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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 16 – 19 September 2013 at 53-55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Sandra Reilly.   

The Panel members were Dr Geoffrey Penzer (Lay Panellist– in the Chair), Mrs Fiona 

Tankard (Teacher Panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Paul Owston of Berrymans Lace Mawer LLP 

Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Ms Chloe Binding of Kingsley Napley 

LLP Solicitors. 

Ms Reilly was present and was represented by Ms Sarah Gill of the NUT. 

The hearing took place in public, save for that part which dealt with mitigation, which was 

dealt with in private, and was recorded.   

  

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

Teacher:    Ms Sandra Reilly 

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  9707 

Date of Determination: 19 September 2013 

Former employer:  The Observatory School, Wirral 



 

4 

B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 24 June 

2013. 

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

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

Whilst employed at The Observatory School, Wirral, she; 

1. Displayed intimidating and aggressive behaviour towards pupils, including: 
 

a. speaking in very loud and derogatory terms to Pupil A, a student with 
ADHD and SEBD; 

b. verbally abusing Pupil B, a student with SEBD, ADHD, OCD and 
Aspergers, in her office which caused him distress; 

c. screaming at Pupil B as she shook him forwards and backwards; 
d. screaming at Pupil R, a student with SEBD and ADHD whilst pushing her 

face near to Pupil R’s face. 
 

2. Made inappropriate physical contact with pupils, including: 
 

a. poking Pupil A in his chest with her finger repeatedly; 
b. grabbing Pupil A by his collar; 
c. grabbing Pupil B by his shirt collar and shaking him forward and backwards 

to the point where he banged his head on a wall; 
d. grabbing Pupil B and pushing him against the stairway; 
e. grabbing Pupil B by the collar and pushing him into a vehicle in the car 

park; 
f. grabbing Pupil R by his neck and holding him against a wall. 

 
3. Used inappropriate language and/or  behaved in an inappropriate and 

unprofessional manner towards colleagues, including: 
 

a. Mr X; 
b. Mr Y. 

 
4. Falsified pupil assessment records by increasing the expected levels for a 

significant group of KS3 pupils based on their KS2 results. 
 

5. Instructed a colleague, Mr X, to enter incorrect data relating to KS2 pupil 
assessment records.  This allegation was withdrawn by Ms Binding (see below). 

 

6. Failed to report and act on a serious safeguarding incident when a pupil, Pupil C, 
was found to be in possession of two knives at School. 

 

Ms Reilly denied the facts of all of the allegations except 1 b. and 3 b. which she 
admitted.  She denied that the facts of allegation 1 b. amounted to unacceptable 
professional conduct and admitted that the facts of allegation 3 b. amounted to 
unacceptable professional conduct, 
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C. Preliminary applications 

Ms Binding made an application for Pupils A & B to be dealt with as vulnerable witnesses 

and to be screened off from Ms Reilly when giving their evidence.  This was allowed.  Ms 

Binding also made an application to amend the allegations by withdrawing allegation 5. 

This was allowed.  Ms Gill made an application to submit additional documents.  This was 

allowed (see below). 

Ms Gill later made an application for that part of the hearing in relation to mitigation 

(which included part of Ms Reilly’s evidence and the evidence of individual G) to be heard 

in private.  This was allowed.  

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

 Section 1: Chronology & anonymised pupil list – on pages 1 - 4 

 Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response on pages 5 - 15  

 Section 3: Teaching Agency statements - on pages 16 - 53 

 Section 4: National College for Teaching & Leadership documents 54 - 174 

 Section 5: Teacher documents - on pages 175 - 272 
 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

Additional Teacher documents – on pages 272.1 – 272.190 

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

hearing and read the additional Teacher documents during the course of the hearing. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from  

Pupil A – pupil at The Observatory School – called by Ms Binding 

Pupil B – pupil at The Observatory School – called by Ms Binding 

Witness C –Deputy Headteacher at The Observatory School – called by Ms Binding 

Witness D – Personal Assistant to Headteacher at The Observatory School – called by 

Ms Binding 

Witness E – Office Manager at The Observatory School – called by Ms Binding 
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Witness F – Headteacher of The Observatory School – called by Ms Binding 

Sandra Reilly – Respondent Teacher – called by Ms Gill 

Sandra Reilly and Individual G (Ms Reilly’s civil partner) gave evidence in mitigation in 

private session – called by Ms Gill. 

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, during the course of the hearing, read all the additional documents 

submitted.  

It is alleged that whilst you were the Headteacher of a school for pupils with emotional 

and behavioural difficulties you behaved in an aggressive manner towards pupils and 

staff, falsified pupil records and failed to report and act on a serious safeguarding 

incident. 

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: 

Whilst employed at The Observatory School, Wirral, you; 

1. Displayed intimidating and aggressive behaviour towards pupils, 
including: 

 
a. speaking in very loud and derogatory terms to Pupil A, a 

student with ADHD and SEBD; 
 

This is the allegation for which you were originally suspended and it is a very serious 

one.  We have therefore given very careful consideration to the evidence available to us 

particularly the direct accounts given by you, Pupil A and Witness E.  It is not possible to 

square their accounts and yours and there are discrepancies between their accounts.  

Further, Pupil A gave a different account in oral evidence of the abusive language that 

was used towards him.  His evidence did remain consistent that you spoke to him in a 

loud and derogatory manner and Witness E’s evidence was clear to that effect.   
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You gave evidence that when you got home you made a contemporaneous note of the 

incident which has been reflected in your statement.  Ms Binding did not challenge you 

about that and we accept that some sort of record was made.  Further, there is an 

absence of any other documentary evidence about the incident. Nevertheless this is a 

situation where cogent oral evidence has been given by a pupil which contradicts your 

account. He readily accepted that he was very fond of you and seems to have regretted 

that you got into trouble.  Similar oral evidence was also given by an adult witness, which 

also directly contradicted your account. Further, given the confined space in which the 

incident occurred, we do not accept that all present would not have been able to see and 

hear what occurred albeit some of the detail may have been lost. 

We therefore consider that on the balance of probabilities you did display aggressive and 

intimidating behaviour towards Pupil A by speaking in very loud and derogatory terms to 

him. 

b. verbally abusing Pupil B, a student with SEBD, ADHD, OCD and 
Aspergers, in your office which caused him distress. 
 

You have admitted that the incident to which this allegation relates did occur and during 

the course of your discussion with Pupil B that your approach had the effect of causing 

him to exhale rapidly and flail his arms about.  You stated that your approach was 

deliberate insofar as you were employing a strategy of confronting Pupil B, at the request 

of Witness C.  You further stated that the effect on Pupil B was caused by a 

misunderstanding on your part about his state before you spoke to him and that had you 

been aware that he was already upset you would not have employed such a strategy.  

Whilst we are prepared to accept your professional judgement about the use of such a 

strategy we do not accept that it was appropriate to employ that without first seeking to 

ascertain for yourself Pupil B’s state of mind. 

 
2. Made inappropriate physical contact with pupils, including: 

 
a. poking Pupil A in his chest with your finger repeatedly. 

 
 
This is the same incident referred to in allegation 1 a. and we have reached the same 

decision in respect of this allegation for similar reasons.  Your verbal and physical 

behaviour was of a piece and again on the balance of probabilities we prefer the 

evidence of Pupil A and Witness E. 

 
3. Used inappropriate language and/or  behaved in an inappropriate 

and unprofessional manner towards colleagues, including: 
 

b. Mr Y. 
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You have admitted this allegation and there is ample oral and hearsay evidence to satisfy 

us that the incident to which it relates occurred and your behaviour towards Mr Y was 

inappropriate and unprofessional. 

 
6. Failed to report and act on a serious safeguarding incident when a 

pupil, Pupil C, was found to be in possession of two knives at 
School. 

 

 
It is not disputed that a knife or knives were taken from Pupil C.  In the first instance we 

do not consider it is relevant whether one or two knives were found or, if one, which one 

of the two knives it was.  A pupil’s bringing a knife into school is a safeguarding issue 

albeit there is a spectrum of appropriate responses depending on the circumstances and 

in this case it might have sufficed to discuss the matter with Pupil C’s mother and made 

an internal report.  We accept your evidence, which was not contradicted by any other 

witness, that your course of inaction was not deliberate and that your decision not to 

inform Pupil C’s mother immediately was legitimate.  Thereafter you should have taken 

action as the designated safeguarding officer and we think it likely that you simply forgot 

about the matter for some reason.  That cannot excuse your failure properly to deal with 

the matter and accordingly, we find the allegation proven but by way of omission rather 

than deliberate act.    

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 

Whilst employed at The Observatory School, Wirral, you; 

1. Displayed intimidating and aggressive behaviour towards pupils, 
including: 
 
c. screaming at Pupil B as you shook him forwards and 

backwards; 
 

 
You gave clear and cogent evidence in relation to this incident and explained why you 

had to make physical contact with Pupil B, in order to prevent a continuing altercation 

between him and another pupil.  The evidence to the contrary is in the form of hearsay 

evidence from a witness who appears to be recollecting events that had taken place 

some time previously.  Further, the witness refers to Witness C’s having seen the incident 

but he has given no evidence about it and Pupil B had no recollection of it when 

questioned.  Accordingly, we accept the version of events that you gave us.  
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d. screaming at Pupil R, a student with SEBD and ADHD whilst 

pushing your face near to Pupil R’s face.  
 

We have not been provided with any evidence in relation to the specific facts of this 

allegation and there is no first hand witness evidence.  We cannot therefore make any 

finding in respect of this serious allegation, of which you have no recollection, on the 

basis of such evidence.  

 
2. Made inappropriate physical contact with pupils, including: 

b. grabbing Pupil A by his collar; 
 
 
Pupil A makes no mention of this incident in his statement and did not refer to it in his 
oral evidence.  The only evidence in relation to it is in the statement of a witness from we 
have not heard oral evidence and have no specific details to consider.  Again therefore 
we cannot make any finding in respect of this allegation, of which you have no 
recollection, on the basis of such evidence. 

 
c. grabbing Pupil B by his shirt collar and shaking him forward 

and backwards to the point where he banged his head on a 
wall; 
 

 
This is the same incident referred to in allegation 1 c. and we have reached the same 

decision in respect of this allegation for similar reasons.  

 

d. grabbing Pupil B and pushing him against the stairway; 
 
 
Pupils A and B gave evidence about this allegation of which you had no specific 
recollection.  You did confirm that the account of their running and needing to be 
restrained was realistic as it was behaviour on their part which was not uncommon and 
that you would physically restrain them by holding out your arms.  The Panel had a 
concern about the use of physical contact in the school of which this was a 
manifestation.  The issue, however, is whether your physical contact on the occasion the 
pupils relate, went beyond that which was reasonable.  We accept your evidence about 
your general approach in such circumstances. Whilst, depending on the occasion, more 
or less force may have been used it was not likely to have been beyond what was 
reasonable. 

 

e. grabbing Pupil B by the collar and pushing him into a vehicle in 
the car park; 
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You gave clear and cogent evidence in respect of this allegation which in large part was 

supported by the evidence of Witness F.  In particular, she did not refer to your pushing 

Pupil B into a vehicle and confirmed that there was a potential danger from minibuses in 

the area in question.  In the circumstances, we consider that the evidence of Pupil B is 

unreliable and more likely than not your actions were a proportionate response to the 

situation. 

f. grabbing Pupil R by his neck and holding him against a wall. 
 
 
This is the same incident referred to in allegation 1 d. and we have reached the same 

decision in respect of this allegation for similar reasons.  

3. Used inappropriate language and/or behaved in an inappropriate 
and unprofessional manner towards colleagues, including. 

 
a. Mr X. 

 

Mr X has related that you were unreasonable towards him.  He has not though given any 

evidence in relation to the specific incident to which we have been directed and we have 

accepted your evidence, which has not been contradicted, that he apologised for his part 

in the incident.  You accepted that you were frustrated and words, which were 

unacceptable, were said.  This is supported by the evidence of Witness F and  witness D. 

The specific allegation though is that you directed your language at Mr X and we do not 

consider that to be the case. It is more likely you expressed frustration in your words and 

action but that did not have any direct effect on Mr X. 

 
4. Falsified pupil assessment records by increasing the expected 

levels for a significant group of KS3 pupils based on their KS2 
results. 

 

In the absence of any documents relating to these records for us to analyse and which 

would allow us to put questions to witnesses, we do not consider that there is sufficient 

evidence for us to reach any safe conclusion in relation to this allegation.  In any event, 

on the basis of the evidence that we have been able to consider it may well be the case 

that your only part in the process was to sign off the records in your capacity as 

Headteacher.  

No finding has been made in respect of allegation 5 since that has been withdrawn. 
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Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute 

Having found the facts of allegations 1 a. & b., 2 a., 3 b. and 6 proven we further find that 

those amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

This is because: 

Your actions constituted misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the 

standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. 

We have noted that in relation to allegation 4 b. you have admitted that your actions 

amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Your actions were in breach of the latest Teachers’ Standards published by the DfE.  

Specifically, you failed to treat pupils with dignity and you have failed to have proper and 

professional regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being in accordance with 

statutory provisions.  Further, in relation to Mr Y, you did not maintain a high standard of 

professional conduct. 

We have not made a finding in respect of bringing the profession into disrepute since all 

these matters took place in school. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

When considering what sanction, if any, to recommend we have had regard to “The 

Prohibition of Teachers – DfE advice on factors relating to decisions leading to the 

prohibition of teachers from the teaching profession”.  In particular we have had regard to 

the protection of children and members of the public, the maintenance of public 

confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct.  

We have sought to approach the issue bearing in mind the principle of proportionality.   

We have concluded that in this instance it is not appropriate to recommend that a 

Prohibition be made.   

We have carefully considered the documents that we have been provided with and the 

submissions made by Ms Binding and Ms Gill. 

We do not consider that the allegations that we have found proven in themselves warrant 

prohibition.  They occurred in the context of a very challenging teaching environment and 

do not appear to have had any significant effect on pupils’ well-being. Further, we have 

heard clear evidence that Ms Reilly’s actions took place during a time of immense 

personal stress to the extent that her partner felt that she was unfit to drive.  With 

hindsight it should have been apparent that there were problems but in such a situation 
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those can be very difficult to deal with.  Further, whilst support does appear to have been 

given by some colleagues more help could have been provided. 

We have seen considerable evidence, including directly from pupils, that Ms Reilly was 

an excellent and committed teacher and she has given many years of good service to the 

teaching profession, particularly with challenging pupils.  It would therefore be regrettable 

if her experience was lost to the teaching profession, regardless of whether at this point 

in time that is an unattractive prospect to her.  Further, there is nothing that leads us to 

consider that she poses a danger to pupils.   

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case. In particular I have given careful 

consideration to the recommendations of the Panel in respect of sanction. In doing so I 

have taken into account the need to balance the interests of the teacher with the public 

interest and the need to protect the reputation of the wider profession. I have also taken 

into account the need to be proportionate. 

The Panel has found some incidents of serious professional misconduct. That is a 

serious finding and it is a public finding. Failing to treat pupils with dignity and colleagues 

with respect are serious matters. Similarly teachers should also be ensuring the safety 

and well-being of their pupils. 

Nonetheless I have taken into account the recommendation of the Panel that has been 

able to set these incidents into context and reflected the need to be proportionate. 

I therefore support the recommendation of the Panel that there should be no Prohibition 

Order in this case.  

 

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 20 September 2013 

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

State.  


