
 

Mr Wakass Haruf: 
Professional conduct 
panel outcome  
Panel decision and reasons on behalf of the 

Secretary of State for Education 

February 2016 

  



2 

Contents 

A. Introduction 3 

B. Allegations 4 

C. Preliminary applications 5 

D. Summary of evidence 5 

    Documents 5 

    Witnesses 7 

E. Decision and reasons 7 

       Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 18 

       Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 20 

 

  



3 

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Wakass Haruf 

NCTL case reference: 12798 

Date of determination: 10 February 2016 

Former employer: Park View School, Birmingham 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 16 to 20 November 2015, 15 December 

2015, 6 January 2016 and 10 February 2016 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, 

Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Wakass Haruf. 

The panel members were Mr Paul Bompas (lay panellist - in the chair), Ms Marion May 

(teacher panellist) and Mr Brian Hawkins (teacher panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Paddy Roche of Blake Morgan LLP Solicitors, 

Oxford. 

The presenting officer for the National College on 16 to 20 November 2015 was Ms Kate 

Bex of Counsel, on 6 January 2016 was Mr Christopher Gillespie of Counsel and on 10 

February 2016 was Mr Christopher Geering of Counsel. 

Mr Wakass Haruf was present and was represented by Ms Susan Bryant 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 16 

September 2015. 

It was alleged that Mr Wakass Haruf was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

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

1. On or before 31 March 2014 he agreed to allow an undue amount of religious 

influence in the education of the pupils at Park View School and Golden Hillock 

School (“the Schools”) by: 

(a) encouraging the pupils at Park View School to pray during the school day 

by using the school’s public address system for: 

(i) the broadcasting of a call to prayer over the School’s public address 

system;  

  (ii) the display of posters;  

  (iii) direct reminders from teachers; 

  (iv) direct reminders from prefects. 

(b) encouraging the pupils at Golden Hillock School to pray during the school 

day by: 

  (i) relocating prayers from a studio to a larger hall;  

(ii) telling pupils that “they should not come back the next time unless 

they brought a friend to double the numbers”, or words to that effect; 

(iii) on another occasion holding prayers in the school playground so that 

football could not be played. 

2.      In or around June or July 2013 at Golden Hillock school: 

          (a) made sectarian comments: 

  (i) while leading prayers; 

  (ii) in a corridor immediately afterwards. 

          (b) on another occasion while leading prayers: 

  (i) told pupils “we have the true religion” or words to that effect; 

(ii) described adherents of other faiths as “ignorant” or words to that 

effect.            



5 

3. His conduct as described at paragraphs 1 and 2 above tended to   

 undermine tolerance and/or respect for the faith and beliefs of others. 

The teacher, Mr Haruf, indicated that he did not admit the facts of the allegations. 

C. Preliminary applications 

At the commencement of the hearing, in accordance with the Disciplinary Procedures, 

the presenting officer made application for 2 witnesses to be treated as vulnerable 

witnesses and for special measures to be adopted - by anonymising one witness and 

allowing both witnesses to give evidence by video link. After hearing representations from 

the presenting officer and the teacher’s representative the panel granted both 

applications. The panel was satisfied that the measures requested were necessary to 

safeguard the interests of the witnesses and to achieve the best possible quality of 

evidence.  

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: List of key people – pages 1 to 3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings/Referral – pages 4 to 64 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 66 to 93 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 96 to 297 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 298 to 312 

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

hearing. 

In the course of the hearing the panel admitted into the case papers the following 

additional documents, by consent, which were paginated as indicated below: 

A – Letter from Nabarro, solicitors, to Mr Haruf dated 16 February 2015 re referral to 

NCTL and Peter Clarke report  

B – Letter from Nabarro, solicitors to Mr Haruf, dated 2 November 2015 re case papers 

and Peter Clarke report 

C – Agreed document re WhatsApp 
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T1 – Job application letter to Park View School dated 12 October 2009 

T2 – Photographic overview of Golden Hillock School 

T3 – Park View letter re reduction in hours dated 23 September 2013 

T4 – Further Park View letter re request declined dated 7 July 2014 

T5 – Photographs of Mr Haruf's leaving presentation 

The panel refused an application made by the presenting officer to admit in evidence a 

report prepared by Peter Clarke entitled " Report into allegations concerning Birmingham 

schools arising from the "Trojan horse letter"" on the grounds that it would not be fair to 

do so. The panel was concerned that the application fell to be considered at a very late 

stage in the hearing after all of the National College's live witnesses had given evidence 

and, by that stage, all of the witnesses bar one had been released. The presenting officer 

said that the report provided "useful background evidence" only and indicated that the 

panel should draw its own conclusions from the direct evidence it had heard and was not 

bound to accept the views expressed in the report. The panel noted also that the report 

did not include the many witness statements taken by those responsible for its 

preparation. Key individuals were not named in the report but were only described by 

reference to their position e.g. "a teacher" and, as a consequence, the panel felt this 

made it particularly difficult for the teacher's representative to challenge the body of the 

report or the conclusions reached. Thus, to admit the report at such a late stage would 

cause unacceptable prejudice to the teacher. 

The panel also refused applications made by the teacher's counsel to admit in evidence 

various written statements made by witnesses who failed to attend the hearing on the 

ground that it would not be fair to do so. In the case of one witness, Individual D it was 

said that she was unfit to attend the hearing but no medical evidence was provided to the 

panel and no attempt had apparently been made to explore other means of the witness 

giving evidence by, for example, video link or telephone, which would obviate the need 

for her to attend in person. In addition it was said that she had suffered a "very close 

bereavement" but no other details were available to the panel of who the deceased may 

have been or when the person had died. 

In relation to other witnesses who had failed to attend the hearing when expected to do 

so, the panel had been provided with inadequate reasons for their absence and in the 

case of three witnesses with no reasons at all. The effect of allowing the written 

statements of these witnesses to be admitted in evidence would be to deprive the 

presenting officer of the opportunity to cross-examine them about important matters that 

she wished to challenge which, in the view of the panel, went beyond assessment of the 

weight that should be given to the written statements. The panel was therefore satisfied 

that to admit the written evidence of these witnesses would cause prejudice to the 

National College and would, thus, be unfair. 
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the presenting 

officer: 

Witness B, Vice Principal at Golden Hillock School 

Witness C, Education Advisor for the DFE 

Witness A, teacher 

Witness D, former Associate Vice-Principal at Park View. 

 

And the following witnesses called by the teacher's counsel: 

Wakass Haruf, the respondent teacher 

Witness E, Assistant Headteacher, Park View. 

Witness F, former Head of Maths Department, Park View. 

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.  

The National College alleges that, as a teacher, Mr Haruf was aware of his 

responsibilities to prepare students for life in a multicultural society, by providing and 

encouraging a wide-ranging broad education and exposure to different religions. Mr 

Haruf joined Park View School in 2010 and was employed as a teacher of mathematics. 

It is alleged that following Park View School becoming an academy in April 2012 and 

particularly when Individual A took over as acting principal in early 2013, the importance 

of prayer and adherence to the Muslim faith became more pronounced. 

The National College asserts that this alleged change of emphasis was the consequence 

of an agreement between a number of like-minded Muslim teachers and others at both 

Park View and other neighbouring schools to allow the inclusion of an undue amount of 

religious influence after January 2012. It is said that Mr Haruf was party to the agreement 

and promoted the ideals of the group by many of the alleged actions that form the basis 

of the particulars that he faces.  
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The National College's case in relation to those matters set out at paragraph 1 of the 

allegation is, for the most part, not that Mr Haruf was personally or directly responsible for 

the acts alleged but rather that he was one of a group of teachers who agreed to their 

instigation and promotion. As evidence of Mr Haruf's active involvement in this group and 

agreement with its objectives the National College points, in part, to his participation in a 

WhatsApp social media group where the sort of ideals which led to many alleged 

changes, particularly at Park View School, were espoused. Several members of this 

group are said to have been teachers and governors at Park View School and Golden 

Hillock School. The National College points to a number of messages and media clips set 

out in a record of postings of this social media group which are said to be offensive 

and/or inappropriate. The presenting officer submits that many of these views were 

inappropriate and offensive but, yet, appeared to go unchallenged by members of the 

group. As such it is said to provide evidence that the members of the group, including Mr 

Haruf, were comfortable with them. The National College also relies on Mr Haruf' s 

alleged behaviour within the two schools in leading prayers and other events which are 

said to demonstrate his inappropriate focus on the Muslim faith. 

In relation to the matters set out at paragraph 2 of the allegation it is said that Mr Haruf 

made the comments which are particularised and the National College principally relies 

on the evidence of a member of staff at Golden Hillock School in support of its case. It is 

further alleged that the cumulative effect of Mr Haruf's activity within these two schools 

was to undermine tolerance and/or respect for the faiths and beliefs of others who did not 

share the teacher's commitment to Islam. As a consequence it is alleged that Mr Haruf 

was not compliant with the requirements of the Teachers' Standards current at the time of 

these events and that this is a case of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In response to the National College's case, Mr Haruf denies that he was a party to any 

agreement to there being an undue amount of religious influence at either of the schools 

where he was employed – if, indeed, any such agreement is established on the evidence 

adduced. He says he was not aware of any such agreement. He denies all of the specific 

acts attributed to him by the National College which are set out in the particulars. In 

relation to the WhatsApp group he acknowledges being a member of the group but says 

his participation in it was very limited and he says he was not aware, at all, of many of the 

allegedly inappropriate posts made by others. 

He acknowledges his involvement in school assemblies and leading prayers but says 

that he recognises that it would be unacceptable to seek to influence pupils by 

expressing his own views in front of them and he did not do so. He describes his love of 

teaching and relies on many letters and messages in the case papers which speak of his 

qualities as a teacher. He is very keen to return to the classroom. 
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Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Wakass Haruf proven, 

for these reasons:  

 2. (b) on another occasion while leading prayers: 

  (i) told pupils “we have the true religion” or words to that effect; 

(ii) described adherents of other faiths as “ignorant” or words to 

that effect. 

The evidence on these particulars comes from Witness B, a teacher at Golden Hillock 

School. He says at paragraphs 11 and 12 of his witness statement that there was an 

occasion when Mr Haruf held Friday prayers in the playground at Golden Hillock School. 

The session was more like a sermon to the pupils rather than an ordinary Friday prayer 

session. In the course of the sermon, "Wakass said "we have the true religion not like 

those ignorant Christians and ignorant Jews"." The witness goes on to say that "several 

staff members reported the comments made by Wakass to Individual B [redacted] 

because I went to report it myself. When I approached Individual B and said "Wakass" his 

response was "you're the third person to report it. I'll deal with it"." 

Witness B goes on to say that these sorts of comments should have been recorded in an 

incident log at the school because of their anti-Semitic nature. He checked but there are 

no entries for this incident. 

Mr Haruf absolutely denies making this comment (p13 of the case papers) and says not 

only did he not say it but he considers this wholly un-Islamic, and Muslims consider Jews 

and Christians to be "people of the book". 

The panel judges that there is limited potential for Witness B to be in error about the 

words he says were used and he has quoted. He was consistent in his witness statement 

and his oral evidence about the words used and also that persons other than himself had 

reported it to Individual B. Certainly some sort of report was made to Individual B 

because he, later, spoke to Mr Haruf about the "sermon". 

In his evidence to the hearing Mr Haruf accepts that he said something that included a 

reference to Christians and Jews but not calling Christians and Jews ignorant. He 

acknowledges in his answers to his own counsel that he was asked by Individual B 

[redacted] to speak with him about what was said at Friday prayers. At the meeting with 

Individual B he said that he wasn't sure what specifically Individual B said but he did say 

"Don't use other faiths in your sermon". Importantly in answer to the question from his 

counsel "Did he tell you there had been other complaints?" Mr Haruf responded "Oh 
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yeah" and confirmed that he had worked out that was the reason that had brought him to 

Individual B’s office. 

The fact that there had been other complaints, in particular, contributes to the panel's 

finding, on the balance of probabilities, that these particulars are made out and that Mr 

Haruf's comments in the course of the sermon relating to Christians and Jews have been 

correctly reported by Witness B. Therefore the panel is satisfied that the comments were 

not as unexceptional as Mr Haruf claims. In short the panel feels that Witness B was a 

witness who did his best to assist the hearing and was essentially truthful. He spoke 

highly of Mr Haruf's teaching and displayed no animosity towards Mr Haruf. In relation to 

these particulars the panel felt able to rely upon his evidence. 

 3. His conduct as described at paragraphs 1 and 2 above tended to  

  undermine tolerance and/or respect for the faith and beliefs of others. 

This particular is proved in relation only to the comments set out at 2(b)(i) and (ii) above. 

The comments made by Mr Haruf in the course of the sermon at Golden Hillock School 

allow no other interpretation and he displayed both intolerance and lack of respect for 

other faiths and religions particularly Christianity and Judaism. In the context of a sermon 

being delivered to school pupils by a respected and much admired member of the 

teaching staff they are wholly ill-judged and inappropriate. This particular is, accordingly 

proved. 

We have found the following particulars of the allegation against Wakass Haruf not 

proven, for these reasons: 

1. On or before 31 March 2014 he agreed to allow an undue amount of 

religious influence in the education of the pupils at Park View School 

and Golden Hillock School (“the Schools”): 

(a) encouraging the pupils at Park View School to pray during the 

school day by using the school’s public address system for: 

(i) the broadcasting of a call to prayer over the School’s 

public address system;  

   (ii) the display of posters;  

   (iii) direct reminders from teachers; 

   (iv) direct reminders from prefects. 

(b) encouraging the pupils at Golden Hillock School to pray during 

the school day by: 

   (i) relocating prayers from a studio to a larger hall;  
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(ii) telling pupils that “they should not come back the next 

time unless they brought a friend to double the 

numbers”, or words to that effect; 

(iii) on another occasion holding prayers in the school 

playground so that football could not be played. 

The presenting officer in her opening and closing submissions during the hearing has 

indicated that the allegations against Mr Haruf brought by the National College "reflect an 

agreement between some teachers, governors and parents at these (and other) schools 

to allow an undue amount of religious influence in the pupils' education". In deciding 

whether these particulars are proved the panel, thus, is required to determine whether, 

on the balance of probabilities, there was such an agreement and, if so, whether Mr 

Haruf was a party to it. 

The presenting officer went on to say that the alleged agreement with others was an 

essential part of the National College's case and, if established, the acts particularised in 

this paragraph do not have to have been done by Mr Haruf himself, providing he was part 

of the agreement. 

In considering the above particulars the panel has carefully considered the evidence 

pointing towards the existence of an agreement and Mr Haruf's alleged participation in it. 

It is clear from the way the case has been put by the National College that Mr Haruf's 

involvement in an agreement to "allow an undue amount of religious influence in the 

education of pupils at the schools" must be established on the balance of probabilities 

before it would be appropriate for the panel to consider the extent to which he was 

involved in, or responsible for, the specific acts particularised. 

In determining those preliminary issues, namely the existence of an alleged agreement 

and Mr Haruf's part in it, the panel has principally had regard to the evidence of the 

WhatsApp group and the developments at both schools which form the basis of the 

particulars set out at paragraph 1 above and are relied upon by the National College as 

evidence of the implementation of the alleged agreement. 

Mr Haruf's case is that, whatever he may have done during his period of employment at 

Park View School and brief period of secondment at Golden Hillock School, was done in 

good faith and in ignorance of any agreement that may have existed involving others – 

some of whom may have been known to him as colleagues. 

The presenting officer in her opening submission also makes the point that this case has 

attracted considerable publicity which has discouraged people from coming forward to 

give evidence. However she also rightly observes that the panel can only decide the case 

on the evidence presented to it. The panel recognises that there may have been a 

number of other witnesses who might have been able to provide assistance to the 

hearing but, for whatever reason, have not been called. 
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Turning to the evidence the panel has heard and read it is satisfied that there was a 

change in the emphasis at both schools on Islam in the period between the "outstanding" 

Ofsted report prepared following an inspection in January 2012 and the end of the period 

covered by this allegation, namely 31 March 2014 . The evidence for that finding comes 

from accounts given by two live witnesses – Witness A and Witness D. Although their 

evidence was, to some extent, at variance with the accounts given by Witness F and 

Witness E, such changes as the introduction of an outdoor tannoy system, frequent calls 

to prayer and moving prayer meetings to larger venues within the schools are sufficient to 

satisfy the panel that substantial changes were being introduced. In making that 

judgement the panel recognises and has taken account of the fact that neither Witness E 

nor Witness F felt those developments to be as pronounced as other witnesses.  

The panel is satisfied that the change in religious emphasis, particularly at Park View 

School, arose as a consequence of a deliberate policy which emanated from the schools' 

management albeit this panel has not heard or read evidence which allows the 

individuals concerned to be clearly identified. However, common sense suggests that 

those persons in senior positions, such as the principals at each school, must have been 

involved. In the context of this case the panel does not need to identify the participants 

but is only required to be satisfied that there was an agreement and complicity amongst a 

number of persons to influence the schools' religious offering in the way alleged by the 

National College. 

The panel also has considered the evidence led by the presenting officer in relation to the 

WhatsApp social media group where a number of persons are named as being members 

of that group at one time or another. However it is the panel's view that membership of 

that group, per se, is not determinative of being involved in any agreement as alleged. 

The panel's finding therefore is that there was a group of persons who agreed, whether 

explicitly or tacitly, to influence the management and day-to-day practices of the schools 

in the way alleged; however, the panel is not able to identify, with any confidence, how 

many persons were in the group or who those persons may have been. 

Turning to the second hurdle the National College must overcome, the panel must 

determine whether it is satisfied, on the balance of probabilities, that Mr Haruf was a 

party to any such agreement. 

It seems to the panel that the allegation that Mr Haruf was a party to an agreement and 

that he consciously and positively promoted the aim of allowing an undue amount of 

religious influence in the education of pupils is based on two grounds. Firstly, the 

inference that may be drawn from his involvement in assemblies and prayers. Secondly, 

the inference that may be drawn from his intermittent and largely passive participation in 

the WhatsApp group – on which very substantial reliance has been placed by the 

presenting officer. 

At the time of the events that are the subject of this case Mr Haruf held no management 

position and was a relatively junior teacher in the maths department. 
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He gave evidence to the hearing for several hours. He was extensively cross-examined 

by the presenting officer and questioned by the panel. The panel felt he was a credible 

witness who, for the most part, did his best to assist the hearing and told the truth. In only 

one part of his evidence which is covered above under particular 2(b)(i) and (ii) did the 

panel have cause to question the accuracy of the answers he gave. He told the hearing 

that he had no knowledge or awareness of any agreement as alleged and was not, 

therefore, a party to any agreement that may have existed involving others. 

The panel noted – as submitted by his counsel - that there was no evidence adduced 

orally or in the case papers that Mr Haruf was personally responsible for the vast majority 

of the matters particularised in this paragraph (see para12 of Ms Bryant's closing 

submissions). 

The panel formed a largely favourable impression of Mr Haruf, noting from the many 

written testimonials in the case papers and the comments of the live witnesses that he 

was regarded as an outstanding maths teacher who was much liked by pupils and 

colleagues. [Redacted] Witness F, was very clear in his evidence that he had no 

concerns about Mr Haruf. However he said that Mr Haruf "should have had a bit more 

guidance than he should have had (sic)" and agreed that he was someone who "wants to 

please everyone”. He was described more than once during this hearing as "enthusiastic" 

. 

From the evidence the panel has heard and read it, judges Mr Haruf to be a hugely 

enthusiastic member of staff who was very willing to take on additional responsibilities 

within school and sometimes did so when it may have been better for him to have 

declined. It is abundantly evident that he is a devout and committed Muslim. It may be 

that, in the absence of close guidance, and, given his relative inexperience compared to 

others implicated in these events, he did not always comply with the obligation to take 

account of and respect the interests of others who did not follow Islam. However the 

panel is not persuaded that Mr Haruf was party to any agreement to act in the way 

alleged or even if he may have done some things which, with the benefit of hindsight, 

were ill-judged. The panel is, also, not persuaded that his involvement in leading prayer 

meetings and assemblies, as alleged, renders it more likely that he appreciated and 

agreed to the changes being made within the schools. 

The National College further seeks to rely upon his involvement in the WhatsApp group 

as evidence of his engagement with others. That engagement may certainly have been 

poorly judged but his active participation with the group was quite limited. Controversial 

posts made by others may or may not have been seen by him but even if they were read 

or viewed the fact that he failed to react to some of them with criticism or concern falls 

well short of establishing his involvement and complicity in the alleged agreement. Mr 

Haruf said that he didn't always read postings and many of the contributions by others 

that were put to him in cross-examination, he said he had read for the first time when the 

case papers had been served on him. 
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It is common ground that the transcript of postings exhibited in the case bundle does not 

indicate whether specific messages and/or images and/or links were successfully 

received and or downloaded by other members of the group. Nor does it show whether 

specific messages and/or images and/or links were read by other members of the group 

which would require the recipient to open up the WhatsApp application on their mobile 

phone, open up the particular group and then scroll up and down the screen. The panel 

believes that WhatsApp is the sort of social media group where members do often dip in 

and out and do not read everything others have posted. Mr Haruf's record of postings 

that he made seems to reflect that sort of pattern of involvement, with frequent gaps of 

several days between him posting messages. The panel notes, also, that the vast 

majority of messages he sent are entirely innocent and often mundane.  

In relation to his posting of the Lee Rigby killing, Mr Haruf acknowledged that what he 

had done had been ill-advised but he was disturbed that the murderers had attributed the 

act to Islam and he was concerned at them claiming legitimacy for what they had done. 

The panel felt able to accept his explanation while recognising that he was unwise to deal 

with his concerns in that way. It was inappropriate for him to forward the posting – which 

Mr Haruf appears to have accepted. 

In summary we are not satisfied on the evidence the National College has been able to 

adduce that Mr Haruf was party to any agreement that may have existed as alleged and, 

thus, none of the particulars under paragraph 1 are proven. 

2. In or around June or July 2013 at Golden Hillock School:  

           (a) made sectarian comments: 

   (i) while leading prayers; 

The evidence on this particular again comes from Witness B. As indicated already the 

panel felt that Witness B did his best to assist the hearing and was truthful. However the 

panel was concerned about some lack of clarity in his account of the circumstances 

relating to this particular. At paragraph 8 of his witness statement (p 82) he describes a 

Friday prayer session at Golden Hillock School in June 2013. He says that Mr Haruf 

made comments which were sectarian in nature. 

He says "He (Mr Haruf) emphasised again and again how important Abu Bakr was. 

Historically, Shia Muslims follow one leader after the Prophet, Ali and not the other 

leaders such as Abu Bakr. I witnessed Wakass making this sermon and I felt that he was 

deliberately targeting Shia Muslims. This was because he spoke about Abu Bakr again 

and again, and looked at Individual C as he was doing so. Abu Bakr was the whole 

subject of his sermon. Normally a sermon would focus on Allah and Muhammad, which 

all Muslims agreed upon. But Abu Bakr is important only to Sunni Muslims, not to Shia 

Muslims". 
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He goes on to describe Individual C, who is a Shia Muslim, being upset by the 

comments. It is relevant at this point to observe that there is clear evidence of 

considerable tension existing between Mr Haruf and Individual C [redacted] arising from 

their conflicting views over the appropriate management of the department. 

In his oral evidence Witness B said that he was put off by it at the time and that he 

thought it was directed at Individual C rather than a general comment about teachings 

about Abu Bakr. He said "why did he (Mr Haruf) look at Individual C often when saying 

the name?". 

However he agreed with Mr Haruf's counsel that it was possible that Mr Haruf was 

emphasising how important the words of Abu Bakr were and the lessons that could be 

gained from those words.  

When questioned later by the panel he said that he was standing at the back of the hall 

and that Individual C was together with a small number of girls at the back to the left. Mr 

Haruf giving the sermon was to the front right of the hall. He agreed that Mr Haruf could 

have been focusing his eyes on the female attendees rather than on one specific person. 

Mr Haruf denies behaving as Witness B alleged. There is no independent witness to this 

alleged incident and the panel has neither heard from Individual C nor is there any written 

statement from her. If, as Witness B asserts, Individual C was upset after the prayers the 

panel has no clear indication why she was upset.  

The panel is concerned at the absence of any independent evidence in relation to this 

incident. It seemed that Witness B became less sure about what precisely occurred and 

what interpretation could properly be put on it when cross-examined and, later, 

answering the panel's questions. The nature of the words allegedly used by Mr Haruf are 

very important because of the suggestion in Witness B’s evidence that Mr Haruf was 

directing part of his sermon towards Individual C. 

The panel also has a very limited knowledge of the Muslim faith and is being asked to 

rely on the evidence of Witness B alone to judge whether what was allegedly said was, in 

fact, a sectarian comment. In one response to Mr Haruf's counsel he put matters thus – "I 

would take the view that Individual C was somewhat upset by the comments. I think 

there's a difference in emphasis between Sunni and Shia Muslims and Individual C had 

interpreted it as something that made her feel unwelcome at the session". 

Mr Haruf claims that he was merely holding out Abu Bakr as an example of someone 

who aims to achieve the best in every aspect of life and that he gave specific examples in 

the course of his address. 

On the evidence available to the panel it concludes that it is quite possible that there was 

no derogatory or sectarian motive behind what was said. For all these reasons this 

particular is not proven. 
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(ii) in a corridor immediately afterwards. 

For much the same reasons the panel is not satisfied that this particular is proved.  

This particular also relies principally on the evidence of Witness B and is unsupported by 

any independent evidence. He is consistent in saying that Mr Haruf used the phrase, 

"You can't even pray if you don't believe in Abu Bakr". He says at paragraph 10 of his 

written statement (p 83) that it was said to "pupils". He continues that it was said within 

earshot of Individual C and "there was a girl who was a Shia Muslim who appeared to 

hear the comment". 

The panel has a straight choice between the evidence of Witness B and Mr Haruf who 

says this incident never occurred . The panel has indicated above that it found Mr Haruf 

to have been a largely credible witness and noted that he was not challenged about his 

version of this incident by the presenting officer in cross-examination.  

Witness B says that he reported the "sectarian comments " to Individual B who agreed 

that they were unacceptable but Witness B does not specify what comments he reported 

(see para 11 p83). The panel repeats the observation made above that it is being asked 

to rely only on Witness B’s assertion that the alleged comment was made in the corridor 

and was sectarian in nature. Other witnesses who may have been able to give evidence 

about this brief incident, which occurred shortly after the sermon discussed above, have 

neither been called to give evidence nor have we seen any written statements from them. 

The panel is unable to say that it prefers the account of this incident given by Witness B 

to the denial made by Mr Haruf and therefore it is not proved. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct /conduct that may 
bring the profession into disrepute. 

Having found some of the particulars proved the panel has gone on to consider whether 

the facts of these proven particulars 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 we refer to as “the Advice”. 

In this case the panel has found only part of the allegation proved. However the 

comments made by Mr Haruf set out at paragraph 2(b)(i) and (ii) were delivered in the 

course of a sermon to a significant number of pupils. In accordance with the Advice the 

panel has had regard to the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards current at the time. Mr Haruf has confirmed in the course of this hearing that 

he was aware of the relevant standards. 

Those standards require teachers to uphold public trust in the profession and maintain 

high standards of ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by (inter alia): 
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 showing tolerance and respect for the rights of others 

 not undermining fundamental British values, including democracy, the rule of law, 

individual liberty and mutual respect, and tolerance of those with different faiths 

and beliefs 

 ensuring that personal beliefs are not expressed in ways which exploit pupils' 

vulnerability or might lead them to break the law. 

In the view of the panel these standards clearly define, for members of the profession, 

what is and what is not acceptable conduct in the context of religious education and 

guidance. The presenting officer asserts that it is inappropriate and unacceptable for a 

teacher to impose his views on others, still less on children at school, to the exclusion of 

other faiths and beliefs. In this case Mr Haruf, by his comment, has sought to influence 

pupils' religious beliefs and adherence in a way which constitutes a fundamental breach 

of the standards. The presenting officer in her closing submission says that the case "is 

about the failure to respect diversity". In the panel's judgement there could scarcely be a 

starker example of that failure than the assertion that Muslims have the true religion 

accompanied by the description of Christians and Jews as ignorant. Although, in the 

context of the panel's findings, this was an isolated utterance made by Mr Haruf, the 

panel views it seriously because of both the direct and intolerant nature of the words 

used and the circumstances in which it was said to young impressionable pupils.  

Thus, the panel judges that this is a case of unacceptable professional conduct being 

"misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour 

expected of a teacher". It is also conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute as 

the panel judges that the public would undoubtedly feel affronted and concerned at the 

inappropriate nature of the sentiments expressed by Mr Haruf on this occasion. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

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 a punitive effect.  

The panel has considered the particular public interest considerations set out in the 

Advice.  
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The panel judges that the public interest considerations of the protection of pupils, 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct are all engaged in this case.  

The panel determines that Mr Haruf's unacceptable conduct exhibits: 

 a serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers' Standards; 

 undermining fundamental British values in relation to mutual respect and tolerance 

of those with different faiths and beliefs . 

The panel has, however, considered the mitigation advanced on behalf of the teacher in 

weighing his interests against the public interest considerations set out above. The panel 

has also given very careful consideration to the Advice and especially that part which 

requires the panel to view very seriously any behaviour that is judged to promote 

extremist religious views. However this case is not put on the basis that the misconduct 

proved against Mr Haruf had that more serious purpose of promoting extremism. 

The panel has found proved the words attributed to Mr Haruf by Witness B at particular 

2(b)(i) and (ii) and also found that those words tended to undermine tolerance and/or 

respect for the faiths and beliefs of others under particular 3. As indicated above, once 

the panel was satisfied, on the evidence, that these words were used it is difficult to see 

how any other interpretation could be put upon them. 

While the panel is satisfied these words were used by Mr Haruf, the panel recognises the 

possibility, at least, that this was an unintended consequence arising from his choice of 

language. As indicated above the panel found that Mr Haruf was a fundamentally truthful 

witness on whose evidence the panel felt able to rely. 

The panel also takes account of the fact that the matters found proved against the 

teacher were based on an isolated incident lasting but a few seconds and that the vastly 

more serious particulars that he has faced in this case have not been established on the 

evidence adduced. The panel did not find that he was an active participant in any 

agreement with others to influence the religious education of pupils at the schools where 

he taught or that he did anything else which may have contributed to that objective. The 

case which has been proved against him is very much less serious than the overarching 

allegation that he initially faced. 

In addition the panel recognises that he was made the subject of an Interim Prohibition 

Order in late 2014 when he was the subject of wider suspicion and has, thus, already 

been prevented from teaching for more than a year. During that period he has worked in 

his brother's business and, importantly, Mr Haruf told the panel he has had an 

opportunity to consider the lessons that may be learned from these proceedings. He has 

especially reflected on the language used in his interaction with pupils in order to achieve 
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teaching objectives. He has also spoken of the desirability of seeking considered advice 

from more experienced colleagues when necessary. The panel is satisfied that he has 

shown insight. He says that his beliefs are his beliefs and will be kept to himself. The 

panel questioned Mr Haruf extensively and is persuaded by the assurances he gave 

concerning his future conduct. The panel feels that he was genuine and sincere.  

Finally the panel finds that Mr Haruf is an outstanding teacher of maths with much to offer 

the profession and pupils. He has produced many exceptional references from other staff 

and former colleagues and there are pages of testimonials and positive comments from 

his former pupils and others in the case papers. Significantly, witnesses called by the 

National College including Witness B also spoke highly of his qualities. Importantly 

Witness F [redacted] was hugely complimentary about him but also recognised that he 

was only too keen to please. During Mr Haruf's 6/7 week secondment at Golden Hillock 

School (where the offending remark was made) Witness F said that Mr Haruf would have 

benefitted from more guidance than was made available to him. 

Taking all these matters into consideration and taking account of Mr Haruf's relatively 

junior position at the school the panel judges that, exceptionally, this is a case where it 

would be neither proportionate nor appropriate for a prohibition order to be imposed. The 

panel's judgement is that the finding of unacceptable professional conduct/conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute is sufficient to mark the public interest 

considerations in this case particularly where: 

1. the panel is not persuaded that Mr Haruf's comments were made with the 

deliberate intention of undermining tolerance and respect for different faiths; 

2. he has been the subject of an interim prohibition order for over a year; 

3. he has demonstrated insight and a determination to exercise greater care in the 

future; 

4. he has a previous good record and much to contribute to pupils and the profession 

in the future; 

5. he has shown in his evidence to the hearing a passion both for teaching and for 

his subject which is consistent with the comments in the written testimonials the 

panel has seen and evidence from witnesses the panel has heard; 

6. the panel is satisfied Mr Haruf has learned a salutary lesson from being linked into 

the wider enquiry related to Park View Trust and the panel is persuaded that the 

risk of repetition is negligible. 
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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. I have taken into account the facts that the panel did not find proven as well as 

those that they found proven and amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. I have 

put from my mind the facts that were not found proven. 

I have noted that the panel did find proven the allegation relating to inappropriate 

language and comments used by Mr Haruf when describing Christians and Jews. The 

panel note that in the context of a sermon being delivered to school pupils by a respected 

and much admired member of the teaching staff these comments are wholly ill judged 

and inappropriate. The panel have found that this action amounts to unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

The panel also notes that this is also conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute, as the panel judges that the public would undoubtedly feel affronted and 

concerned at the inappropriate nature of the sentiments expressed by Mr Haruf on this 

occasion. 

There is no doubt that these comments are unacceptable. The panel has made a public 

declaration of that matter.  

I have therefore gone on to consider the recommendation made by the panel in respect 

of prohibition.  

I have taken into account the need to be proportionate and to balance the interests of the 

public with those of Mr Haruf. There are particular public interest considerations in this 

case and they include the protection of pupils, maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. All of these are 

engaged in this case.  

I agree with the panel that Mr Haruf's unacceptable conduct exhibits:- 

- a serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers' Standards 

- undermining fundamental British values in relation to mutual respect and tolerance of 

those with different faiths and beliefs.  

Like the panel, I have also taken into account the mitigation advanced on behalf of Mr 

Haruf. It is clear to me that the panel has also given very careful consideration to the 

advice published by the Secretary of State, and especially that part which requires the 

panel to view very seriously any behaviour that is judged to promote extremist religious 

views. However in this case the panel are clear that the misconduct proved against Mr 

Haruf did not have the more serious purpose of promoting extremism. 
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The panel did find that the words used tended to undermine tolerance and/or respect for 

the faiths and beliefs of others. The panel was satisfied these words were used by Mr 

Haruf, and the panel recognises the possibility, at least, that this was an unintended 

consequence arising from his choice of language. The panel did find however that Mr 

Haruf was a fundamentally truthful witness on whose evidence they could rely. 

The panel has taken account of the fact that the matters found proved against Mr Haruf 

were based on an isolated incident lasting but a few seconds. The panel did not find that 

Mr Haruf was an active participant in any agreement with others to influence the religious 

education of pupils at the schools where he taught or that he did anything else which may 

have contributed to that objective. The case which has been proved against him is very 

much less serious than the overarching allegation that he initially faced. 

I have noted that the panel has taken into account the fact that Mr Haruf was made the 

subject of an Interim Prohibition Order in late 2014 when he was the subject of wider 

suspicion and has, thus, already been prevented from teaching for more than a year. The 

panel note that Mr Haruf explained that he has had an opportunity to consider the 

lessons that may be learned from these proceedings. He has especially reflected on the 

language used in his interaction with pupils in order to achieve teaching objectives. The 

panel note that Mr Haruf has also spoken of the desirability of seeking considered advice 

from more experienced colleagues when necessary.  

I note that the panel is satisfied that Mr Haruf has shown insight. The panel was 

persuaded by the assurances Mr Haruf gave concerning his future conduct. The panel 

feels that he was genuine and sincere.  

I have also taken into account the panel’s views and reflections on other testimony 

relating to Mr Haruf.  

Taking all these matters into consideration and taking account of Mr Haruf's relatively 

junior position at the school I support the recommendation of the panel that, 

exceptionally, this is a case where it is neither proportionate nor appropriate for a 

Prohibition Order to be imposed.  

In reaching that decision I emphasise that the finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is itself a mark of the 

public interest considerations in this case.  

 

Decision maker: Brian Tytherleigh  

Date: 15 February 2016 
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This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 

State. 

 


