russell has thought long and hard about what he has done. He compromised 
himself. He has learned from the experience and will not present any future risk to 
students. On the Teaching Agency case, the relationship was short term and 
culminated in a brief kiss. This was not acceptable but there is not a serious risk of 
repetition. He is of previous good conduct. Please refer to the testimonials. 
 
D.  Decision and Reasons 
 
Findings of fact 
 
Our findings of fact are as follows: 
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We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you proven, for 
these reasons: 
 
Whilst you were employed at Wellington School, Altrincham during 2009 you 
engaged in inappropriate contact with a sixth form student, Student A. 
 
The panel accept the evidence that there was a relationship between Mr Russell and 
Student A which started in or about July 2009. The reasons for this finding is that in 
two interviews conducted by Mrs Armstrong, Mr Watson in the presence of Mr 
Beeley, Mr Russell admitted that there had been flirting with Student A. It is true that 
he did not say that it was he who had been flirting, but he did not initially say that it 
had been Student A who had been flirting. The sense of his admission is that this 
occurred on more than one occasion. Further there was concern expressed by 
another student, Student C that there was a relationship between a member of staff 
(Mr Russell) and a pupil in the sixth form (Student A). Student C had pushed an 
anonymous note under Mrs Armstrong’s door to that effect. Further an ex teacher of 
the school had informed Mr Sparkes, a colleague of Mr Russell’s in the PE 
Department, that she had heard a rumour about Mr Russell and a student, even that 
she had heard that Mr Russell was messing around with a 6th form student. Still 
further when Mr Russell and indeed Student A were accosted about whether there 
was a relationship between them, by Mrs Armstrong and Mr Watson in September, 
they both denied it. The panel consider that if the true position had been that Student 
A had instigated a kiss on the last day of the summer term which was a total surprise 
to Mr Russell, he would have disclosed that upon enquiry by the Head Teacher. It is 
true that Mr Russell in evidence denied flirting. He asserted that when Student A had 
sent him a message on face book which was by way of innuendo, he had abruptly 
ceased to communicate with her. He said he had not sent her a face book or text 
message of admiration about her appearance in the gym. However the panel 
preferred the evidence of Mrs Armstrong and Mr Watson the Head and former Head 
Teachers respectively of the school whom they found credible and the hearsay 
evidence which it carefully considered, all of which was to like effect. 
 
Having made the above finding of fact, the panel finds that there was inappropriate 
contact between Mr Russell and Student A. It was contact of a personal nature with 
a pupil that represented a breach of a position of trust vis. a vis. the pupil. 
 
It is in this context that the panel addresses the issue of whether there was physical 
contact between Mr Russell and Student A on the last day of term in the form of a 
kiss on the lips. Each party say it was instigated by the other and that it was not 
welcome. Neither said this at the outset of questioning. The panel noted that after 
the kiss, Mr Russell stated that Student A wished him a happy holiday. Moreover he 
was inconsistent about how many text messages he received about the incident from 
her when he was on holiday himself. The panel take the view in the light of this 
evidence and in the light of the mutual denial about the incident by them in 
September when interviewed by Mrs Armstrong and Mr Watson that the kiss was 
consensual and that it represented the culmination of the untoward and inappropriate 
relationship between Mr Russell and Student A which developed in July 2009. 
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Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct 
 
Having found the facts proved, we further find that your actions whilst you were 
employed at Wellington School, Altrincham during 2009 in engaging in inappropriate 
contact with a sixth form student, Student A amount to unacceptable professional 
conduct because you breached your position of trust with a student in your care who 
was aged 17. Moreover you did not report the matter to the senior leadership team. 
 
Panel’s Recommendation to the Secretary of State 
 

The panel has considered carefully the whole case, including the history, mitigation 
on Mr Russell’s behalf and the several references attesting to his ability as a teacher.  
They are from Wesley Travis, Mark Wells, Catherine Archer and Miss A. Richards. 
The case concerned a teacher who behaved in a thoroughly inappropriate manner 
with a student. It recognises that this was a single departure from an otherwise 
unblemished career. Whilst it deplores the abuse of the position of trust and the 
subsequent way in which Mr Russell attempted to hide matters from those who were 
investigating the case, the panel nevertheless looked to the future. The panel is of 
the opinion that this behaviour, whilst deplorable, is not likely to be repeated, and 
that, therefore, there is no protection issue, nor a public confidence issue. The panel 
does not consider that a recommendation for prohibition would be proportionate. 
 
The panel does not recommend a prohibition order. 
 

Secretary of State’s Decision and Reasons 
 
I have given careful consideration to the findings made by the panel in this case and 
the recommendation that the panel makes in respect of sanction. 
 
The relationship that developed between Mr Russell and Student A is set out in the 
evidence. The panel are clear in their finding of fact that there was sufficient 
evidence of an inappropriate relationship between Mr Russell and Student A. 
Furthermore the panel find that these facts as proven do amount to unacceptable 
professional conduct. 
 
The panel are clear that the failure to report the relationship, as well as the fact of the 
relationship itself, amounts to behaviour that falls short of that expected of a teacher. 
 
However, the panel have also been able to consider other evidence in this case, 
including testimonial evidence and their conclusion is that this behaviour although 
unacceptable, is not likely to be repeated. On balance the panel conclude that it 
would not be proportionate to impose a prohibition order. 
 
I have carefully considered these matters and I support the panel’s conclusion for the 
reasons that are set out. 
 
 
 
NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick  
Date: 12 June 2012 


