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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Giles Civil 

NCTL case reference: 11190 

Date of determination: 20 September 2016 

Former employer: Welland Primary School, Peterborough 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 15 to 19 August 2016 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH and on 20 September 2016 at Study Inn 

Conference, 175 Corporation Street, Coventry CV1 1GU to consider the case of Giles 

Civil. 

The panel members were Cllr Gail Goodman (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr Tony 

Woodward (former teacher panellist) and Ms Esther Maxwell (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Peter Shervington of Eversheds LLP, solicitors. 

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

Mr Civil was present and was represented by Mr Will Dobson 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 11 

February 2016. 

It was alleged that Mr Civil was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

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

1. On 21 May 2007 at Grantham Magistrates Court he received a conviction 

(disposed of via a conditional discharge order for 12 months) for using disorderly 

behaviour or threatening/abusive/insulting words likely to cause harassment alarm 

or distress on 13 September 2005 contrary to Section 5(1)(a) of the Public Order 

Act 1986. 

It was further alleged that he was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed between 1 

September 2010 and 31 December 2013, at Welland Primary School, Peterborough (“the 

School”): 

2. In relation to Witness A he: 

a. Failed to appropriately deal with her in respect of concerns raised about her 

son, Pupil C’s transition to secondary school; 

b. Behaved inappropriately during a conversation in or about June 2013 in that 

he called her a ‘tart’; 

c. Behaved inappropriately in a meeting on 24 July 2013 in that he: 

i. Lost his temper; 

ii. Raised his voice; 

iii. Was aggressive. 

3. In relation to Pupil A, on 22 October 2013, he: 

a. Used inappropriate physical contact; 

b. Excessive force; 

c. Failed to restrain him in an appropriate manner in accordance with restraint 

training; 

d. Caused him harm. 

4. In relation to Pupil D, on one or more occasions prior to 27 November 2013 he: 

a. Shouted at him; 

b. Used inappropriate physical contact; 
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c. Excessive force; 

d. Bullied him. 

5. He displayed inappropriate and/or bullying behaviour towards staff including, but 

not restricted to, Witness D. 

6. He made inappropriate and/or unprofessional comments on one or more 

occasions including to: 

a. Staff 

b. Pupils 

c. Parents. 

 
7. He displayed racist attitudes and behaviour in that on one or more occasions he 

referred to Muslim children as "little mussies". 
 
Mr Civil denied the facts of each allegation save for allegation 1, the facts of which were 

admitted.  

Mr Civil denied that he was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel heard applications from the teacher’s representative: 

 for the panel to dismiss allegations 4, 6 and 7 in the Notice of Proceedings.  

 for the panel to disregard paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 of Witness A’s witness 
statement  

 for the panel to disregard paragraphs 5-6 of Witness B’s draft statement 

 for the panel to dismiss allegation 1 as disclosing no prospect of success, in that, 
no panel would find this to be unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

 for additional documents to be admitted: namely (i) a statement of Witness G; (ii) 
certain specified exhibits to the statement of Witness E; (iii) a character reference 
for Individual A; (iv) a copy of the final page of an investigation report with the text 
in a box made legible. 

 the presenting officer has also applied for a copy of a statement of Individual B to 
be admitted.  
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The panel considered each application in turn: 

Application to dismiss allegations 4, 6 and 7 in the Notice of Proceedings.  

The position of the teacher and of the presenting officer are set out in their submissions. 

The panel also heard oral submissions from each and received legal advice from the 

legal advisor.  

The panel took account of the principle in the case of Thaker v. SRA [2011] EWHC 660 

that, ‘the reader should not have to burrow through hundreds of pages of annexes in an 

attempt to piece together what acts are being alleged’. Whilst the panel notes that the 

requirement for a Notice of Proceedings appears somewhat different from the ‘Rule 4 

statement’ referred to in that case, in that the document “Teacher Misconduct: 

Disciplinary Procedures for the Teaching Profession” (“the Procedures”) do not refer 

specifically for the need for facts as such to be set out, nevertheless there is a 

requirement, to ‘specify the details of the specific allegations’. Further, and more 

fundamentally, the panel had careful regard to meet Mr Civil’s right under Article 6 the 

European Convention on Human Rights to ‘be informed promptly…in detail, of the nature 

and cause of the accusation against him’ and to the risk that there may be an abuse of 

process if the lack of clarity provided to the teacher is such as to result in unfairness.  

In relation to allegation 6, the panel determined that the allegation should be dismissed. 

The panel considers it so vague and non-specific as to amount to an abuse of process 

and a failure to meet Mr Civil’s right under the European Convention on Human Rights to 

‘be informed promptly…in detail, of the nature and cause of the accusation against him’. 

The panel considers that, whilst evidence provided to the teacher may be of some 

relevance in assessing fairness, a certain level of detail must be included in the 

allegations, since it is these which set out the accusation against the teacher and which 

inform him as to the case which he has to answer. The panel considers that this 

allegation is insufficiently detailed in that it lists a very broad range of groups to whom 

comments are said to have been made and fails to specify what is alleged to have been 

said other than by the use of the, ‘catch all’ phrase, ‘inappropriate and/or bullying 

behaviour’. Mr Civil cannot reasonably have been expected to ascertain from this what 

the case against him really amounted to, and its vagueness is such that it would be 

difficult to pin down the position even by reference to the statements or supporting 

material, certainly without ‘burrowing through hundreds of pages’, to borrow the 

expression from Thaker v. SRA. Indeed, the panel considers that Mr Ivill’s proposed 

amendment, namely to insert the words ‘about and/or’ after ‘including’, far from assisting 

on the issue of fairness, would have had the effect of broadening the allegation still 

further. In any event, allegation 6 is dismissed.  

The panel took a different view in relation to allegation 7. The panel considers that the 

inclusion of a specific phrase and the identification of a category of pupils about which 

the comment was made places this over the threshold and provides Mr Civil with 

sufficient detail to know what the allegation against him is. It is also noted that, in contrast 
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to allegation 6, this allegation ties in to a clearly expressed account in a specific 

paragraph of the statement of Witness D at paragraph 7 on page 36 and in her log at 

page 97.  

Similarly, in relation to allegation 4, the panel considered that the level of detail provided 

was significantly greater than was the case for allegation 6: the allegation specifies the 

pupil against which the actions are said to have happened, and the nature of the actions 

alleged in a reasonable level of detail. The fact is that it is not always possible for the 

specific date of events to be identified. This may go to the panel’s assessment as to the 

weight to be given to evidence, but the panel does not consider that it acts as a barrier 

per se to the hearing proceeding. In this case, the level of detail which has been given, 

whilst perhaps not exhaustive, is enough to meet the necessary standard. The panel 

notes the concerns raised by Mr Dobson regarding the status and content of Pupil D’s 

statement. However, the panel considers that in this case these are better addressed in 

assessing the relevant weight to give to the evidence in due course rather than justifying 

the removal of the allegation.  

These decisions are made entirely without prejudice to the panel’s findings of fact on 

these allegations, on which it remains open minded. This is an experienced panel and it 

will have full regard to the appropriate weight to be given to the evidence.  

Application for the panel to disregard paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 of Witness A’s witness 

statement  

The panel considered carefully whether the contents were relevant to the allegation, 

noting the view expressed by both representatives. The panel concluded that they were 

not relevant to any of the remaining allegations. On the basis that this is the threshold 

test for the admission of evidence under Paragraph 4.18 of the Procedures, the panel 

grants the application and will disregard paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 of Witness A’s 

statement.  

Application for the panel to disregard paragraphs 5-6 of Witness B’s draft statement 

The panel considered whether the contents were relevant to the allegation. Mr Dobson 

asserts that paragraphs 5-6 contain evidence about an alleged incident which does not 

relate to any of the allegations in the Notice of Proceedings. However, on the face of it, 

the statement refers to an incident involving Pupil D which is relevant to Allegation 4. 

Whilst the Panel has been told that the witness may have indicated to those instructing 

the presenting officer that the incident related to a different pupil, the panel has not heard 

this from the witness themselves and the statement before the panel and in the bundle 

refers to Pupil D. It has not been amended. The panel reserves the right to re-assess the 

position on this application having heard the oral evidence of Witness B. In the 

meantime, the panel consider the paragraphs relevant and that it is fair to admit them.  
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[Note that after receiving confirmation from Witness B during his oral evidence that 

paragraphs 5-7 of his statement had in fact referred to a different pupil, the panel heard a 

further application from Mr Civil for them to be disregarded. After careful consideration 

the panel determined that it was appropriate to disregard these paragraphs.]  

Application for the panel to dismiss allegation 1 as disclosing no prospect of success in 

that no panel would find this to be unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute.  

Allegation 1 is an allegation that, on the basis of his being convicted of an offence under 

Section 5(1)(a) of the Public Order Act 1986, Mr Civil was guilty of unacceptable 

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

Mr Civil argues that no reasonable panel could find Mr Civil’s conduct as amounting to 

unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute, on the basis that Mr Civil has secured further headteacher roles subsequently, 

a fact which, it is argued, amounts to incontrovertible evidence that Mr Civil was 

considered by appointing bodies perfectly fit to teach children. It is further submitted that 

it is an abuse of process on grounds of delay for the National College to be ‘dredging this 

from the past’ (the incident happened 10 years ago) to seek to buttress their case against 

Mr Civil.  

For the National College, it is argued that the fact that Mr Civil has been convicted of this 

offence may impact on his status as a teacher and damage the public’s perception of 

him.  

The panel has considered the issue carefully. The panel has limited evidence of the 

circumstances of the offence. The most detailed account appears to be that of Mr Civil 

himself. The panel notes that Mr Civil has been appointed on several occasions since the 

offence to senior positions, and has been open on each occasion about the offence. The 

panel considers that both the circumstances of the offence itself, and the fact of his 

subsequent appointments, may be relevant matters for it to take into account in 

assessing whether the conviction amounts to unacceptable professional conduct or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. However, the panel is also of the 

view that the character and purpose, procedures, focus, and consequences of these 

proceedings is not the same as the decision making process by prospective employers. 

The panel is not aware as to the reasoning for their decision to proceed with the 

appointments, and does not consider that the mere fact of their decision to proceed 

prevents it per se from making a finding which differs. The panel is not satisfied that there 

is no prospect of success. It has determined to proceed to hear evidence and 

submissions in relation to allegation 1 in the normal way.  

The panel is also referred to the passage of time since this conviction. Mr Dobson 

submits that it is an abuse of process on the grounds of delay. The panel has considered 

this carefully. It does not consider that there is an abuse of process. Mr Civil has been 
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able to set out for the panel a detailed account of the circumstances of the offence, and 

in light of this the panel does not consider that the delay prejudices Mr Civil. It will assess 

carefully having heard all the evidence, including the oral evidence of Mr Civil, whether or 

not the allegation is proved, and whether it amounts to unacceptable professional 

conduct or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

The application in respect of Allegation 1 is therefore dismissed.  

Application for additional documents to be admitted: namely, (i) a statement of Witness 

G, (ii) certain specified exhibits to the statement of Witness E (iii) a character reference 

for Individual A (iv) final page of investigatory report with boxed text made legible (v) 

statement of Individual B.  

The panel considered it fair and appropriate to waive the usual rules as regards the 

timing of provision of documentary evidence and to admit all of these documents on the 

basis that they were relevant to the proceedings, and it was fair to admit them, albeit that 

some appear to be duplicates of material already in the bundle.  

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 and list of key people  – pages 2 to 5 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 7 to 15a 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 17 to 39 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 42 to 165 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 167 to 289  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

 Witness statement of Individual B – page 165a 

 Witness statement of Witness G – page 290 to 307 

 Reference from Individual A – page 308 to 311 

 Selected exhibits to statement of Witness E page 312 to 397 

 ‘Outcome of investigation’ document (redacted) with text in box at the bottom 

made legible – page 398 to 399 
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 Preliminary Application on behalf of Mr Civil – page 400 to 404 

 Response to Preliminary Application – page 406 to 411 

 Revised Preliminary Application– page 412 to 419 

 Speaking notes for closing submissions on behalf of Mr Civil – page 420-451 

 Witness statement in mitigation of Mr Civil – page 452-463 

 Submissions in mitigation on behalf of Mr Civil – page 464 – 471 

 Submissions in response from the Presenting Officer – page 472 - 475 

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 – Mother of Pupil C 

Witness B – Teaching Assistant 

Witness C – Father of Pupil A 

Witness D – Teacher  

Witness E – Education Director.  

Witness F – Father of Pupil D 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the teacher’s 

representative:  

Mr Civil himself 

Witness G – Assistant Head 

Witness H – Teacher  

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has carefully considered the case before it and has reached a decision. 
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The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Having previously determined to dismiss allegation 6 for the reasons set out in its 

decision on Mr Dobson’s preliminary application, the panel has confined itself to the 

remaining 6 allegations.  

Mr Civil was appointed as headteacher at Welland Primary School in January 2010.  It 

was alleged that on 21 May 2007 at Grantham Magistrates Court he received a 

conviction for using disorderly behaviour or threatening/abusive/insulting words likely to 

cause harassment alarm or distress contrary to Section 5(1)(a) of the Public Order Act 

1986. It was further alleged that he failed to appropriately deal with Witness A in respect 

of concerns raised about her son, Pupil C’s transition to secondary school, and that he 

behaved inappropriately during a conversation in or about June 2013 in that he called her 

a ‘tart’. It was alleged that he behaved inappropriately in a meeting on 24 July 2013. In 

relation to Pupil A, it was alleged that he used inappropriate physical contact and 

excessive force; that he failed to restrain him in an appropriate manner in accordance 

with restraint training; and that he caused him harm. 

In relation to Pupil D, it was alleged that on one or more occasions prior to 27 November 

2013 Mr Civil shouted at him, used inappropriate physical contact and excessive force, 

and bullied him. It was alleged that Mr Civil displayed inappropriate and/or bullying 

behaviour towards staff including, but not restricted to, Witness D, and that he displayed 

racist attitudes and behaviour in that on one or more occasions he referred to Muslim 

children as "little mussies". 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

1. On 21 May 2007 at Grantham Magistrates Court you received a conviction 

(disposed of via a conditional discharge order for 12 months) for using 

disorderly behaviour or threatening/abusive/insulting words likely to cause 

harassment alarm or distress on 13 September 2005 contrary to Section 

5(1)(a) of the Public Order Act 1986; 

The fact of this conviction was admitted by Mr Civil and established by reference to the 

Memorandum of Entry and PNC disclosure print on pages 42-45 of the bundle.  

Mr Civil’s account is set out in his statement at page 225-227. In short, he was concerned 

that an individual was harassing and threatening his son. Mr Civil stated that he 

approached the individual concerned on a playing field and a heated argument ensued. 

In oral evidence Mr Civil recounted that he had used the words ‘for fuck’s sake what are 

you doing, you’ve done this again, you have to leave [Mr Civil’s child] alone, you cannot 

continue to fucking threaten him’.  
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Asked whether he would advocate this behaviour, Mr Civil replied that he absolutely 

would not. He accepted that the comment had been made on a recreation ground and 

that the recipient of the comments was a football coach. Mr Civil said that there were 

children present, although he said they were 40 yards away. 

The panel will return to consider the matter in the context of is determination as to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. As far as the facts are concerned, however, the panel is satisfied that they are 

proved.  

Allegation 1 is therefore found to have been proved on the balance of probabilities.  

 

Whilst employed between 1 September 2010 and 31 December 2013, at Welland 

Primary School, Peterborough (“the School”): 

2. In relation to Witness A you: 

a. Failed to appropriately deal with her in respect of concerns raised 

about her son, Pupil C’s transition to secondary school, 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness A and had the benefit of reading her 

statement at page 17 to 20 of the bundle. She explained that she had concerns about her 

son, Pupil C’s transition from the School to their chosen secondary school. She spoke to 

Mr Civil about Pupil C’s transition and he promised to help. She stated that a planned 

walk to the school was cancelled on several occasions and it took several conversations 

for transitional arrangements to be provided by Mr Civil and Witness H. She felt that Mr 

Civil was passing the issue on and not supporting Pupil C.  

Witness A accepted that it was proper that Mr Civil had delegated the matter to the 

relevant team at the school, but she felt that Mr Civil never chased matters up when he 

said he would. Witness A said that she felt she had to ‘badger’ the school. She became 

increasingly concerned that if nothing was done soon Pupil C would not have preparation 

time.  

Witness A accepted in oral evidence that Mr Civil’s response in September 2012, which 

was that he would arrange assistance at the point when the identity of the school was 

known, was reasonable.  

Witness A stated that she did attend two events at the secondary school (which was still 

under construction) in October 2012, and in the summer of 2013, and that these helped.  

Witness A accepted that it was because Mr Civil did chase up and intervene in the matter 

that the transition plan was ultimately provided in June 2013, after her son was allocated 

a school in March of that year. Witness A stated that she could not recall Mr Civil 
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explaining that the difficulties had arisen from the secondary school being under 

construction, but accepted that it was likely that this explanation was given by Mr Civil.  

Whilst she maintained that only point two of the plan (ascertaining a safe walking route to 

the school) was completed, Witness A accepted under questioning that target three of 

the plan, familiarisation with the building, could not have been undertaken whilst building 

work was underway on the site, and that target 1, meeting key members of staff, was not 

possible when staff were still in the process of being appointed.  

Mr Civil did not dispute that Witness A had approached him to assist in relation to 

transitional arrangements. In his oral evidence, he stated that Witness A had expressed 

concerns at the beginning of the school year, whereupon it was agreed that once the 

child was allocated to a school a plan would be devised.  

Mr Civil said that part of the plan was to arrange a walk to the site and a visit to the 

buildings. He was aware that there would be two transition days at the start of the 

summer term, but wanted to prepare the children before that. Mr Civil said that the 

intention had been to combine the walk to school with other targets.  

Mr Civil accepted that he was chased on the issue by Witness A and that there was a 

delay. He discussed the matter with the welfare manager who explained why the visit had 

not taken place. He stated that he was informed the delay to the walking exercise was 

because of building work at the new school. He asked the welfare manager to ensure 

that the plan was completed. He recalled having subsequently provided the plan, 

possibly on the same day that he was chased again by Witness A. He apologised on that 

occasion and assured her that the plan was in place and that a copy was in her email.  

Mr Civil said that he had also spoken with the learning mentor who had told him that 

Pupil C was not expressing anxiety about the move.  

The panel can understand Witness A’s natural anxiety as to transition arrangements for 

her son. It may be that the transition plan could have been advanced earlier. 

Nevertheless, Mr Civil’s response when approached in September 2012 was entirely 

reasonable. When subsequently chased by Witness A, Mr Civil did make efforts to 

progress the matter, and a plan was produced in June 2013. He was also open in 

apologising to her. Whilst he may not have appreciated the level of Witness A’s anxiety, 

in all the circumstances, the panel does not consider that Mr Civil failed to appropriately 

deal with Witness A in relation to the matter.  

Allegation 2.a. is found not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

b. Behaved inappropriately during a conversation in or about June 2013 

in that you called her a ‘tart’,  

Witness A stated that, during the course of a conversation with Mr Civil in June 2013 

regarding her disappointment at the support given to Pupil C, Mr Civil called her ‘a tart’ 
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(page 18 paragraph 6). Mention is made of this in an email from Witness A some time 

later, on 24 July 2013, at page 48 of the bundle. 

Mr Civil accepted that the use of the word ‘tart’ in conversation with a parent would be 

disrespectful and inappropriate. Mr Civil stated that he had not called her a tart and could 

not understand how she had misunderstood the situation. 

At paragraph 39 of his statement on page 230, Mr Civil states ‘I do not recall calling 

Witness A a tart and do not believe I would ever address anyone in such a manner’. 

Asked why he was not clearer in refuting the point in his statement, he said that he was 

shocked by the allegation and he could not account for it. He did not allege that Witness 

A was lying but suggested that there might be a misunderstanding. Mr Civil said that he 

felt had he called Witness A a tart in June it would have been raised earlier by Witness A 

either with staff or with other parents.  

The panel does not doubt the honesty of Witness A’s account. However, having 

considered the matter very carefully, and in the absence of other witnesses to the 

conversation, the panel did not consider it to have been proved on the balance of 

probabilities that the word was used. The panel found Mr Civil’s clear and unequivocal 

denial that he would ever use the word ‘tart’ to be persuasive.  

The panel therefore find this allegation not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

c. Behaved inappropriately in a meeting on 24 July 2013 in that you: 

i. Lost your temper, 

ii. Raised your voice, 

iii. Were aggressive; 

The date of this meeting is established by an email from Witness A to Mr Civil on the 

same date, at page 48 of the bundle.  

Witness A explained that she had expressed concerns that a certain teacher would be 

teaching her daughter the following year. She explained that she was not happy at the 

way the teacher in question had intervened when her daughter was upset at the end of 

school. She stated that the teacher had told Witness A’s daughter that her own 

explanation of an incident was not correct, and that she (Witness A’s daughter) was ‘not 

to feel upset’. Witness A felt it was wrong for the teacher to tell her daughter how she 

should feel.  

Witness A stated that at the start of the conversation Mr Civil had asked ‘will it take 

long?’. In oral evidence, she accepted that this came across as ‘jokey’ and not 

aggressive. Witness A accepted that Mr Civil would not have been aware of the reason 
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for her concern about the teacher in question prior to the conversation, but stated that 

she made it clear to him during the conversation.  

Witness A’s account was that she went on to explain that she did not want her daughter 

taught by the teacher in question. She stated that during the conversation which followed, 

Mr Civil asked ‘what do you think we are doing here?’ to which she replied ‘sometimes I 

do wonder’. At this point, according to Witness A, Mr Civil’s posture changed and he 

shouted back at her ‘if you do not like what I am doing here then you can remove PF 

from school’. She stated that when she said that her daughter had had a tough year, Mr 

Civil replied ‘do what you like’. She said that he came across as scary and threatening.  

Witness A accepted that her daughter was doing well at school. Asked whether she could 

understand Mr Civil’s perspective that her concerns were wrong and misplaced, she 

stated ‘I can understand that the main focus is on my daughter’s academic progress, but 

her emotional progress is not the same’. Witness A accepted that ultimately her daughter 

had settled in well with the teacher about whom she had concerns.  

In the email referred to above, from Witness A to Mr Civil, on page 48 of the bundle, she 

raised a concern about the meeting,  including the words ‘I do not appreciate the way that 

you spoke to me I found it to be very rude and uncalled for’.  

Mr Civil stated in his oral evidence that he did not consider he was being rude in any way 

in the conversation on 24 July. His account was that Witness A approached him as he 

was closing the school and that they went into the school to have the conversation. 

Witness A expressed concerns to him about the teacher allocated for her daughter. Mr 

Civil stated that the class arrangements for the following year had been circulated 

between one and two weeks earlier and this was the first time she had expressed 

concerns.  

Mr Civil explained that the arrangements reflected the school’s wish to maintain her 

daughter’s progress as they expected her to be a high achiever. He stated that he asked 

Witness A to trust him on the matter and that he was only concerned with the welfare of 

her daughter. He stated that there seemed to be an impasse, but it was not an angry 

exchange. Mr Civil’s evidence was that he explained one of the options was for the pupil 

to go to another class but that would not help her progress. He stated that he also said 

that if she wished to do so Witness A had the option of her daughter being removed to 

another school. Witness G, in her oral evidence, said that this option was quite often 

given to parents. Mr Civil denied stating ‘what do you think we are doing here?’, but said 

that they would have talked about what the school was doing.  

Mr Civil denied shouting at Witness A or being aggressive. Mr Civil said that he was 

relaxed, this being the last day of term. Mr Civil said that he was surprised that Witness A 

had returned at the very end of the school term after everyone had left. Mr Civil said that 

he tried to alleviate the concerns as best he could, knowing that there were no 
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opportunities thereafter as school was closed. Mr Civil stated that he did not notice that 

she was in tears. 

Mr Civil said that he thought Witness A’s perceptions and recollection of the discussion 

may have been influenced by her anxieties at the time. Mr Civil felt that the school had 

made real progress with her daughter – having identified that her progress had not been 

as great as expected, they had put steps in place to improve it. Mr Civil said that at no 

point had Witness A raised particular concerns about emotional needs. As far as he was 

concerned these needs were around confidence and the school was seeking to address 

these.  

Witness G, a fellow teacher, told the panel that she had been present when Witness A 

initially approached Mr Civil. She did not recall hearing Mr Civil saying ‘will it take long?’ 

but she recalled them both walking into the building.  

The panel has considered all the evidence. In circumstances where no third party 

evidence has been put forward to support Witness A’s account of the conversation, the 

panel is not satisfied that the allegation has been proved. Mr Civil provided a clear 

account of the encounter. It is apparent that his response to her concerns disappointed 

her at the time. Witness G’s evidence supported this suggestion in that she stated that 

Witness A walked away from the meeting disgruntled, although, significantly, Witness G 

stated that Witness A was not in tears. The panel accepts that Witness A was unhappy. 

However, as to the content of the conversation and the manner of Mr Civil during that 

conversation, the panel is simply not persuaded that Mr Civil lost his temper, raised his 

voice or was aggressive.  

Allegation 2.c. is therefore found not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

3. In relation to Pupil A, on 22 October 2013, you: 

a. Used inappropriate physical contact, 

b. Excessive force, 

c. Failed to restrain him in an appropriate manner in accordance with 

restraint training, 

d. Caused him harm; 

Other than Mr Civil’s account, the only eyewitness account of this alleged incident 

provided in oral evidence was that of Witness B, a teaching assistant.  

In oral evidence, Witness B stated that he had been on lunchtime duty when Mr Civil 

came out of the staff room door and went towards the netball court. Witness B stated that 

his view was initially blocked by a water tank, but he had moved onto the middle of the 

playground by which time he saw Mr Civil with Pupil A walking backwards. Witness B 
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stated that Mr Civil had Pupil A by the shoulders, swung him round, slammed him against 

the fence and then appeared to lean on him.  According to Witness B’s account, Pupil A 

then appeared to calm down and Mr Civil led him towards the playground with one hand 

on his shoulder and the other on his wrist behind his back. Witness B opened a 

classroom door and Mr Civil and Pupil A came through. At that point Witness B stated 

that things ‘just became a blur’ with Mr Civil and Pupil A ‘going down to the ground’. 

Witness B stated that he saw Mr Civil get up on his knees to steady himself, put his hand 

on Pupil A’s shoulders and push him onto the ground. They then got to their feet and 

Pupil A was led out of the classroom.  

Witness B stated that Pupil A had appeared quite angry when he first came into view, but 

that he appeared to calm down by the time they were walking into the building.  

Witness B stated that he felt the restraining method used by Mr Civil had involved 

excessive force and was inappropriate. In oral evidence, Witness B accepted that he had 

not received any restraint training. He nevertheless stated that as he was a parent, he 

was in a position to assess the appropriateness of Mr Civil’s approach to the situation.  

The panel had grave concerns about the reliability of Witness B’s account. He had 

provided three separate accounts of events at different stages, and a number of 

variances were identified. By way of example, in Witness B’s first statement dated 22 

October 2013, at page 54, he stated that ‘Mr Civil then tried to usher [Pupil A] into school 

but [Pupil A] became violent, trying to push and kick out at him so Mr Civil had to restrain 

him to enable his removal from the playground’.  In his second statement, at page 55, 

dated 25 October 2013, Witness B introduced a number of additional details, stating that 

Mr Civil ‘quickly span round holding [Pupil A] and slammed him against the netball court 

fence’ and that Mr Civil ‘seemed to lean on [Pupil A] and put his body weight on him’.  

The panel’s attention was drawn to an email dated 12 April 2015, at page 262 of the 

bundle, in which Witness B asked for his police statement not to be released and stated 

that a previous assertion that Mr Civil had been ‘unorthodox and heavy handed’, amongst 

other things, were ‘inaccuracies’. Asked about this in oral evidence, Witness B said that 

there were in fact no inaccuracies and that ‘I was just trying to get out of coming here’ 

and that he had been worried about his job. Witness B also acknowledged that he felt 

under pressure to amplify his account of events. He added that he felt Mr Civil had not 

wanted the school to become an Academy, had ‘rubbed up the Academy the wrong way’ 

and that ‘as far as I was concerned they [the management] would do anything to make 

sure that he was [removed], and this incident was perfect for them’.  

In view of these circumstances, the panel considered that little weight could be placed on 

Witness B’s evidence.   

Pupil A himself did not give oral evidence and the panel did not have a witness statement 

from him. The panel did have sight, amongst other material, of a clinical assessment 
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produced by the hospital on the date of the incident (page 70) a police interview (from 

page 77) and a statement as part of the school investigations at page 94.  

Whilst the panel considered the accounts of Pupil A carefully, again it has grave 

concerns as to their reliability. Amongst other factors, the panel were taken to a record of 

a meeting on 24 October 2014 in which it was noted (page 371) that ‘the doctor that 

examined [Pupil A] raised concerns that [Pupil A’s] injuries are significant, but not 

consistent with the explanation given by [Pupil A]’.  

A further factor which led the panel to doubt Pupil A’s account of events was the oral 

evidence of Pupil A’s father, Witness C. Witness C was commendably frank and honest 

in his account to the panel. He accepted that his son was at risk of permanent exclusion 

from March 2009 and had been repeatedly excluded because of violent behaviour, 

particularly in the playground. He stated that when he was called to pick up his son on 22 

October 2013, Pupil A was ‘kicking punching and swearing’. Referred to an account of 

another staff member (page 164) that Pupil A had kicked another child on the leg, 

Witness C accepted that Pupil A could have downplayed the reason for Mr Civil’s 

intervention in the account he gave to Witness C, and stated ‘I only get what he tells me. 

Sometimes you will never understand what has happened or get to the bottom of it’. He 

stated ‘very regularly he would tell me to go and die in a hole but he won’t later recall 

what he said’. Witness C also accepted that there were times when it would be 

appropriate for staff at the school to physically restrain his son.  

The panel heard oral evidence from Mr Civil.  Mr Civil disputed Witness B’s account of 

the hold exercised on Pupil A. Mr Civil explained that it was not consistent with Team 

Teach training on restraint since it left the restrained person with a free hand and also 

with the ability to head-butt. Mr Civil described placing his hands lightly on his shoulders 

and explained ‘I need you to calm down [Pupil A]’. He then removed his arms and 

explained to the child that they were going to go into the building and would move soon. 

Mr Civil said that he positioned himself to Pupil A’s left side, placed his right arm round 

Pupil A’s side, holding Pupil A’s right wrist, whilst holding Pupil A’s left wrist with the left 

hand. Mr Civil talked to Pupil A as they walked. Mr Civil said that Pupil A was moving, but 

was dragging his feet. Mr Civil said that when they got half way across the playground he 

repositioned himself and Pupil A to ensure that the hold was secure and they continued. 

Mr Civil denied Pupil A’s assertion that Pupil A’s arm was put behind his own back.  

Mr Civil said that when he emerged from the classroom he saw Witness B coming from 

the direction of a store cupboard.  

Mr Civil accepted that it would be inappropriate to push a child onto a fence, or to have 

their arm or arms behind their backs. He also accepted it was inappropriate to push a 

child down onto the ground. Mr Civil said that he used the term ‘positive handling’. The 

use of handling would be a last resort, and in many cases, if the child is safe, he can be 

left to move about and say what they like until the situation calms down.  
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Mr Civil denied Witness B’s account that when he approached Pupil A he was ‘clearly 

annoyed’. Mr Civil said that he was going to investigate a potentially dangerous situation, 

and this was part of his role. Mr Civil said that Witness B could have seen him 

approaching the school yard, but when he reached the netball court his vision would 

have been obscured by the rainwater tank. 

Mr Civil denied Witness B’s account that he pushed Pupil A into the fence. Mr Civil said 

that this would have required him turning Pupil A round in a complete circle. He stated 

that another member of staff was very close to him at the time – and to behave as 

alleged in a public place would have been completely inappropriate.  

Mr Civil’s account was that, having entered the classroom, Pupil A kicked his legs out, 

causing Mr Civil to lose his balance and causing them both to fall. Mr Civil denied that he 

was angry after the fall, although he accepted that he was shocked. Mr Civil said that he 

felt vulnerable and feared a kick to the head so got up as quickly as he could. He saw 

that Pupil A was on the floor (although he could not picture the position he was in), and 

that Mr Civil held his hand out to Pupil A and told him to jump up.  

Mr Civil denied that he was angry when he got up, as suggested by Witness B, but 

accepted that he may have been red in the face due to exertion. Mr Civil denied dragging 

Pupil A at any point. He stated that they walked together out of the classroom. Mr Civil 

stated that he never pushed Pupil A to the ground.  

Taken to the photographs of injuries to Pupil A at page 74 of the bundle, Mr Civil said that 

he could only account for the marks on Pupil A’s back because of the fall which they had 

in the classroom. Mr Civil said that he did not know how Pupil A had fallen. Mr Civil 

thought that they had slipped back and separated but was not sure.  

Mr Civil’s account (page 239) was that, when they reached his office, he told Pupil A to 

sit down but Pupil A refused. Mr Civil stated that he was not overly worried by this. He 

stated that Pupil A grabbed Mr Civil’s jacket and books and threw them across the room. 

Mr Civil said that he told Pupil A ‘you need to stop’, and went towards him, putting his 

hands on Pupil A’s shoulders, and stating ‘you need to sit down’ whereupon Pupil A sat 

down.  

Having assessed the various accounts of events carefully, the panel prefers the evidence 

of Mr Civil over that of Pupil A and Witness B, and considers that the facts of the incident 

were as he has stated to the panel.  

The panel further finds that Mr Civil’s actions throughout were appropriate in the 

circumstances. Addressing the key aspects of physical contact in turn: 

The panel considers that Mr Civil’s decision to rest his hands lightly on Pupil A’s 

shoulders was, as he put it in oral evidence ‘an affirmation of being calm’, and that it was 

not inappropriate contact or excessive force given the behaviour of Pupil A, who was, on 

Mr Civil’s account, swearing and refusing to come with him.  
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The panel does not accept that Pupil A was spun around by Mr Civil or pushed against 

the fence.  

The panel was satisfied that the hold used by Mr Civil on Pupil A was as described by Mr 

Civil in evidence. The panel consider that this was in line with Team Teach restraint 

training received by Mr Civil, was appropriate in the circumstances, and did not display 

excessive force.   

The panel accepts that Mr Civil and Pupil A fell on the floor, most likely because Pupil A 

was kicking out at the furniture, causing Mr Civil to overbalance. In short, it was an 

accident. It did not amount to inappropriate physical contact or physical force. The panel 

does not find itself able to conclude what caused the injuries shown in the photographs of 

Pupil A at pages 74 to 76. In so far as they were caused by a fall to the floor, the injuries 

cannot be attributed to Mr Civil since it was an accident.  

The panel accepts that after the fall, Mr Civil put out his hands, or held Pupil A’s arm, and 

told Pupil A to ‘jump up’. Again, the panel finds nothing untoward in this response to the 

situation. The panel does not accept that Mr Civil dragged Pupil A across the floor.  

The panel accepts that on arrival in Mr Civil’s office, Pupil A refused to sit down and 

instead became violent again, throwing things around the room. Mr Civil went towards 

Pupil A and put his hands on his shoulders. Mr Civil did not push Pupil A down or throw 

his arm down on the floor.  

The panel is not satisfied that any of the particulars of allegation 3 have been proved on 

the balance of probabilities. The panel did not consider that excessive force or 

inappropriate physical contact was used. The panel consider Mr Civil’s approach to 

restraint appropriate and in line with his training. As to the allegation that Mr Civil caused 

Pupil A harm, the panel note the evidence of Pupil A’s father that the stress of attending 

meetings following the incident had had a negative impact on Pupil A’s behaviour and 

health. The panel did not hear medical evidence in relation to these points. In any event, 

in so far as they resulted from the incident on 22 October, the panel considers that, in 

circumstances where the panel has found that Mr Civil dealt with Pupil A’s aggressive 

behaviour entirely appropriately, any such consequences cannot properly be attributed to 

Mr Civil.  

Consequently the panel finds allegation 3 not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

4. In relation to Pupil D, on one or more occasions prior to 27 November 2013 

you; 

a. Shouted at him, 

b. Used inappropriate physical contact, 

c. Excessive force, 
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d. Bullied him; 

The main evidence for this allegation was a statement given by Pupil D, found at pages 

24 to 27 of the bundle. This includes manuscript annotations.  

Pupil D did not give oral evidence. The account in his statement stated that he went 

home with marks on his arms and chest where Mr Civil had grabbed him. He described 

being bullied by Mr Civil and being shouted at by him. He described Mr Civil putting his 

arm behind his back and pushing him to the floor.  

The panel heard from Witness F, whose letter of complaint is at pages 61-62 of the 

bundle. Witness F stated that, when Pupil D was describing events to him, Pupil D 

became upset. He added that when Pupil D saw Mr Civil visiting the secondary school to 

which he had moved, he was terrified.  Witness F was asked for examples of bullying, 

and referred to Pupil D’s reference at paragraph 5 of his statement on page 24 to being 

‘pulled out of the classroom’ for passing a pencil to his friend.  

Mr Civil denied the allegation. Taken to a reference by Pupil D to going home with ‘red 

marks on my arms and chest from where Mr Civil had grabbed me’, Mr Civil denied that 

there was any occasion in which he had grabbed Pupil D. Mr Civil said that Pupil D was 

the largest child in the school. He stated that any handling of a child like Pupil D would be 

inappropriate because it would be ineffective unless there were two or three people to 

assist. Mr Civil stated that pulling Pupil D by his arm would be ineffective because it 

would ‘serve no purpose’.  

Referred to a comment by Pupil D at page 25 that ‘there have been many occasions 

when Mr Civil has shouted at me’, Mr Civil denied that he ever shouted at children.  

Asked about physical marks on Pupil D, Mr Civil stated that Pupil D had many 

altercations with other children and would antagonise them and be rude, and he was 

often having to see senior members of staff because of situations of Pupil D’s own 

making.  

Witness F was not a direct witness to the interactions between Pupil D and Mr Civil. Pupil 

D did not give oral evidence, and the panel were concerned as to the reliability of his 

account, particularly in circumstances where the statement produced for the panel 

contained significant manuscript corrections which Witness F stated he had written (albeit 

prompted by Pupil D) and language which the panel considers most unlikely to have 

been that of a child. In the absence of oral evidence from Pupil D the panel is not 

prepared to place significant weight on these accounts.  

In any event, the panel preferred the account of Mr Civil. It does not accept that Mr Civil 

shouted at Pupil D, used inappropriate physical contact or excessive force or bullied him.  

Allegation 4 is not proved on the balance of probabilities.  
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5. You displayed inappropriate and/or bullying behaviour towards staff 

including,  but not restricted to, Witness D; 

Witness D was Special Educational Needs Coordinator (‘SENCO’) at the School from 

September 2009 to June 2012.  

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness D. Her statement appears at page 35 of the 

bundle. Witness D stated (page 36) that she had visited Mr Civil before he joined Welland 

to find out ‘how we were going to get along’. Asked about this, she said that Mr Civil’s 

reputation was of being a ‘character’, and she was worried as to how well they would 

work together. Witness D said that the relationship with Mr Civil started positively, but 

stress and tension built up slowly.  

Witness D told the panel that in 2011 she was taken away from her role to assume 

responsibility for a ‘Reading Recovery’ programme. Witness D said that Mr Civil 

presented it to her as something which funding had been obtained for, that someone had 

to do and that she was going to undertake it. She stated that once she was given the role 

she committed herself to it. She said that she had told Mr Civil when the role was given to 

her that the time commitment was inconsistent with her other roles. She stated that his 

response was to suggest that she couldn’t cope, and she said that roles were taken away 

from her in a manner that was undermining, and without planning. 

Witness D stated that she was ignored for significant periods of time. Witness D 

explained that she kept a log of events as a way of recording what had happened at 

school. At the time, she was contemplating leaving. In an extract from the log at page 98, 

Witness D states that this was ‘too small a school for the Head not to be talking to me’. 

Asked about this, she said that there was an ongoing, continual failure by Mr Civil to 

respond to simple enquiries or to otherwise engage with her.  

Witness D stated that it was not uncommon for Mr Civil to shout at staff or pupils. At page 

107 she records Mr Civil as stating ‘apparently, this Reading Recovery takes so much of 

your time that you can’t do anything else. You are just picking. All you do is pick. You 

don’t support the teachers… you are inadequate’. Witness D said that she was in shock 

at this statement and was frightened and that it almost took her breath away.  

Witness D said that she considered Mr Civil’s behaviour to be bullying because it was 

persistent, undermining, and deliberately wrong-footing. She stated that it made her 

frightened of being at the school. Witness D stated ‘I became so fearful of making the 

wrong decision that I couldn’t do anything’. 

Mr Civil denied that he had undermined or bullied Witness D. He stated that standards 

were low within the school, and that there had been a meeting to discuss ways in which 

reading standards could be improved. Witness D approached him with the idea of 

undertaking Reading Recovery. Mr Civil said that he disagreed with the adoption of the 
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strategy but was persuaded on the basis that after one year, the benefit would be spread 

from very few children to a larger group.  

Mr Civil stated that there was a discussion during the summer of 2011 as to the impact 

that Reading Recovery would have on Witness D’s role and how this would be managed. 

Mr Civil said that Witness D’s involvement in Reading Recovery reduced her available 

time by 60%. Mr Civil said that he took on child protection work and other roles. Mr Civil 

said that he understood that Witness D felt disappointed that she couldn’t undertake 

other aspects of her role, but he maintained that taking on the extra tasks was not part of 

a long term strategy because he did not have the capacity to take them on. Mr Civil 

stated that Witness D remained involved in pupil progress meetings with the teacher and 

himself.  

Mr Civil said that Witness D had not been side-lined, but that her role had simply 

changed. She was still included in SENCO work and work with specific pupils, but in 

some cases Mr Civil undertook aspects of this work and reported back to Witness D. Mr 

Civil accepted that Witness D could not be as deeply involved as she liked because so 

much of her time was taken up with Reading Recovery.   

Asked about the allegation that he ignored her for a period around September 2011, Mr 

Civil said that he did not understand this. He stated that he was not avoiding or ignoring 

her. He explained that when he arrived at the school, the headteacher’s office was away 

from the classrooms. Mr Civil stated he felt that he needed to be in the main body of the 

school, so he took an office nearer the classrooms. Witness D was told that the old 

headteacher’s office was available. This meant that she might not have seen him so 

regularly, but he encouraged her to work in the main teaching areas. Witness H, in her 

evidence to the panel, also stated that Witness D had seemed quite isolated and was in 

her office for a lot of the time.  

Mr Civil was asked about a meeting referred to at page 98 of the bundle, at which 

Witness D said she was looking for another role. Mr Civil was asked to comment on the 

suggestion that he stated, ‘your difficulty will be finding something to apply for’. Mr Civil 

said that he thought this discussion took place in April or May. Mr Civil said that he had 

said Witness D would have difficulty finding something appropriate. He said that he said 

this in a perfectly pleasant tone, and was referring to the difficulties she might have in 

finding a suitable vacancy at that time in the year.  

Mr Civil was taken to a reference at page 107 in Witness D’s notes in which she records 

Mr Civil responding to her comments on a document by saying that ‘all this was decided 

at the meeting last week’ and ‘it was nothing to do with you, you weren’t there’. Mr Civil 

said that he would have said ‘you don’t have to worry about these arrangements, that’s 

all sorted’. He stated that he would not have said it was nothing to do with her, but the 

fact was that she had not been able to attend the meeting. He denied that she asked why 

she wasn’t there.  
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Mr Civil was asked about the comment, at page 107, that he had accused Witness D of 

stating ‘all you do is pick’ and ‘you are inadequate’. Mr Civil stated that he never said 

these things. He stated that he would not have stated that she was inadequate. He stated 

that the Reading Recovery took up a lot of her time but that they both knew that and were 

managing the situation to address that issue. It was a difficult situation but they were all 

managing it.  

Mr Civil denied making inappropriate comments regarding staff dress. Mr Civil stated that 

when he arrived at the school expectations were very low. He stated that a dress code 

was agreed. Mr Civil stated that he had spoken to certain teaching assistants to query 

whether they were meeting the dress code, but that this was never done in a 

confrontational way. The panel accepts Mr Civil’s account in relation to this issue.  

Asked about an allegation (Paragraph 7 of Witness D’s statement) that Mr Civil had 

responded to a comment that a staff member was pregnant by stating ‘I hope she will fall 

over and lose it anyway’, Mr Civil absolutely denied having said anything of the sort. He 

stated that there were a lot of pregnancies amongst staff, but that this was something 

they managed. In any event the panel notes that Witness D did not claim to have heard 

this comment herself. The panel find the evidence for this comment too tenuous for it to 

be given credence.  

The panel heard from Witness H who stated that she had a good working relationship 

with Witness D, although she stated that Witness D had been very emotional in the 

period before she left the school. She stated that she was approached by Witness D 

asking her to support her complaint. Witness H said that she refused to support the 

complaint because the main basis for it seemed to be that Mr Civil did not speak to 

Witness D.   

Neither Witness H nor Witness G, in their oral evidence, could recall any occasion on 

which Mr Civil had used comments such as ‘no’ or ‘out’ as suggested by Witness D in her 

evidence. Both indicated that Witness D seemed to feel isolated, but they refuted the 

allegation that Mr Civil had bullied her or displayed inappropriate behaviour.  

Having considered all the evidence, the panel finds this allegation not proved. It is clear 

that there was a personality clash between Witness D and Mr Civil. The panel does not 

doubt that Witness D was going through a stressful period and that Mr Civil’s 

management style was not what she had been used to. However the panel prefers Mr 

Civil’s account: he was faced with the difficulty of ensuring that Witness D’s roles were 

properly discharged in circumstances where a significant percentage of her time was 

dedicated to Reading Recovery. He did this appropriately by taking on responsibilities 

himself and seeking assistance from other members of staff. His actions may have been 

misinterpreted by Witness D as undermining her, but the panel does not accept that Mr 

Civil was in fact bullying or showing inappropriate behaviour towards Witness D or other 

members of staff.  
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The panel therefore finds allegation 5 not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

7. You displayed racist attitudes and behaviour in that on one or more 

occasions you referred to Muslim children as "little mussies". 

This allegation is set out at paragraph 7 of Witness D’s statement on page 36. She states 

‘I heard Giles make derogatory comments such as ‘little mussies’ when talking about 

Muslim pupils’ 

At page 97, in notes which she made, Witness D states ‘I have heard Giles refer to 

Muslim children as ‘little mussies’, in the context of having vegetarian options on the 

school dinner menu for these children. In oral evidence she said that she recalled it as a 

‘throwaway comment’ made ‘almost in passing’. Witness D stated that the comment was 

made with 3 or 4 adult members of staff present.  

Witness D said that she was quite taken aback by the use of the term, but did not raise a 

complaint because in the context of everything that was happening she was ‘so stressed 

– I just wanted to get through the day’.  

Mr Civil denied ever having referred to Muslim children as ‘little mussies’. Mr Civil stated 

that he could not account for Witness D’s statement. He stated that he could not 

understand how reference to Muslims would have even been raised in this context, as 

there were many pupils who were vegetarians.  

The panel prefers the evidence of Mr Civil. It considers it improbable that Mr Civil would 

have used the expression ‘little mussies’ in the context of a discussion about vegetarian 

food, or otherwise with a group of staff present. No other witnesses have come forward to 

corroborate the evidence of Witness D and the panel would expect others to have been 

aware of the comment had it been made.  

The panel finds allegation 7 not proved on the balance of probabilities.  

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

Having found allegation 1 only to have been proven, the panel has gone on to consider 

whether the facts of the proven allegation 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 the panel refers to as “the Advice”.  

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Civil in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two, Mr Civil is in breach of the following standards:  
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 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others;  

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Civil fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. He has acknowledged that his behaviour was inappropriate. 

He expressed his position at paragraph 29 of his statement on page 227, stating ‘I am 

ashamed about my anger and deeply regret this incident. I have learnt my lesson and 

there have been no such concerns since that day 10 years ago’. Asked in oral evidence 

whether he would advocate behaviour of the kind for which he was convicted, Mr Civil 

replied that he absolutely would not. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Civil’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice and the panel 

has found that none of these offences are relevant.  

The panel notes that allegation 1 took place outside of the education setting. The panel 

considers that the allegation found proved does not affect the way in which Mr Civil fulfils 

his teaching role, nor lead to pupils being exposed to or influenced by the behaviour in a 

harmful way. The particular circumstances of the case are relevant: the offence occurred 

in a context where Mr Civil was seeking to protect his child from what he perceived to be 

threatening behaviour from another adult. Mr Civil has shown considerable remorse and 

insight into his actions and has acknowledged that he should not have behaved in the 

way he did. There is also no evidence that pupils have been harmed or influenced by the 

behaviour and there is no indication that he would act in such a way in a school setting.  

Accordingly, the panel is not satisfied that Mr Civil is guilty of unacceptable professional 

conduct.  

The panel has taken into account how the teaching profession is viewed by others and 

considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and others in the 

community. The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can 

hold in pupils’ lives and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the 

way they behave. 

The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on Mr Civil’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception. The panel notes Mr Civil’s remorse, and the panel’s conclusion that his 

behaviour would not affect the way in which he fulfils his teaching role nor that pupils 

would be influenced by the behaviour in a harmful way. Nevertheless, the panel has 

concluded that the public perception of the teaching profession would be likely to be 

damaged by the fact that he has been convicted of an offence under the Public Order Act 

1986 over an incident involving disorderly behaviour or threatening/abusive/insulting 

words likely to cause harassment alarm or distress.  
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The panel therefore finds that Mr Civil’s actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of 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 punitive effect.   

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

Advice and having done so has found two to be relevant in this case, namely (i) the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession and, (ii) declaring and upholding 

proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Civil, which involved a conviction for an offence 

under the Public Order Act 1986 over an incident involving disorderly behaviour or 

threatening/abusive/insulting words likely to cause harassment alarm or distress, the 

panel considers that public confidence in the profession could be weakened if conduct 

such as that found against Mr Civil were not treated seriously when regulating the 

conduct of the profession. The panel considered that a strong public interest 

consideration in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession was also present 

as the conduct found against Mr Civil was outside that which could reasonably be 

tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were present, the panel 

considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition 

order taking into account the effect that this would have on Mr Civil.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the interests of Mr 

Civil. The panel took further account of the Advice, which suggests that a prohibition 

order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven. From the 

list of such behaviours, the panel considered that there was a serious departure from the 

personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards.  

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating 

factors to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate 

measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the 
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behaviour in this case. In this case, there was no evidence that the teacher’s actions 

were not deliberate. The panel did not consider that Mr Civil could properly be regarded 

as having been under duress. Nevertheless, and whilst the panel would in no way wish to 

condone his actions or detract from the seriousness of his criminal conviction, the panel 

considered that it was of some relevance that the offence was committed in the context 

of what Mr Civil perceived to be a direct threat to his child. By his account (which was not 

challenged in evidence before the panel) the concerns which motivated Mr Civil’s actions 

had been building over the course of some months. In any event, it is clear that Mr Civil 

did have a previously good history and the panel accepts that the incident was out of 

character.  

Mr Civil expressed significant insight as to the seriousness of the incident which led to his 

conviction and remorse over his behaviour on that day. He stated, ‘I am ashamed about 

my anger and deeply regret the incident. I have learnt my lesson and there have been no 

such concerns since that day 11 years ago’. He added, ‘the incident happened in very 

particular circumstances and stemmed from my fatherly anxiety and protectiveness for 

my young child. Such an episode would not happen again in my personal life and 

certainly not at work to which it is completely unrelated’.  

The panel heard from a number of witnesses as to the great strengths of Mr Civil as a 

headteacher. The panel notes the comments of Witness H, previously welfare officer and 

now safeguarding officer at the School, in her statement from page 277. She stated that 

Mr Civil was ‘open, honest and approachable’ and that he ‘really improved the school’. A 

further statement from a parent of children at the school (page 284) included a comment 

that they were ‘very impressed by [Mr Civil] as headteacher’. Another statement was 

provided by a former pupil at the school, who stated (page 286) that ‘Mr Civil was an 

amazing head teacher. He greatly improved the school when he took over’ and 

expressed gratitude to Mr Civil for resolving an episode of bullying. Witness G, who was 

assistant head at Welland School whilst Mr Civil was headteacher, stated (at page 290) 

that Mr Civil was a ‘strong leader with the determination to make the necessary and 

required improvements’. She stated that ‘Mr Civil was clear and fair with parents and 

staff. At times there were difficult conversations to be had, but these were always with the 

progress of the children and their welfare at heart’.  

Amongst other character statements seen by the panel, a statement by Individual C, 

chair of governors at Highbank Primary School, where Mr Civil is now headteacher (page 

308) was particularly notable. She quoted an Ofsted inspection in July 2015, which 

stated: 

‘On his appointment, the headteacher very quickly gained the trust of staff, pupils and 

parents and moulded a team set on  pupils’ achievement. Through his excellent 

leadership, together with the staff and governors he has created a … positive and very 

purposeful learning environment. As a result, staff morale is high, pupils’ behaviour is 

good and learning is beginning to flourish’.  
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Taking into account all of the above, and having given careful regard to the public 

interest, the panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate 

response.  Mr Civil has held a number of responsible and senior roles in schools since 

his conviction, and the panel has heard evidence that all of those appointing Mr Civil, 

including governors and representatives of the relevant local authorities, were made 

aware by Mr Civil of his conviction. He has been widely praised for his leadership skills. 

Given the isolated nature of the proven allegation, which occurred 11 years ago, the fact 

that the incident took place away from the school, and in light of the mitigating factors 

that were present in this case (including the remorse and insight shown by Mr Civil), the 

panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order is not appropriate. 

The panel considers that its finding that there was behaviour which may bring the 

profession into disrepute is a proportionate response in itself and sufficient to maintain 

public confidence in the profession and clarity as to the standards expected of teachers.   

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State  

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendations of the 

panel. I have noted where the panel has found one allegation proven, and the allegations 

that were not proven I have put from my mind.  

For the one allegation found proven, the panel has found that this allegation amounts to 

conduct which may bring the profession into disrepute.    

 

I note the panel has considered the particular public interest considerations in this case, 

and has found two of them to be relevant, namely (i) the maintenance of public 

confidence in the profession and, (ii) declaring and upholding proper standards of 

conduct.  

I note that the panel found that Mr Civil is in breach of the following Teachers’ Standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

o showing tolerance of and respect for the rights of others.  

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Civil fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. I note that Mr Civil has acknowledged that his behaviour was 

inappropriate.  

I have read the guidance that is published by the Secretary of State and taken that into 

account. I have also taken into account the need to be proportionate.  

 

I have taken into account the public interest as well as the interests of Mr Civil.  
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The panel has noted a number of factors in mitigation, having heard from a number of 

witnesses as to the great strengths of Mr Civil as a headteacher. The panel has clearly 

articulated the consideration of this evidence in their recommendation. 

I note that the panel, having given careful regard to the public interest, is not of the view 

that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  I agree with the panel’s 

view. Mr Civil has held a number of responsible and senior roles in schools since his 

conviction, and the panel has heard evidence that all of those appointing Mr Civil, 

including governors and representatives of the relevant local authorities, were made 

aware by Mr Civil of his conviction. 

In conclusion, I note that Mr Civil expressed significant insight as to the seriousness of 

the incident which led to his conviction and remorse over his behaviour on that day. I 

agree with the panel that a finding of conduct which may bring the profession into 

disrepute is a proportionate response in itself, and sufficient to maintain public confidence 

in the profession and clarity as to the standards expected of teachers.   

For the reasons set out above, I agree with the panel’s recommendation that prohibition 

is neither a proportionate or appropriate response.  

 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Jayne Millions 

Date: 22 September 2016 

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

State.  

 

 

 

 


