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

 

 

Teacher: Mrs Karen Siddle 
 

Teacher date of birth: 
 

NCTL Case ref no: 10534 
 

Date of Determination: 7 April 2014 
 

Former employer: Merchant Taylors’ School, Crosby 
 
 
 

 

A. Introduction 
 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 7 April 2013 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Karen Siddle. 

 
The Panel members were Mr Peter Cooper (Teacher Panellist– in the Chair), Professor 

Janet Draper (Lay Panellist) and Ms Nicole Jackson (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Graham Miles of Morgan Cole LLP solicitors. 

The meeting took place in private and the decisions and reasons were announced in 

public and were recorded. 
 
 

B. Allegations 
 
The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 25 

March 2104. 

 
It was alleged that Mrs Karen Siddle was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

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

 
Whilst employed at Merchant Taylors’ School (“the School”) between 2010 and 

2013: 

 
1. On 12 March 2013, she: 

 
(a) Attended the School whilst intoxicated and under the influence of 

alcohol 



4  

(b) Behaved in a manner which could have: 

(i) brought the School into disrepute 

(ii) exposed the School and pupils to risk 

 
The Teacher admitted the alleged facts and that those facts amount to unacceptable 

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

 

C.   Preliminary applications 
 
None. 

 
 

D.   Summary of evidence 
 

 

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

Section 1 - Chronology and list of key people, pages 1 to 3 

Section 2 -    Notice of Referral, Response and Notice of Meeting, pages 5 to 8b 

 
Section 3 -    Statement of Agreed Facts and Presenting Officer Representations, pages 

10 to 16 

 
Section 4 -    NCTL documents, pages 19 to 105 

 
Section 5 -    Teacher documents, pages 107 to 133 

 

 
 

Statement of Agreed Facts 
 

The Panel considered the following Statement of Agreed Facts: 

 
“Between 2007 and 2013 Mrs Siddle was employed as an English Teacher and head of 

Learning Support at Merchant Taylors’ School, Crosby (“the School”). In her role as Head 

of Learning Support, she was responsible for the welfare of the pupils and worked with 

them on a one to one basis. She worked with some of the School’s most vulnerable 

pupils. 

 
Mrs Siddle remained in this post until she was dismissed on 19 June 2013. 

 
Mrs Siddle knew or ought to have known the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher 

as set out in the School’s Staff Employment Manual, in particular, Section 3: Alcohol 

Policy. 
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On 27 November 2010 Mrs Siddle was charged with a drink driving offence. On 17 

December 2010, she was convicted at North Sefton Magistrates Court of driving whilst 

under the influence. She was fined £500.00 and was disqualified from driving for 24 

months. Mrs Siddle was issued with a written warning in December 2010 by the School in 

relation to the drink driving offence. The School subsequently made an appointment for 

her to attend the occupational health provider. In a letter from Individual A, Head Master, 

dated 14 December 2010, Mrs Siddle was warned : 

 
(a)      Any future breaches of the Organisation’s disciplinary rules would result in further 

disciplinary action being taken, and 

 
(b) If she was found in school under the influence of alcohol or smelling strongly of 

alcohol she would be suspended from school. 

 
In 2010 Mrs Siddle was spoken to about smelling of alcohol on the School premises. 

 
On 11 March 2013, Mrs Siddle drank a considerable amount of alcohol until the early 

hours of the morning of 12 March 2013. She attended the School on the morning of 12 

March 2013 whilst intoxicated and under the influence of alcohol. Mrs Siddle did not 

consider whether she was fit to attend school, nor consider whether she was fit to teach 

children. Mrs Siddle was seen by members of staff whilst she was in an intoxicated state. 

Whilst at the School, Mrs Siddle was seen to be : 

 

    In a highly intoxicated state 

 
    Incoherent 

 
    Unable to stand 

 
    Unsteady on her feet 

 
    Repeating herself 

 
    Extremely emotional 

 
    Bumping into a tree. 

 
Mrs Siddle’s behaviour was a cause for concern for other members of staff. On 12 March 

2013 a member of staff removed Mrs Siddle from the school premises and took her to 

see her GP. If a member of staff had not seen and removed her from the School it is 

likely that she would have been seen in an intoxicated state by pupils and/or pupils’ 

parents. 

 
Mrs Siddle’s actions on 12 March 2013 could have brought the School into disrepute, 

exposed the School to risk or exposed pupils to risk.” 
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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. 

 

Findings of Fact 
 

 

The circumstances of this case are summarised in the Statement of Agreed Facts. 

 
Whilst employed at Merchant Taylors’ School (“the School”) between 2010 and 

2013: 

 
1.       On 12 March 2013, she: 

 
(a) Attended the School whilst intoxicated and under the influence of 

alcohol 

 
(b) Behaved in a manner which could have: 

(i) brought the School into disrepute 

(ii) exposed the School and pupils to risk 

 
We have found the particulars of this allegation against Mrs Siddle proven based on her 

admission, the contents of the Statement of Agreed Facts and statements from school 

staff Ms Siddle met on 12 March 2013. 

 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute 
 

 

Mrs Siddle admitted that her conduct amounted to both unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. However, we 

recognised that we had to make our own determination. 

 
We are satisfied that Mrs Siddle’s conduct in relation to the facts found proved amounted 

to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 

 
We are satisfied that this was conduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the 

standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and which would have affected the way in 

which she could perform her duties as a teacher. In addition, this was conduct likely to 

have a negative impact on Mrs Siddle’s status as a teacher, with the potential to damage 

the public’s perception of her and to bring the profession into disrepute. Teachers have 
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an influential role in pupils’ lives and pupils must be able to view teachers as role models 

in the way they behave. 

 
Mrs Siddle breached the Personal and Professional Conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards in that she failed to demonstrate consistently high standards of personal and 

professional  conduct.  Her  behaviour  threatened  public  trust  in  the  profession.  Mrs 

Siddle’s capacity to safeguard the well-being of pupils was compromised. Mrs Siddle also 

failed to have regard to the policies of the school which specifically precluded coming to 

work or remaining at work under the influence of alcohol. The school rules state that 

being on duty whilst unfit due to the influence of drugs and/or alcohol is an example of 

gross misconduct.’ 
 

 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 
 
We have carefully considered all of the evidence and submissions in this case, including 

the matters put forward in mitigation by and on behalf of Mrs Siddle. 

 
We are satisfied that this was a serious departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers Standards and the Panel does not condone this 

behaviour. 

 
However, the Panel notes that the allegation relates to conduct on a specific day and 

appears to have been a reaction to extremely challenging personal difficulties deriving 

from her marital breakdown. Although these personal difficulties had existed over an 

extended period, they appeared to have reached a critical point the day before the 

incident took place. An earlier alcohol related incident outside school, again appearing 

during the period of personal difficulty, had led to a warning. This did not form part of the 

allegation, but suggests Mrs Siddle used alcohol as self-medication during a period of 

stress. However, the Panel is persuaded on the medical evidence presented that Mrs 

Siddle has now developed alternative strategies for managing stress. The Panel attaches 

considerable  weight  to  the  report  of  Individual B,  Consultant  Occupational 

Physician dated 16 May 2013. Individual B said that he believed that Mrs Siddle wanted 

to resolve the problem and that, in his opinion, she was medically fit to return to work. 

This opinion was supported by subsequent blood test results to assess alcohol intake 

which showed her to be within the normal range. 

 
We have also taken into account Mrs Siddle’s expressed insight and remorse, her 

previous good history and the very positive and supportive character references from her 

professional colleagues, including the Head of Middle School, Head of Department and 

the Deputy Head. The panel also noted the reports of lesson observations as evidence of 

her capability and commitment. In the light of all of these factors, we do not believe that 

there is a significant risk of a repetition of the behaviour on 12 March 2013. 

 
In the light of the above the Panel considers that a Prohibition Order would be 

disproportionate and furthermore is not necessary in the public interest. 
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Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

 
I have given careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel in 

this case. 

 
The panel have found both allegations proven and have judged that they amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 

 
Mrs Siddle attended school whilst intoxicated and under the influence of alcohol. The 

panel are satisfied that this was conduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of 

the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher and which would have affected the way 

in which she could perform her duties as a teacher. In addition, this was conduct likely to 

have a negative impact on Mrs Siddle’s status as a teacher, with the potential to damage 

the public’s perception of her and to bring the profession into disrepute. 

 
Mrs Siddle breached the Personal and Professional Conduct elements of the Teachers’ 

Standards in that she failed to demonstrate consistently high standards of personal and 

professional  conduct.  Her  behaviour  threatened  public  trust  in  the  profession.  Mrs 

Siddle’s capacity to safeguard the well-being of pupils was compromised. 

 
The panel have  noted  that the allegation relates to  conduct on a  specific day and 

appears to have been a reaction to extremely challenging personal difficulties deriving 

from her marital breakdown. The Panel has attached significant weight to the report of 

the  Consultant  Occupational  Physician  that  indicates  Mrs  Siddle  has  developed 

alternative strategies for managing stress. In his opinion, she was medically fit to return to 

work. This opinion was supported by subsequent blood test results to assess alcohol 

intake which showed her to be within the normal range. 

 
The panel have also taken into account Mrs Siddle’s expressed insight and remorse, her 

previous good history and the very positive and supportive character references from her 

professional colleagues, including the Head of Middle School, Head of Department and 

the Deputy Head. 

 
In light of all these factors the panel recommend that a prohibition order would not be 

appropriate, proportionate or in the public interest and I agree with their recommendation. 
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NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 
Date: 8 April 2014 

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

State. 


