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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Matthew Brazier 

Teacher ref number: 0731698 

Teacher date of birth: 9 July 1981 

NCTL case reference: 10662 

Date of determination: 13 January 2016 

Former employer: Edwinstree Middle School, Buntingford 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 11 to 13 January 2016 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Matthew Brazier 

The panel members were Ms Fiona Tankard (teacher panellist – in the chair), Ms Janet 

Draper (lay panellist) and Mr Michael Lesser (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Guy Micklewright of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Louisa Atkin of Browne Jacobson 

LLP solicitors. 

Mr Matthew Charles Brazier was present and was represented by Mr Daniel Dyal of 

Counsel. 

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

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 2 

September 2015: 

It was alleged that Mr Matthew Charles Brazier was guilty of unacceptable professional 

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

1. Whilst employed at Edwinstree Middle School, Buntingford during the 2010/2011 

academic year, you failed to maintain appropriate broundaries with Pupil A, a 13 year 

old student, including that you; 

a) Exchanged personal mobile phone numbers with her; 

b) Sent text messages to her on more than one occasion; 

c) Met with her outside of school, including; 

i. By going running with Pupil A and [Redacted] on one occasion or more; 

ii. On or around 19 July 2011 when you met her in the vicinity of a Co-op 

shop; 

d) Hugged and/or put your arm around Pupil A on one occasion or more, including; 

i. After Pupil A had attended training sessions with the [Redacted] Rugby 

Club; 

ii. On or around 19 July 2011 in the vicinity of a Co-op shop; 

2. You behaved in the manner set out at 1 above despite having previously been spoken 

to by teacher colleagues about appropriate professional boundaries, including; 

a) During discussions with the Headteacher of the Tannery Drift First School in July 

2008; 

b) During a discussion with the CPSLO of the Tannery Draft First School in July 

2008; 

c) During a discussion with the Acting Headteacher of the Tannery Draft First School 

in December 2008, when she advised that she considered it inappropriate for you 

to be leading a "[Redacted]  club"; 

d) During a discussion with Headteacher of Edwinstree Middle School in May 2011 

following your attendance on a school trip to Normandy. 



5 

Mr Brazier admitted all the particulars of the Allegations with the exception of particular 1 

a). In respect of allegation 1 c) ii) it was denied that the meeting was pre-arranged. In 

respect of allegation 1 d) ii) it was denied that Mr Brazier hugged Pupil A. 

Mr Brazier did not admit either unacceptable conduct or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

There were no preliminary applications. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 5 to 11 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 13 to 22 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 24 to 121 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 123 to 145  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

A Statement of Agreed Facts – page 11a 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

Witness A, Father of Pupil A 

Witness B, relative  of Pupil A 

Individual A, Hertfordshire Constabulary 
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E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing.  

Matthew Brazier was first employed as a teacher at Tannery Drift First School in 2007. In 

2010 he took a role as a teacher at Edwinstree Middle School. One of his pupils was 

Pupil A. He was her teacher for two subjects. During his time at Tannery Drift First School 

and in May 2011 at Edwinstree Middle School, Mr Brazier was alerted to concerns 

relating to maintaining appropriate boundaries with pupils. 

In addition, Mr Brazier was a coach at a Rugby Club, in which capacity he also had 

contact with Pupil A. Pupil A was 13 years old in 2011 and was part of a rugby team 

which Mr Brazier coached. She would attend regular training sessions at the rugby club 

both during the week and on Sunday, as well as attend some club social events, such as 

a trip to watch another rugby team play. 

Following a trip to [Redacted] Mr Brazier took Pupil A back to her house at some point 

between 10pm and 11pm. That appears to have given her parents cause for concern. On 

19 July 2011 there was a meeting between Pupil A and Mr Brazier at the local Co-op. 

Her father saw her returning from the Co-op and Mr Brazier tooting his horn as he drove 

past. This gave him further cause for concern and so he sought the advice of a police 

officer [Redacted] . That discussion eventually led to the interview by the police of Pupil A 

and the arrest of Mr Brazier. No charges were brought as a result of that investigation. 

A number of concerns arose as a result of that investigation. There had been a significant 

amount of SMS message correspondence between Mr Brazier and Pupil A. Mr Brazier 

had met with Pupil A on a number of occasions outside of school, firstly, by going running 

with her [Redacted] and, secondly, by meeting her at the local Co-op on the evening of 

19 July 2011. There was CCTV evidence that at the meeting at the Co-op Mr Brazier had 

hugged or put his arm around Pupil A. In addition, there were concerns that Mr Brazier 

had also hugged or put his arm around Pupil A after training sessions at the rugby club. 

The school conducted a disciplinary investigation into Mr Brazier's conduct which 

resulted in his dismissal in January 2012. 
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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: 

1. Whilst employed at Edwinstree Middle School, Buntingford during the 

2010/2011 academic year, you failed to maintain appropriate boundaries with 

Pupil A, a 13 year old student, including that you; 

b) Sent text messages to her on more than one occasion; 

This particular has been admitted and is therefore found proved. The panel saw and 

accepted documentary evidence demonstrating that SMS messages had been sent from 

Mr Brazier to Pupil A's mobile telephone. Mr Brazier did not dispute that he sent SMS 

messages to Pupil A from his mobile telephone.  

The panel accepted that it was likely that a proportion of the SMS messages sent by Mr 

Brazier to Pupil A were concerned with the rugby club. This was supported by the 

evidence of Witness A. The panel only had sight of a spreadsheet of the timing of SMS 

messages and calls from Mr Brazier's mobile telephone to Pupil A. There was a 

significant volume of SMS messages sent to Pupil A and a significant number of those 

were sent very late at night. No evidence was placed before it of calls or texts made from 

Pupil A's mobile telephone to Mr Brazier. The panel considers it unlikely that all of the 

SMS messages sent by Mr Brazier to Pupil A related to rugby arrangements and the like.  

The NCTL relied on exhibit HCR02, a document which purported to record the contents 

of two SMS messages received by Pupil A on 19 July 2011 and the contents of two SMS 

messages sent by her to Mr Brazier that same day. This was the only evidence before 

the panel of the content of any SMS messages. Individual A gave evidence that she 

seized the document on 21 July 2011 from Pupil A's mother and that she was told by 

Pupil A's mother that she had written it. The panel did not have the benefit of seeing Pupil 

A's mother give evidence. Witness A, Pupil A's father, was asked if he recognised the 

handwriting. He did not. He was asked if he would recognise Pupil A's mother's 

handwriting and he confirmed that he would. The panel noted that there appeared to be 

two different types of handwriting on the document. There is no other evidence as 

regards the provenance of the document. Mr Brazier denied that he had sent the SMS 

messages as set out in the document and stated that they were not worded in the sort of 

way he would write SMS messages. The timing of the SMS messages, as recorded in the 

document, does correlate to the schedule of SMS messages prepared by Individual A  .  

Whilst the panel is satisfied that SMS messages were sent to Pupil A's mobile by Mr 

Brazier at 8.24pm and 8.33pm on 19 July 2011, shortly prior to their meeting at the Co-

op, it is not satisfied on the balance of probablilities that the contents of those two SMS 

messages recorded in exhibit HCR02 are accurate. In addition, the panel is also not 
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satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the contents of the two other SMS messages 

recorded in HCR02 are accurate. 

Given the volume and the timing of SMS messages sent to Pupil A, the panel considers 

that Mr Brazier failed to maintain appropriate boundaries with Pupil A. 

d) Hugged and/or put your arm around Pupil A on one occasion or more, 

including; 

ii. On or around 19 July 2011 in the vicinity of a Co-op shop;  

There is no dispute that Mr Brazier put his arm around the shoulders of Pupil A. It is clear 

on the CCTV footage that immediately prior to parting ways he put his arm around Pupil 

A's shoulders in the car park. There does not appear to be anybody else present. 

However, the panel does not find that the CCTV shows that there was a 'hug'. The panel 

considers that there is a distinction to be properly drawn between the use in the 

allegations of the word "hug" and the phrase "put your arm around". The former implies 

closer physical contact than the panel was satisfied the CCTV shows. 

There was no evidence put before the panel of the reason why Mr Brazier put his arm 

around Pupil A. In the absence of any appropriate justification for Mr Brazier's putting his 

arm around Pupil A, the panel considers that he failed to maintain appropriate boundaries 

given that he was apparently alone in a car park with Pupil A and outside a rugby setting. 

2. You behaved in the manner set out at 1 above despite having previously been 

spoken to by teacher colleagues about appropriate professional boundaries, 

including; 

a) During discussions with the Headteacher of the Tannery Drift First School in 

July 2008; 

b) During a discussion with the CPSLO of the Tannery Draft First School in 

July 2008; 

c) During a discussion with the Acting Headteacher of the Tannery Draft First 

School in December 2008, when she advised that she considered it 

inappropriate for you to be leading a " [Redacted]  club"; 

d) During a discussion with the Headteacher of Edwinstree Middle School in 

May 2011 following your attendance on a school trip to Normandy. 

These particulars are admitted and therefore found proved. 
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The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, 

for these reasons: 

1. Whilst employed at Edwinstree Middle School, Buntingford during the 

2010/2011 academic year, you failed to maintain appropriate boundaries with 

Pupil A, a 13 year old student, including that you; 

a) Exchanged personal mobile phone numbers with her; 

There was no dispute that Mr Brazier had Pupil A's number and that she had his. The 

panel is unable to determine the exact circumstances in which each came to have the 

other's number, nor is it able to determine the exact timeframe in which that happened. It 

did note that Mr Brazier's number was widely-known and advertised within the school 

community in connection with rugby. However, it is satisfied that, in whatever 

circumstances and over whatever timeframe, each came to be in possession of the 

other's number. 

The panel considered that Mr Brazier did not fail to maintain appropriate boundaries 

because there were exceptional circumstances, namely the fact that he was both Pupil 

A's teacher and her out-of-school rugby coach. As such it was not inappropriate for them 

to have each other's mobile telephone numbers to make arrangements for rugby club 

related matters, at that time. 

c) Met with her outside of school, including; 

i. By going running with Pupil A and [Redacted] on one occasion or more; 

There was no dispute that Mr Brazier went running with Pupil A and [Redacted] on at 

least two occasions. At the time Pupil A's relative agreed in cross-examination that they  

were  a 'responsible adult' and that Pupil A's parents were fully aware of the runs on each 

occasion. Because Mr Brazier was a qualified sports coach and was Pupil A's rugby 

coach outside of school, the panel considered that no boundaries were inappropriately 

breached. 

ii. On or around 19 July 2011 when you met her in the vicinity of a Co-op 

shop; 

There was no dispute that Mr Brazier and Pupil A met at the Co-op. The panel had sight 

of CCTV footage taken from inside and outside the Co-op. The footage showed that they 

met inside at approximately 8.48pm and parted ways in the car park at approximately 

8.53pm. The primary question of fact which the panel had to resolve was whether the 

meeting was pre-planned.  

The panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the meeting was not a complete 

coincidence. The panel noted that there were SMS messages sent by Mr Brazier to Pupil 

A shortly before they met at the Co-op. Mr Brazier was unable in his evidence to provide 
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an explanation of what their contents were. The panel accepted the account of Pupil A as 

recorded in the pre-assessment notes produced by Individual A that she expected to see 

him there. However, the panel was not satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Mr 

Brazier expected to meet Pupil A by herself, nor that the meeting was pre-arranged by 

him. 

Accordingly, the panel concludes that there was no failure to maintain appropriate 

boundaries. 

d) Hugged and/or put your arm around Pupil A on one occasion or more, 

including; 

i. After Pupil A had attended training sessions with the [Redacted] Rugby 

Club; 

There was no dispute that Mr Brazier had put his arm around Pupil A's shoulder after 

training sessions with the [Redacted] Rugby Club. Mr Brazier's evidence was that he did 

this frequently at the time as it was an accepted part of the culture among qualified rugby 

coaches within the club at the time. The panel accepted his evidence that its purpose 

was to assist with the encouragement of successful sporting endeavour. 

In light of Mr Brazier's role at the relevant time, the panel does not consider that he failed 

to maintain appropriate boundaries. 

 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute and/or conviction of a relevant 
offence 

Having found a number of the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable 

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

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

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

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

Part Two, Mr Brazier is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

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

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

professional position; 
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 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. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Brazier's conduct displayed behaviours 

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

found that none of these offences are relevant. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Brazier fell significantly short of the 

standards expected of the profession.  

Mr Brazier was Pupil A's teacher and in a position of trust. During the period 9 July 2011 

to 20 July 2011 there were 69 SMS messages sent by Mr Brazier to Pupil A of which 30 

were sent after 10pm. Pupil A was then 13 years of age. Whilst the panel accepts that 

there were legitimate reasons for being in contact with Pupil A via SMS messages due to 

the need to make arrangements for rugby training and the like, the panel considers that it 

is entirely unacceptable for a teacher to be sending SMS messages to the personal 

mobile of a pupil, particularly one who is 13 years of age, in such volumes and at such a 

time of day. 

The panel further considers that for Mr Brazier to put his arm around Pupil A in the 

circumstances that he did, namely away from rugby, whilst alone with her, and with no 

other appropriate justification for doing so, was inappropriate.  

It is noted that  Mr Brazier had been alerted to concerns about maintaining appropriate 

boundaries with pupils on four previous occasions, most recently in May 2011. 

The panel considers that the particulars 1 b) and 1 d) ii) of the allegation took place 

outside of the education setting. However, Pupil A was taught two subjects by Mr Brazier 

in school. As a result his actions had a direct bearing on the manner in which he fulfilled 

his teaching role.  

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Brazier 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 findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on the individual’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception. 
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The panel therefore finds that Mr Brazier'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/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 protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Brazier, which involved the sending of SMS 

messages to Pupil A and inappropriately putting his arm around her when he met her at 

the Co-op, there is a strong public interest consideration in ensuring that appropriate 

standards of conduct are declared and upheld, that public confidence in the profession is 

maintained, and that pupils are not put at risk by the actions of teachers. However, the 

panel was particularly conscious of the fact that it was making its decision four and a half 

years after the event and that there had been evidence presented to demonstrate that 

circumstances are now considerably different from what they were in 2011. 

The panel considered carefully whether or not it would be appropriate and proportionate 

to impose a prohibition order, taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr 

Brazier. 

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 

Brazier. The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition 

order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven. In the list 

of such behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; and 

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

rights of pupils. 
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Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order's being 

appropriate, 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 considers there to be significant mitigation in this case. Mr Brazier has a 

previous good history and has not been the subject of any previous, formal, disciplinary 

action. 

The panel heard further oral evidence from Mr Brazier. The panel considers that Mr 

Brazier now has considerable insight into his actions and why they were inappropriate, 

whereas in 2011 he showed naivety and did not take the need to observe appropriate 

boundaries sufficiently seriously. The panel received a number of testimonials which 

testified to his abilities both as a teacher and as a rugby coach. Those testimonials came 

from teacher colleagues, parents, and colleagues at [Redacted] Rugby Club.The panel 

accepts Mr Brazier's evidence that he would in future act differently and not engage in 

sending SMS messages to pupils. 

The panel considers that Mr Brazier now presents as a very different person from the one 

who showed a failure to observe appropriate boundaries in 2011. He was made subject 

to a 3 year ban by the Rugby Football Union from attending rugby where children are 

present; he was dismissed from his employment in 2011 and made subject to an interim 

prohibition by the NCTL for 2 years from 2013, thereby effectively precluding him from 

teaching for four and a half years; and during the course of the police investigation he 

was made subject to a bail condition which precluded him from having any contact with 

children whatsoever. The panel accepts the submission of the Teacher's Representative 

that he is a talented teacher who can make a substantial contribution to the profession. It 

considers that it would be in the wider public interest for him to return to the profession. 

The panel is therefore not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate 

response.  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 is not 

appropriate in this case. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendations of the 

panel.  

 

I have noted in particular those allegations where the panel has found the facts proven 

and where they have found the facts do and do not amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct, and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 
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Mr Brazier failed to maintain appropriate boundaries with a 13 year old student, during 

the 2010/11 academic year.  

The panel has considered the public interest both in favour of and against prohibition as 

well as the interests of Mr Brazier. The panel considers there to be significant mitigation 

in this case. Mr Brazier has a previous good history and has not been the subject of any 

previous, formal, disciplinary action. I agree with the panel that the nature and severity of 

the behaviour is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum, and that it would be in 

the wider public interest for Mr Brazier to return to the profession. 

 

Mr Brazier was subject to an Interim Prohibition Order by the NCTL in 2013, and during 

the course of the police investigation he was made subject to a bail condition which 

precluded him from having any contact with children whatsoever.  The panel considers 

that Mr Brazier now has considerable insight into his actions and why they were 

inappropriate.  

Taking into account that there has been a finding of unprofessional conduct, which is a 

serious matter in itself, I agree with the panel’s recommendation that prohibition is not 

proportionate and appropriate in this case. 

 

 

 

Decision maker: Jayne Millions  

Date: 18 January 2016 

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

State. 


