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A. Introduction 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 1 and 2 October 2014 at 53-55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr John Hyndman.    

The Panel members were Professor Ian Hughes (Lay Panellist – in the Chair), Ms Fiona 

Tankard (Teacher Panellist) and Mr Michael Simon (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Ms Fiona Walker of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Ms Laura Hackney of Browne 

Jacobson Solicitors.  

Mr John Hyndman was not present and was not represented.  

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr John Hyndman 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  0010453 

Date of Determination: 2 October 2014 

Former employer:  Kingswood Academy (formerly Kingswood High School)/LEAP 

                                           Education / Hull City Council 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 16 July 

2014. 

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

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that between January 2008 – 

March 2010, whilst teaching at Kingswood High School, now Kingswood Academy 

(“Kingswood School”) you: 

1. Acted inappropriately towards pupils at the Kingswood School by: 

a. sending personal letters and/or cards to one or more pupils; 

b. giving a gift to one or more pupils; 

c. giving money to one or more pupils; 

d. offering to help a pupil gain employment in America. 

2. Failed to report a potential safeguarding incident when Pupil S had informed you 

that she wanted to die; and 

3. Had a number of pupils from Kingswood School as contacts on a social 

networking website in January 2010 despite receiving advice in 2009 to remove all 

pupils under 18 as contacts on the social networking site. 

 Mr Hyndman admits the facts of the above allegations but does not admit that they 

amount to unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

The Panel considered an application from the Presenting Officer to proceed in the 

absence of Mr Hyndman.  

The Panel determines that the NCTL has complied with the service requirements of 

Regulation 19 of the Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) Regulations 2012 (the 

“Regulations”).  The Panel is also satisfied that Mr Hyndman has been provided with the 

requisite length of notice of at least 8 weeks in accordance with paragraph 4.11 of the 

Procedures and that the Notice of Proceedings contained the necessary details set out in 

paragraph 4.12 of the Procedures.   

The Panel notes that the Notice of Proceedings was sent to Mr Hyndman on 16 July 

2014 by first class post and to his home address, which is at least 8 weeks before today’s 

hearing. Mr Hyndman has received the Notice and has responded to the same. 
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The Panel determined that the NCTL had complied with the service requirements of 

Regulation 19 of the Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) Regulations 2012 (the 

“Regulations”).  The Panel was also satisfied that Mr Hyndman had been provided with 

the requisite length of notice of at least 8 weeks in accordance with paragraph 4.11 of the 

Procedures and that the Notice of Proceedings contained the necessary details set out in 

paragraph 4.12 of the Procedures.   

The Panel noted that during a telephone conversation with the Presenting Officer on 11 

September 2014, Mr Hyndman confirmed that he did not want the hearing to be 

adjourned because of his medical condition and he said that he was happy for it to 

proceed. He also confirmed that he did not want to be in the same room as a particular 

witness in this case and therefore he would not attend.  The Panel required, in exercising 

its discretion under the Procedures, the NCTL to telephone Mr Hyndman on the day of 

the hearing and ask if he wished to provide any evidence by telephone. Mr Hyndman 

confirmed to the NCTL during that call on the day of the hearing that he did not want to 

provide any evidence to the hearing nor participate in it. 

The Panel considered whether an adjournment would result in Mr Hyndman’s attendance 

and in view of his comments to the Presenting Officer during the conversation on 11 

September and on the day of the hearing, the Panel considered that Mr Hyndman would 

not attend even if the hearing was adjourned. There is no indication therefore that an 

adjournment might result in Mr Hyndman attending voluntarily. The Panel therefore found 

that Mr Hyndman had deliberately waived his right to participate in the hearing. 

The Panel also noted that these are serious matters and there is a public interest in the 

hearing taking place within a reasonable time of the events to which it relates. In light of 

these factors the Panel decided that the hearing should proceed in the absence of Mr 

Hyndman.  

The Panel was also asked to admit evidence contained on a DVD of a pupil providing 

evidence to the police.  The Panel determined to admit the DVD and would consider it in 

private session. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents which included: 

Section 1 : Anonymised Pupil List 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings, Response and Statement of Agreed Facts 
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Section 3: Witness Statements 

Section 4: NCTL Documents 

Section 5: Teacher’s Documents 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept a DVD of a police interview with a pupil as 

evidence and two e-mails from Mr Hyndman. 

The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from Witness A, a teacher, and Witness B, Education 

Officer at Hull City Council. Both were called on behalf of the Presenting Officer.  

E. Decision and reasons  

The Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now 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 submitted at the hearing and watched the DVD of a pupil interview. 

Summary of Evidence 

Mr Hyndman was engaged through LEAP Education, a teaching supply agency, by 

Kingswood High School (now known as Kingswood Academy), between January 2008 

and March 2010. It is alleged that, during that time, Mr Hyndman acted inappropriately 

towards pupils by the giving of gifts, sending personal letters and cards, giving money 

and having a number of pupils as contacts on a social networking site, despite being 

asked to remove them. It is also alleged that Mr Hyndman failed to report a potential 

safeguarding incident during his time at the school. 

Findings of Fact  

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you proven, for these 

reasons: 
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1a  Acted inappropriately towards pupils at the Kingswood School by 
sending personal letters and/or cards to one or more pupils 

Mr Hyndman admits this allegation. In particular Mr Hyndman admits sending Pupil S a 

Christmas card; Pupil S a Thank You card, Pupil S a handwritten letter providing a 

personal e-mail address with which Pupil S could contact Mr Hyndman, and Pupil C a 

handwritten letter with presents. 

The Panel notes that Mr Hyndman contends that he sent all pupils a Christmas Card and 

in relation to the provision of the e-mail address, he provided that to Pupil S because Mr 

Hyndman was going to America and this is how Pupil S could contact him. 

The Panel finds the sending of the letters and cards to selected pupils inappropriate in 

this case, given the content of them. The Panel considered, in particular, the letter at 

Pages 67-68 of the Hearing Bundle and the letter at Pages 71-73 which contained the 

words “Thank you for being a good friend” and the sign off “John x”. The Panel also took 

into account that the letters were to a few individual pupils rather than a wider number of 

them. 

In light of the admission and the above, the Panel finds the facts of this allegation to be 

proved. 

1b  Acted inappropriately towards pupils at the Kingswood School by 
giving a gift to one or more pupils 

Mr Hyndman admits this allegation. In particular, Mr Hyndman admits giving the following 

gifts to pupils: 

Pupil C – DKNY Red perfume; Christmas Mug; Champagne truffles; Belgian Chocolates; 

Terry’s Chocolate Orange segments; JLS CD and DVD; Dog Soft Toy; Calendar; 

Christmas crackers and a Twilight poster. 

Pupil D – a watch 

Pupil E – a watch 

In relation to Pupils D and E, Mr Hyndman contends that he gave the watches to the 

pupils as prizes for being the best pupils in English. 

The Panel considered the giving by Mr Hyndman of a large number of gifts to one pupil 

(Pupil C) to be inappropriate. The nature of the gifts and the reasons Mr Hyndman gave 

for giving the gifts (in his letter at Pages 71-73 of the Hearing Bundle) were further 

evidence of their inappropriate nature. 

The Panel therefore finds the facts of this allegation to be proved. 
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1c  Acted inappropriately towards pupils at the Kingswood School by 
giving money to one or more pupils 

Mr Hyndman admits this allegation. In particular, Mr Hyndman admits giving the following 

money: 

Pupil C - £20 for Christmas (with the gifts set out above at 1b) 

10 x $1 notes to a number of pupils, including Pupil E. 

Pupil S £10. 

In relation to Pupil S, Mr Hyndman gave this to the pupil through her carer. 

The Panel considers the giving of money to selected pupils and the act of giving money, 

in itself, to be inappropriate, unless within a school policy it was permitted, open and 

transparent. 

The Panel finds the facts of this allegation to be proved. 

1d Acted inappropriately towards pupils at the Kingswood School by 
offering to help a pupil gain employment in America 

Mr Hyndman admits that he told pupils that they could become football coaches at a 

football camp in America – see the letters at Pages 61 and 68 of the Hearing Bundle to 

Pupil S. Mr Hyndman admits that he told pupils that he would tell the owner of the camp if 

they were good students to assist them in obtaining a job.  

However, the Panel does not find that the offering of help to a pupil to find employment 

is, in itself, inappropriate. 

The Panel therefore finds that whilst Mr Hyndman did offer to help a pupil gain 

employment in America, that is not by itself inappropriate behaviour. 

 

The Panel therefore finds, whilst 1d is not, by itself, inappropriate, the finding of 1a, b and 

c means that allegation 1 is proven. 

2  Failed to report a potential safeguarding incident when Pupil S had 
informed you that she had wanted to die; 

Mr Hyndman admits that Pupil S told him, via Facebook, that she wanted to die. Mr 

Hyndman contends that the words were from the verse of a song. Mr Hyndman further 

admits that he did not report the matter.  
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The Panel finds that the incident was a potential safeguarding matter which Mr Hyndman 

did not report. 

The Panel therefore finds the facts of this allegation to be proved. 

3 Had a number of pupils from Kingswood School as contacts on a 
social networking website in January 2010 despite receiving advice in 
2009 to remove all pupils under 18 as contacts on the social 
networking site; 

Mr Hyndman admits that he had a number of students as friends on Facebook in October 

2009 and that he was told by Witness A that this was inappropriate.  Mr Hyndman 

contends that he deleted the students from his Facebook account in October 2009 and 

that he added them again as friends when he left to go to America.  Following the 2009-

2010 Christmas break, Mr Hyndman had 205 Kingswood students on his Facebook 

profile and 194 of those were female.  

The Panel accepted the evidence of Witness A that he had been given the advice by her 

to remove the students from his Facebook account. 

The Panel therefore finds the facts of this allegation to be proved. 

 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute and/or 

conviction of a relevant offence 

In considering the allegations that the Panel has found proven, the Panel has had regard 

to the definitions in The Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice, which we 

refer to as the ‘Guidance’. 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Hyndman in relation to the facts found 

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

reference to Part Two, Mr Hyndman 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  

treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect, 

and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s 

professional position; 

having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance 

with statutory provisions; 
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 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach; 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Hyndman fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

The Panel considers the totality of the allegations found proved is evidence of 

conduct which fell significantly below the standards of behaviour expected of a 

teacher. In particular, the Panel finds the giving of gifts of significant value to selected 

pupils and the giving of money, all in breach of a published school policy, to constitute 

conduct which falls below the standards expected. 

The Panel has also considered whether Mr Hyndman’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on page 8 and 9 of the Guidance and we 

have found that none of these offences is relevant. 

Accordingly, the Panel is satisfied that Mr Hyndman is guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others 

and considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in 

the community.  The Panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that 

teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role 

models in the way they behave. 

The Panel therefore finds that Mr Hyndman’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 a necessary 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 

Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice and having done so has found a 
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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 of 

proper standards of conduct. 

The Panel found that Mr Hyndman had acted inappropriately towards pupils by the giving 

of personal gifts (accompanied by letters containing, for example, “Thank you for being a 

good friend” and the sign off “John x”) and money, failed to report a potential 

safeguarding issue and had a number of pupils as contacts on a social networking 

website. In light of these findings, there is a clear public interest consideration in 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

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 

Hyndman was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the Panel 

considered very carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a Prohibition 

Order taking into account the nature of the inappropriate conduct, the context of it and 

the effect that this would have on Mr Hyndman.   

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 

Hyndman. The Panel took further account of the Guidance, 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 might be relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

teachers’ standards 

 a deep-seated attitude that leads to harmful behaviour  

 abuse of position or trust (particularly involving vulnerable pupils) or violation of the 

rights of pupils 

Even though there were behaviours that could point to a Prohibition Order’s 

appropriateness, the Panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient 

mitigating factors to militate against a Prohibition Order’s being an appropriate and 

proportionate measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity 

of the behaviour in this case.  The Panel has taken into account that Mr Hyndman has a 

previously good record and, indeed, the Panel heard evidence from one of the witnesses 

that Mr Hyndman was a well-liked and respected teacher by staff and pupils alike. Mr 

Hyndman demonstrated great commitment to the School given his dedication to extra 

curricular activities and team sports despite his status as a long-term cover teacher. The 

Panel has also taken into account the communications from Mr Hyndman to the NCTL in 

which he confirmed that his actions were “naïve and maybe a little unprofessional”.  The 

Panel has also taken into account the good character references (at Page 265 from 

Person A, formerly Assistant Head teacher at the School and Page 271 from Person B, 
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parent and member of the county football association) which confirm that they, amongst 

other things, found Mr Hyndman to be a person with professional and personal integrity. 

In particular, Person B explains that Mr Hyndman regularly gave gifts to members of the 

football team to celebrate particular occasions and this was done in a clear and 

transparent manner.  

The Panel found there to be no evidence of any improper motive on Mr Hyndman’s part 

nor any evidence of any harm to pupils. 

The Panel considers that the finding in respect of unacceptable professional conduct is 

sufficient in this case and to impose a Prohibition Order would be disproportionate to the 

behaviour exhibited by Mr Hyndman, as particularised in the Allegations in this case. The 

Panel is of the view that the seriousness of Mr Hyndman’s behaviour is reflected in the 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct as set out above. In the Panel’s view, this 

also meets the level of public interest consideration engaged in this case.  

Taking all the above matters into account, the Panel is not of the view that Prohibition is a 

proportionate and necessary response. Given that the nature and severity of the 

behaviour is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum, the Panel has determined 

that a recommendation for a Prohibition Order would not be appropriate or proportionate 

in this case. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have given careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel in 

this case.  

The panel have found a number of allegations proven and have judged that those facts 

amount to both unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

In determining whether to recommend a prohibition order the panel have properly 

balanced the public interest with that of the Mr Hyndman. They have found a number of 

the public interest considerations to be relevant in this case but have given appropriate 

regard to the nature and severity of Mr Hyndman’s behaviour.  They have balanced this 

against Mr Hyndman’s previously good record and evidence that he was a well-liked and 

respected teacher by staff and pupils alike. Mr Hyndman demonstrated great 

commitment to the School despite his status as a long-term cover teacher. Mr Hyndman 

has reflected on his actions and confirmed that they were both “naïve and maybe a little 

unprofessional”. The Panel has also taken into account the positive character references 

from colleagues. The Panel found there to be no evidence of any improper motive on Mr 

Hyndman’s part or any evidence of any harm to pupils. 
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In the circumstances I agree with the panel’s recommendation that a finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute is of itself sufficient and that a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this 

case. 

 

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 3 October 2014 

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

State.  

 


