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

Teacher:   Mr Adam Lang 

NCTL case ref no:  12564 

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 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Adam Lang. 

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. 

Mr Adam Lang was present and was represented by Mr Tim Glover. His case was heard 

jointly with the case of Ms Judith Barton who was not present but who was represented by 

Mr Andrew Faux. 

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 Mr Lang was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as the principal at 

School B ("the school"), Middlesex: 

1. Between 22 November 2011 and 26 November 2011 he failed to fulfil his obligations 

in relation to safeguarding responsibilities, in that in particular he: 

a. Failed to adequately support and/or instigate an investigation into an 

allegation against a member of staff (Individual A) regarding a safeguarding 

concern in relation to Pupil A; 

b. Failed to inform the local authority designated officer ("LADO") of the 

safeguarding concern; 

c. Failed to direct the designated safeguarding officer ("DSO") to contact the 

LADO. 

2. Between 28 April 2013 and 4 May 2013 he failed to fulfil his obligations in relation to 

his safeguarding responsibilities, in that specifically he: 

a. Failed to adequately support and/or instigate an investigation into an 

allegation against Individual A regarding a safeguarding concern in relation to 

Individual A and Pupil A; 

b. Failed to inform the LADO of the safeguarding concerns; 

c. Failed to direct the DSO to immediately contact the LADO. 

3. Failed to ensure that his own knowledge and experience in relation to issues of 

safeguarding was relevant and current in order to fulfil his role as principal in 

ensuring the safety and welfare of pupils at the school. 

4. Failed to ensure that safeguarding procedures were implemented in the management 

of the allegations: 

a. In 2011; 

b. In 2013. 

5. Failed to adequately assess the risk and take appropriate action to mitigate the risks 

presented by the allegations: 

a. In 2011; 

b. In 2013. 

The allegations were admitted in their entirety by Mr Lang. Furthermore, it was admitted by 

Mr Lang that the admitted facts as set out in the allegations amounted to unacceptable 
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professional conduct.  It was submitted on behalf of Mr Lang that the allegation that his 

conduct may bring the profession into disrepute was denied.   

C. Preliminary applications 

Application to Amend 

The presenting officer applied to amend allegations 1a and 2a by the inclusion of the word 

"adequately" in relation to the failure to support the investigation. 

There was no objection to the application and the panel granted the amendment. 

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 Mr Lang, Mr Glover applied to the panel for leave to submit an additional 

reference and a certificate of attendance at a designated safeguarding officer refresher 

course.  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 12 to 18 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements, pages 20 to 47 

Section 4: NCTL documents, pages 49 to 247 and 323 to 329 
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Section 5: Teacher documents, pages 301 to 316 and 319 to 321 

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: 

Witness A, an independent education consultant; 

Witness B, a safeguarding advisor; 

Witness C, personal assistant to the principal at the school 

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.   



7 

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. 

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. 
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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: 

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 support and/or instigate an investigation into an 

allegation against a member of staff (Individual A) regarding a 

safeguarding concern in relation to Pupil A; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

Although Mr Lang was not at school on 22 November 2011, when he attended on the 

following day, he neither supported nor instigated an investigation into the circumstances 

giving rise to the complaint about Individual A's behaviour towards Pupil A as if it were a 

safeguarding concern.  At all times, Mr Lang approached the matter as if it were more a 

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

of Individual A becoming a Facebook "friend" of Pupil A. 

Mr Lang failed to approach this incident as a matter of safeguarding or child protection 

despite the fact that he was aware that the content of the Facebook message referenced 

Pupil A's navel and cleavage. Even though it was suggested that Individual A had reacted to 

an approach by Pupil A saying that he was taking, "…an adult stance" in  that he was 

advising Pupil A against posting such photographs on line, Mr Lang should have been 

alerted to the potential risk of a child protection issue which should have been referred.    

However, the comment allegedly made by Individual A on Facebook that he, "….. wished 

you (Pupil A) were older" was not known to Mr Lang at that time. 

Even so, the panel was particularly concerned that, taking account of Mr Lang's knowledge, 

he did not approach this matter as if it was an issue of child protection and safeguarding. 

b. Failed to inform the local authority designated officer ("LADO") of the 

safeguarding concern; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved.   

As this related to an allegation concerning a member of staff, it was Mr Lang's duty, as 

principal, to refer this matter to LADO. 

Ms Barton continued to have concerns relating to the complaint that had been made and 

had taken advice from an external third party who had recommended that the matter should 

be referred to the LADO.  The panel found that this email had not been brought to Mr Lang's 
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attention.  Notwithstanding that, taking account of the information available to him, the panel 

was satisfied that he had failed to inform the LADO of the safeguarding concern. 

c. Failed to direct the designated safeguarding officer ("DSO") to contact 

the LADO. 

This particular was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

The panel was satisfied that the primary responsibility for referring this matter to the LADO 

was Mr Lang's.  However, Mr Lang stated in his evidence that there had been incidents in 

the past when Ms Barton, as DSO, had referred to the LADO allegations relating to 

members of staff.   

It was open to Mr Lang to direct Ms Barton as DSO to contact the LADO but he failed to do 

so. 

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

relation to your safeguarding responsibilities, in that specifically you: 

a. Failed to adequately support and/or instigate an investigation into an 

allegation against Individual A regarding a safeguarding concern in 

relation to Individual A and Pupil A; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

Early in 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. 

Ms Barton met with Mr Lang who, rather than refer the matter to the LADO, requested Ms 

Barton to meet with Individual A with another member of staff attending as a witness.  The 

person suggested by Mr Lang to attend as a witness was not available and therefore Ms 

Barton re-arranged the meeting 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 show 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 hospital 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, 

the anonymous caller 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. 
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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 approach, and steps taken by Mr Lang 

when he became aware of the serious complaint were wholly inadequate. 

b. Failed to inform the LADO of the safeguarding concerns; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

Taking account of the information provided to Mr Lang on 29 April 2013, the panel found 

that he should have ensured the LADO was notified immediately.  There were clear and 

obvious child protection and safeguarding issues which should have been brought to the 

LADO's attention.  This is particularly so as Mr Lang would, or should, have had in mind the 

complaint which had been made in 2011 relating to the same member of staff and the same 

pupil.  Once the matter had been referred to the LADO, the school would then have followed 

the advice and instruction provided.   

c. Failed to direct the DSO to immediately contact the LADO. 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

The panel concluded that this failure is linked with his failure to inform the LADO himself as 

particularised above.  In any event, even if he were unable to do so, Mr Lang should have 

directed Ms Barton as DSO to immediately contact the LADO. 

3. Failed to ensure that your own knowledge and experience in relation to issues 

of safeguarding was relevant and current in order to fulfil your role as principal 

in ensuring the safety and welfare of pupils at the school. 

This allegation was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

Mr Lang accepted, and the panel found, that he had failed to keep himself sufficiently 

informed of issues relating to child protection and safeguarding to enable him to fully 

understand the expectations of him as principal and the responsibilities that form part of his 

role in ensuring the safety and welfare of pupils at the school.  Mr Lang confirmed that, 

since the events in April 2013, he has attended appropriate training which had illustrated to 

him the gaps in his knowledge which would have enabled him to meet the expectations of 

the legislation and guidance relevant to his role as principal in the areas of safeguarding 

and child protection.  It was accepted by Mr Lang, and the panel found, that had he 

acquired the appropriate level of knowledge through proper training, his approach would 

have been fundamentally different in respect of the events of 2011 and 2013 both of which, 

as has been acknowledged by him, should have been reported to LADO immediately. 

4. Failed to ensure that safeguarding procedures were implemented in the 

management of the allegations: 

a. In 2011; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 
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The panel relied on its findings of fact at paragraphs 1(a) to (c) above when finding this 

particular proved. 

b. In 2013. 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved. 

The panel relied on its findings of fact at paragraphs 2(a) to (c) above when finding this 

particular proved. 

5. Failed to adequately assess the risk and take appropriate action to mitigate the 

risks presented by the allegations: 

a. In 2011; 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved.   Had Mr Lang assessed the 

risks adequately, the panel found that he would have referred the matter to the LADO.  This 

would have ensured that appropriate action was taken at the direction of, and with advice 

from, the LADO to mitigate any risk to the safety and welfare of Pupil A. 

b. In 2013. 

This was admitted by Mr Lang and the panel found it proved.   Had Mr Lang assessed the 

risks adequately, the panel found that he would have referred the matter to the LADO.  This 

would have ensured that appropriate action was taken at the direction of, and with advice 

from, the LADO to mitigate any risk to the safety and welfare of Pupil A. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct likely to bring the professional into disrepute 

The Panel was satisfied that the misconduct of Mr Lang was of a serious nature, falling 

significantly short of the standards expected of a teacher.  Consequently, the panel found 

Mr Lang guilty of both unacceptable professional conduct and also conduct likely to bring 

the profession into disrepute.  

In relation to the events in both 2011 and 2013, Mr Lang had failed to demonstrate 

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

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

panel was particularly concerned that, as principal, Mr Lang had overall responsibility within 

the school for child protection and safeguarding.  However, he had failed to ensure that he 

was sufficiently trained and that he had afforded an appropriate amount of time to make 

sure that he was able to react promptly and correctly when events of the sort which 

occurred in 2011 and 2013 took place.  It was as a consequence of that failure that a pupil 

in his care was placed at risk. 
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Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

The panel’s findings in respect of Mr Lang's unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute represented a serious departure from the 

professional conduct elements of the Teachers' Standards.  

Mr Lang had overall responsibility for the safeguarding of pupils at the school of which he 

was principal.  The panel had found that he had not engaged in an appropriate manner in 

relation to the events which occurred not only in 2011 but also in 2013.  Mr Lang had 

accepted, and the panel had found, that he had failed to ensure that his level of expertise 

and knowledge in the area of child protection was adequate.  Furthermore, whilst 

recognising that the role of a principal was a demanding and diverse one, the safeguarding 

of children, for which he was ultimately responsible, was of paramount importance.  To say 

that he had failed to ascribe sufficient time to this area, whilst honest in its admission, was a 

serious concern. 

Had he ensured that he was properly trained and in possession of up-to-date knowledge of 

current practice in the area of child protection, and had he ensured that he allocated the 

appropriate amount of time and emphasis to this area, it would have been much more likely 

that he would have picked up the warning signs in the course of the events of 2011. 

The same could be said of the circumstances in 2013.  Mr Lang should clearly have reacted 

much more promptly and referred the matter to the LADO. 

The panel appreciated that Mr Lang believed that Ms Barton was a competent and 

experienced DSO.  However, in fairness to him, Mr Lang had not at any stage in the course 

of the hearing attempted to do anything other than take full responsibility for his failings. 

In 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 its findings, it was an 

appropriate and proportionate measure, and whether it was in the public interest to do so. 

The panel recognised that prohibition orders should not be made in order to punish the 

teacher, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although they were likely to have 

punitive effect.   

The panel concluded that each factor forming part of the public interest test was engaged, 

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

the declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

The failings found by the panel had an impact on the protection of not only Pupil A but all 

pupils at the school.  

Furthermore, the fact that these failings had taken place not only in 2011 but also some 18 

months later in 2013 would be of concern to general members of the public and the trust 

they had in  the profession.  It was particularly relevant that, in fact, it was a member of the 
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public who had not had sufficient faith in the school to take the necessary action and who 

had therefore made the referral to the LADO. 

The panel considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession was also present. 

The panel then put in the balance the information it had received about Mr Lang with regard 

to his history and past record in the field of education and his approach to the allegations 

and these proceedings generally. 

The panel had listened carefully to the submissions made on his behalf and had read the 

significant number of testimonials produced, all of which the panel found both relevant and 

supportive. The panel had also heard oral evidence from one referee, Individual D, who 

gave very supportive evidence about Mr Lang's past record as a teacher and his 

involvement in educational leadership. 

At an Ofsted inspection in 2011, the school had been rated as outstanding and Mr Lang's 

leadership had been described as, "inspirational".  He would also have been aware that the 

safeguarding procedures at the school had been marked as a "1" and no doubt he would 

have taken some, albeit misplaced, reassurance from that assessment. 

Finally, the panel had accepted that this sequence of events, whilst serious, represented 

errors of judgment rather than anything deliberate or a cavalier disregard for his 

responsibilities in this crucial area of child protection. 

Mr Lang had attended the hearing. He had admitted each and every allegation and had 

accepted that this amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. 

He had given oral evidence and expressed his unconditional remorse with regard to what 

had happened and took full responsibility. The panel was entirely satisfied that he had 

genuine insight and remorse. The panel was satisfied that the prospect of repetition was 

extremely low. Indeed, Mr Lang produced evidence of relevant safeguarding training, in a 

course entitled, "Designated Safeguarding Officer refresher course" he had attended in 

February 2015. 

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

prohibition order.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel had concluded that it was neither 

appropriate, nor proportionate nor necessary for a prohibition order to be made in respect of 

Mr Lang.  The panel considered that he still had a contribution to make in education.  He 

had said in evidence that he was currently undertaking research in the education of 

migrants and the issue of radicalisation in young people in the UK and abroad. In the 

panel's view, it would be disproportionate for him to be prohibited from being a teacher at all 

as a consequence of the specific failings giving rise to these proceedings.  
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The public interest was satisfied by the fact that there had been a public finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct against Mr Lang and that his conduct had put at risk the 

reputation of the profession. 

For the reasons set out, it was the panel's judgment that this would be a sufficient mark to 

the public of the level of seriousness of the failings of Mr Lang. 

In conclusion, the panel recommends to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

should not be made 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 recommendation made by the 

panel.  

The panel has found that all the allegations proved, and that they 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 also noted insight and remorse. 

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 Mr Lang 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. 

 


