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

Teacher:   Ms Judith Barton 

NCTL case ref no:  12566 

Date of determination: 14 to 16 March 2016 

Former employer:  School B 

 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 14 to 16 March 2016 at the Ramada Hotel 

and Suites, Butts, Coventry, West Midlands CV1 3GG to consider the case of Ms Judith 

Barton. 

The panel members were Mr Mike Carter (teacher panellist - in the chair), Mr Paul Bompas 

(lay panellist) and Ms Ruth Winterson (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Robin Havard of Blake Morgan LLP, solicitors.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Scott Ivill. 

Ms Judith Barton was not present but was represented by Mr Andrew Faux. Her case was 

heard jointly with the case of Mr Adam Lang who was present and was represented by Mr 

Tim Glover.   

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 22 June 

2015.  

It was alleged that Ms Barton was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as the vice 

principal and designated safeguarding officer at School B ("the school"): 

1. Between 22 November 2011 and 26 November 2011 she failed to fulfil her 

obligations in relation to safeguarding responsibilities, in that in particular she: 

a. Failed to adequately act upon a safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A, a 13 

year old pupil; 

b. Failed to escalate the safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A to the local 

authority designated officer ("LADO"); 

c. Failed to provide correct advice to the principal about the allegations in 2011; 

d. Failed to protect and/or provide support to Pupil A in 2011; 

e. Failed to accurately record and maintain the Safeguarding log in relation to 

these matters. 

2. Between 28 April 2013 and 4 May 2013 she failed to fulfil her obligations in relation to 

safeguarding responsibilities, in that in particular she: 

a. Failed to adequately act upon a safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A; 

b. Failed to escalate the safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A to LADO; 

c. Failed to provide correct advice to the principal about the allegations in 2013; 

d. Failed to protect and/or provide support to Pupil A in 2013; 

e. Failed to accurately record and maintain the safeguarding log in relation to 

these matters; 

f. Failed to disclose full details of the 2011 allegation at the strategy meeting on 

3 May 2013. 

3. Between 1 January 2011 and 4 May 2013 she: 

a. Failed to effectively manage the safeguarding responsibilities of the school; 

b. Failed to ensure that safeguarding policies at the school were up to date; 

c. Failed to carry out the responsibilities of the designated safeguarding officer. 

Allegations 1a-c and e, and 2a and b were admitted by Ms Barton who also accepted that 

such conduct amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. Allegations 1d, 2c-f and 3 

were denied. It was also denied that Ms Barton's conduct was conduct which may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 
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C. Preliminary applications 

Additional Documents 

The presenting officer applied for permission to add to the bundle of documents the 

sentencing remarks of the Learned Judge in respect of Individual A dated 28 November 

2014.  There was no objection and the panel granted the application.  

On behalf of Ms Barton, Mr Faux applied to the panel for leave to submit a medical report 

dated 4 March 2016.  The presenting officer did not object and the panel granted the 

application. 

Anonymisation of School 

In accordance with paragraph 4.60 of the Teacher Misconduct – Disciplinary Procedures, 

the presenting officer applied to the panel for an order that the name of the school should be 

anonymised. This was to ensure that as much had been done as possible to minimise the 

risk of Pupil A being identified.  

There was no objection to the application on behalf of Mr Lang and Ms Barton. 

The panel was satisfied that, for the reasons outlined by the presenting officer, it was in the 

interests of justice that the name of the school should not be disclosed during the hearing or 

at all.  The school shall be referred to as School B.  

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Anonymised Pupil List, Chronology and List of Key People, pages 2 to 3 

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

Section 3: NCTL Witness Statements, pages 20 to 47 

Section 4: NCTL Documents, pages 49 to 247 and 323 to 329 

Section 5: Teacher documents, pages 249 to 300 and 317 to 318 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the presenting officer: 
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Witness A, an independent education consultant; 

Witness B, a safeguarding advisor; 

Witness C, personal assistant to the principal at the school 

As stated, the cases of Ms Barton and Mr Lang were heard together. Mr Lang gave 

evidence on his own behalf. 

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. 

Brief Summary 

School B ("the school") is a state secondary school at which, at all material times, Adam 

Peter Lang was principal and Judith Barton was vice principal and designated safeguarding 

officer ("DSO"). 

On 22 November 2011, Ms Barton received an anonymous telephone call alleging that a 

member of staff, Individual A, had made inappropriate contact with a female pupil, Pupil A, 

on Facebook.  In the course of the anonymous call, it was alleged that there was reference 

to the navel or "belly" and cleavage of Pupil A and a comment made by Individual A to the 

effect "wished she were older".   

The principal, Mr Lang, was not present on 22 November 2011 and the call was not brought 

to his attention until the following day. 

Another teacher at the school, Individual B, was acting principal for Mr Lang on the day of 

his absence. 

On 23 November 2011, Ms Barton asked Individual B to investigate the Facebook pages 

and informed Mr Lang of the allegation made by the anonymous caller.   

It was agreed that Ms Barton would meet with Individual A. Whilst no reference was made 

to the specific allegation of what had been said on Facebook, this was investigated as a 

disciplinary matter arising out of a breach of the school's ICT policy relating to the 

inappropriate use of Facebook and the matter was not investigated from the perspective of 

child protection or safeguarding. Neither Pupil A nor the parents of Pupil A were notified. 
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On 29 April 2013, Ms Barton received an anonymous call early in the morning.  It transpired 

that the person who made the call was the same person who made the complaint in 

November 2011.   

The caller reported that inappropriate contact was taking place between Individual A and 

Pupil A. 

Ms Barton met with Mr Lang who instructed Ms Barton to meet with Individual A with 

another member of staff to attend as a witness. However, this did not take place on 29 April 

2013 and the meeting was postponed to the following morning. 

Mr Lang instructed Ms Barton to ensure that Pupil A received support from the pastoral care 

team but it is not clear whether this actually happened. 

On 30 April 2013, Individual A reported in sick and therefore the meeting again did not take 

place.   

On 1 May 2013, Ms Barton was away ill. 

As a result of no action being taken by the School, the caller contacted the local authority 

designated officer for safeguarding ("LADO") who, in turn, notified the Police. The Police 

informed the LADO that they would be arresting Individual A at the end of the school day. 

The LADO informed Mr Lang in order to make the necessary arrangements. 

Individual A was arrested on that day. He was subsequently prosecuted and was sentenced 

to 2 years having pleaded guilty to two counts of sexual activity with a child. 

On 2 May 2013, Ms Barton and her deputy DSO, Individual C, interviewed Pupil A and the 

LADO informed the school that a multi agency strategy meeting would be held to review the 

disclosure received not only on 1 May 2013 but also the events which took place in 2011. 

On 3 May 2013, both Ms Barton and Mr Lang attended the strategy meeting.   

Subsequently, on 14 May 2014, at the instruction of the chair of governors, Witness A 

commenced an investigation into the events of 2011 and 2013. The investigation included 

interviews with Ms Barton and Mr Lang. 

On 11 September 2014 both Ms Barton and Mr Lang resigned from their positions at the 

school.  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

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

reasons: 
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1. Between 22 November 2011 and 26 November 2011 you failed to fulfil your 

obligations in relation to safeguarding responsibilities, in that in particular you: 

a. Failed to adequately act upon a safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A, 

a 13 year old pupil; 

This is admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 

On Tuesday 22 November 2011, Ms Barton received an anonymous telephone call in which 

she learnt that Individual A had been in contact with Pupil A on Facebook. 

Ms Barton subsequently prepared a log sheet in which she recorded, "comments have been 

made about the girl's "belly" and cleavage and the member of staff has said they wished 

she were older or not as young". 

Subsequently, Individual A claimed that he was merely responding to the posting of a 

photograph of Pupil A and he was adopting an, "adult stance" advising her against such 

postings. 

As this related to a member of staff, primary responsibility for making a referral to the LADO 

rested with the principal, Mr Lang, but he was not in school on that day.  One of the other 

vice principals, Individual B, was the acting principal for that day.  However, Ms Barton did 

not refer the matter to him until the following day when she asked Individual B to investigate 

the Facebook pages. 

Ms Barton also met with Mr Lang and informed him of the allegation but without providing 

him with full details of what was said on Facebook. 

Indeed, the matter was not investigated as one which related to child protection or 

safeguarding but rather a breach by Individual A of the school's ICT policy. 

As DSO, Ms Barton then failed to ensure that appropriate action was taken from a child 

protection and safeguarding perspective.   

This was despite the fact that she sought advice from an external third party who 

recommended that the issue be referred to the LADO but this did not take place. 

Even though Ms Barton was the DSO, and even though she indicated in subsequent 

interviews that there was a concern and there was a risk to Pupil A, she failed to act 

accordingly and referred to other senior members of staff not raising alarms about what had 

taken place.  However, responsibility to take appropriate action rested with her in her role as 

DSO. 

b. Failed to escalate the safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A to the local 

authority designated officer ("LADO"); 

This particular was admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 
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The panel was satisfied that, taking account of the nature of the complaint, it was of 

sufficient seriousness to justify referral to the LADO. 

Even though the principal, Mr Lang, had failed to report it, there was an obligation on the 

part of Ms Barton to do so in her capacity as DSO.   

The panel did not accept Ms Barton's account that, whilst she felt that this matter should 

have been referred to the LADO, she felt compromised in her role as DSO. 

Mr Lang gave evidence that he was aware of instances where Ms Barton herself had 

referred matters involving members of staff to the LADO.  Even if there were some reason 

for Mr Lang failing to do so, it was incumbent on Ms Barton to refer the matter. 

c. Failed to provide correct advice to the principal about the allegations in 

2011; 

This particular was admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 

Mr Lang gave evidence of the meeting which took place between him and Ms Barton on 23 

November 2011 when a plan of action was agreed which amounted to, in effect, a 

disciplinary investigation of Individual A as a result of the breach of the ICT policy. 

Finally, Ms Barton has no recollection of referring the principal to any policies or guidance, 

in particular the criteria to be considered when assessing whether an allegation should be 

referred to the LADO. 

e. Failed to accurately record and maintain the safeguarding log in relation 

to these matters. 

This particular was admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 

The safeguarding log in relation to the events in 2011 was incomplete.  It does not record 

the outcome of the investigation nor does it outline, for example, the level of support 

provided to Pupil A.  

2. Between 28 April 2013 and 4 May 2013 you failed to fulfil your obligations in 

relation to safeguarding responsibilities, in that in particular you: 

a. Failed to adequately act upon a safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A; 

This was admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 

Prior to the start of the school day on the morning of Monday 29 April 2013, Ms Barton 

received another anonymous call from the same person who had called in November 2011.  

It was reported to Ms Barton that an inappropriate relationship existed between Individual A 

and Pupil A, the same parties involved in the events in 2011. 

Ms Barton met with the principal, Mr Lang, who requested Ms Barton to meet with Individual 

A with another member of staff attending as a witness.  The person suggested by Mr Lang 
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to attend as a witness was not available and therefore Ms Barton re-arranged the meeting 

with Individual A for the following morning without updating Mr Lang. 

In the meantime, Mr Lang instructed Ms Barton to refer Pupil A to the pastoral care team 

although there was no evidence provided to suggest that Pupil A received such support. 

On the following day, 30 April 2013, Individual A did not attend school and claimed that he 

was sick.  As a consequence, the meeting did not take place.  Furthermore, Ms Barton was 

called to a hospital appointment and she did not attend work on 1 May 2013. 

As a consequence of neither Mr Lang nor Ms Barton reacting adequately to the complaint, it 

was in fact the anonymous caller who contacted the LADO and outlined her concerns with 

regard to the relationship between Individual A and Pupil A and the fact that both were still 

present at the school. 

The LADO contacted the Police and she was told to liaise with Mr Lang as it was the 

intention of the Police to arrest Individual A at the end of the school day.  On 2 May 2013, 

Ms Barton and her deputy DSO interviewed Pupil A and the LADO informed Ms Barton and 

Mr Lang that a strategy meeting would be held the following day which they duly attended. 

The panel found that the actions taken by Ms Barton in her role as DSO regarding the 

safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A was wholly inadequate, particularly taking account of 

her knowledge of the events of 2011. 

Ms Barton should have ensured that either Mr Lang or she herself or, for example, her 

Deputy DSO, reported the matter immediately to the LADO who would then assume 

responsibility and provide appropriate directions to the school on what action should be 

taken.  It was of particular concern to the panel that it was the anonymous caller who felt the 

need to contact the LADO direct and make the referral. 

b. Failed to escalate the safeguarding issue concerning Pupil A to LADO; 

This particular was admitted by Ms Barton and the panel found it proved. 

The panel repeated its findings in respect of 2(a) above. 

The panel did not accept the explanations put forward by Ms Barton relating to the failure to 

refer the matter to the LADO. 

c. Failed to provide correct advice to the principal about the allegations in 

2013; 

This was denied by Ms Barton. 

In her interview, whilst Ms Barton stated that she had told Mr Lang that she wanted more  to 

take place, there was a failure to advise him that an immediate referral to the LADO should 

take place.  
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In his evidence, Mr Lang confirmed that he had not been advised that an immediate referral 

to the LADO was necessary when clearly, taking account of the seriousness of the 

allegations, that advice should have been given. 

Consequently, the panel found this particular proved. 

d. Failed to protect and/or provide support to Pupil A in 2013; 

This particular was denied. 

The events in 2013 could be contrasted to the events of 2011 when the contact which gave 

rise to the complaint was on Facebook. On this occasion, Ms Barton had been informed of a 

situation in which Pupil A and Individual A had met. 

Despite her knowledge of the events in 2011 involving the same pupil and member of staff, 

and despite the nature of the complaint made on 29 April 2013, Ms Barton failed to take 

immediate steps to ensure that Pupil A and Individual A were unable to have any contact 

with each other, and failed to ensure that the LADO was notified immediately. This 

represented a failure to protect and provide support to Pupil A. The fact that  Ms Barton had 

a hospital appointment and the fact that she claimed she found it difficult to communicate 

readily with Mr Lang were not sufficient to excuse Ms Barton's failures. 

On this basis, the panel found this particular proved.  

e. Failed to accurately record and maintain the safeguarding log in relation 

to these matters; 

This was denied. 

However, the panel accepted the evidence of Witness B and found that the safeguarding 

log was not an accurate record in that it was not a contemporaneous and comprehensive 

log of events as they unfolded. The log was selective in relation to the issues it recorded. 

The log was also incomplete in that it only recorded events on 29 April 2013. 

The panel found this particular proved. 

f. Failed to disclose full details of the 2011 allegation at the strategy 

meeting on 3 May 2013. 

This particular was denied. 

At the strategy meeting, only one copy of the log was handed in. The log recording the 

events of 2011 contained reference to the comment made by Individual A that he "wished 

she were older or not as young". This was a material piece of information which Ms Barton 

should have ensured was brought to the attention of those in attendance.   

The panel did not accept Ms Barton's explanation that it was sufficient that the information 

was contained in the log. The panel also did not accept as adequate Ms Barton's indication 
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that she felt unable to mention this in the presence of Mr Lang.  Her overriding concern 

should have been for the welfare of Pupil A. In failing to mention this important detail, the 

panel was satisfied that she failed to disclose full details of the 2011 allegation at the 

strategy meeting. 

Consequently, the panel found this particular proved. 

3. Between 1 January 2011 and 4 May 2013 you: 

a. Failed to effectively manage the safeguarding responsibilities of the 

school; 

b. Failed to ensure that safeguarding policies at the school were up to date; 

c. Failed to carry out the responsibilities of the designated safeguarding 

officer. 

Particulars 3(a) and (b) were denied.  Particular 3(c) was admitted insofar as it related to the 

events surrounding Individual A and Pupil A. 

The panel considered that the particulars were interlinked. 

The panel accepted the evidence of Witness B who stated that the child protection and 

safeguarding policies at the school were not properly reviewed and up-to-date.  The policy 

examined for 2011 did not reflect accepted practice and statutory guidance and there was 

no reference to other published guidance.  Furthermore, there was no evidence that Ms 

Barton had reacted to the events in 2011 by reflecting lessons learnt from those events in 

the policy review in 2012. 

Witness B, who the panel found to be a reliable and credible witness, concluded that the 

school's policies for 2011 and 2012 did not draw on the DfE document safeguarding 

children and the local authority model child protection policy. Whilst witness B accepted that 

the policy of the Local Authority could have been clearer on this topic, Ms Barton, as an 

experienced DSO, would have had access to national and other guidance. 

The school's safeguarding policy made no reference to whistleblowing procedures although 

there was a separate whistle blowing policy held by the school.  However, it was of 

particular importance that the child protection and safeguarding policies are fit for purpose 

and Witness B found them not to be so. 

There was no reference to any procedure which staff should follow if they have 

safeguarding concerns about a staff member or volunteer, nor did Witness B find any 

reference to the role of the local authority in such a situation. 

In this way, and as the person responsible for safeguarding, Ms Barton had failed to 

effectively manage the safeguarding responsibilities of the school. 
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In addition, when witness B inspected a sample of the safeguarding files, she found them to 

be, "muddily" and badly organised.  Furthermore, certain information relating to a particular 

matter may be found on a paper file but there may have been other information in relation to 

that same matter which may have been found stored electronically on a hard drive.  This 

was clearly inefficient and ran the risk of a third party being unable to establish the complete 

picture. 

Finally, as the person ultimately responsible for safeguarding throughout the school, Mr 

Lang had accepted that his level of knowledge, expertise, and training were inadequate.  

Nevertheless, as the DSO, Ms Barton had failed to ensure that he had sufficient skills and 

knowledge to fulfil his role in this vital area.   

In the circumstances, whilst Ms Barton had accepted that she had failed to carry out the 

responsibilities of the DSO in respect of the events surrounding Pupil A, and whilst it found 

that element proved, the panel also found proved a general failure on the part of Ms Barton 

to carry out her responsibilities as DSO. 

For these reasons, the panel found allegations 3(a), (b) and (c) proved. 

The panel found the following particular not proved: 

1d. Failed to protect and/or provide support to Pupil A in 2011; 

This was denied by Ms Barton. 

Whilst it was not documented, the panel accepted the written explanation provided by Ms 

Barton who indicated that she had asked the Deputy DSO to interview Pupil A and to 

monitor her behaviour and also to monitor the behaviour of Individual A from the perspective 

of keeping Pupil A safe. Moreover, Ms Barton had a number of meetings with Pupil A to ask 

after her welfare. 

Whilst in the panel's view, the failure by Ms Barton to report this matter to Pupil A's parents 

was significant, there was sufficient evidence that a level of support and protection had 

been provided to Pupil A and therefore the panel found this particular not proved. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute 

The Panel was satisfied that, in respect of those allegations found proved,  the misconduct 

of Ms Barton was of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the standard expected of a 

teacher.  In the circumstances, the panel found Ms Barton guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct and also of conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  In 

this area of child protection, Ms Barton's failures must put at risk the trust the public placed 

in the teaching profession. 
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In relation to the events in both 2011 and 2013, Ms Barton had failed to demonstrate 

consistently high standards of professional conduct in that she failed to have sufficient 

regard to the need to safeguard pupils' wellbeing in accordance with statutory provisions.  

The panel was particularly concerned that, as DSO, Ms Barton had a critical role to fulfil in 

ensuring the protection of the welfare and safety of pupils at the school.  However, on two 

separate occasions, the failures as particularised above had placed a pupil at risk.  

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

The panel’s findings in respect of Ms Barton's failings as DSO, both specific and general, 

represented serious departures from the professional conduct elements of the Teachers' 

Standards. 

The panel considered that Ms Barton's lack of proper action in 2011, the repetition of similar 

failure in 2013, her general failure to manage effectively the safeguarding responsibilities of 

the school and to carry out her responsibilities as DSO were matters of considerable 

concern. 

The panel was satisfied that such failures contributed to Pupil A being at risk.  Had proper 

action being taken in 2011, the risk of what took place in 2013 could have been greatly 

reduced. 

In taking on the role of DSO, Ms Barton accepted the heavy responsibilities which came 

with such a role revolving around the fundamental duty to protect the well-being of children.  

In such circumstances, and when considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of 

State that a prohibition order should be made, the panel had to consider whether, in the light 

of the conduct and failings by Ms Barton, and the mitigating circumstances brought to the 

panel's attention, it was an appropriate and proportionate measure, and in the public 

interest to do so. The panel took into account that 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 believed that all three factors in the public interest test were engaged, namely: 

the protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and the 

declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. The panel recognised that it was 

necessary to weigh in the balance the public interest considerations with the personal 

interests of Ms Barton. 

In favour of Ms Barton, the panel had taken into account the fact that, at the Ofsted 

inspection in 2011, not only had the school been rated as outstanding but the child 

protection and safeguarding was rated as "1" (outstanding). 

The panel had accepted the submission made on behalf of Ms Barton that, whilst not put 

forward as an excuse, she had gained a false sense of reassurance from such an 

assessment and believed that she was fulfilling her role competently. 
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The panel was satisfied that Ms Barton's failures were not deliberate and that, at all times, 

she had endeavoured to protect the interests of children under her charge and to address 

the issues with which she was confronted. 

It was the panel's opinion, after extensive deliberation, that Ms Barton had made serious 

errors of judgment and that, unfortunately, there had been consequences which had flowed 

from those errors. 

However, the panel went on to consider whether, in the light of such errors, it was 

appropriate, proportionate and necessary to recommend that Ms Barton should be 

prohibited from the teaching profession. 

The panel noted that Ms Barton had a very good record as a teacher over many years. 

Indeed, in relation to her work as DSO, the LADO had referred to her, "experience and 

balanced approach".  

The panel also took into account the fact that she had admitted a number of the allegations 

before her and, through her advocate, had apologised for her failures. 

In this way, the panel was satisfied that Ms Barton had shown a proper level of insight and 

had also shown genuine remorse. 

The panel believed that it would be inappropriate for Ms Barton to be involved in the future 

in a leadership role in  the area of child protection and safeguarding. However, taking 

everything into account, the panel concluded that there was no real risk of any repetition of 

such behaviour and that it would be disproportionate for a prohibition order to be made in 

this case. 

The public interest was satisfied by the public recognition that there had been serious 

failings on Ms Barton's part and that there had been a finding against her of unacceptable 

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

Therefore, the panel's recommendation to the Secretary of State was that a prohibition 

order should not be made in respect of Ms Barton.   

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation made by the 

panel.  

The panel has found that those allegations which they found proved of Ms Barton’s amount 

to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct likely to bring the profession into 

disrepute.  

However the panel has also weighed up the public interest and the interests of the teacher 

and the need to be proportionate. The panel has noted insight and remorse.  
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It is clear that the panel have reached a position that their finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct is itself a public recognition of the serious failing of Ms Barton in this 

case. However, when weighed against all of the other evidence and mitigation the panel has 

determined not to recommend prohibition in this case.  

I have also reached that judgement and for the reasons given I accept the recommendation 

of the panel.  

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 21 March 2016 

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

State. 

 


