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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
 
Teacher:   MR ANDREW GILLIES    
 
TA Case ref no:  7774 
 

Date of Determination: 8 MAY 2012 
 
 

 
  
A. Introduction  
 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 8 
May 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the 
case of Mr Andrew Gillies, at a meeting. 
 
The Panel members were Ms Mick Levens (Professional Panellist– in the Chair), Mr 
Tony Bald (Professional Panellist) and Dr Geoffrey Penzer (Lay Panellist).   
 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Andrew Lockley of Irwin Mitchell LLP.  
 
Neither party was present. 
 
The hearing took place private and was recorded.   
 
B. Allegations 
 
The Panel considered the allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 15 
March 2012. 
 
It was alleged that Mr Andrew Gillies was guilty of unacceptable professional 
conduct, in that: 

 
Whilst employed at Norwich High School between 2008 and 2009, he engaged in an 
inappropriate relationship with a pupil, in that he: 
 

1. Engaged in regular contact with her by telephone and with text messages; 
2.  Met with her on several occasions during July and August 2008. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
D. Summary of Evidence 
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Documents 
 
In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents which 
included: 
 
1. On blue paper numbered 1 - Notice of Referral Form dated 8 August 2011. 
2. On yellow paper numbered 1 to 6 – Statement of Agreed Facts and 

representations of the Presenting Officer and of Mr Gillies’ representative. 
3. On white paper numbered 1 to 91 – documents from the Teaching Agency. 
4. On green paper numbered 1 to 33 – teacher’s documents. 
 
 
The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of 
the hearing. 
 
Statement of Agreed Facts 
 
By a Statement of Agreed Facts, signed on his behalf by his representative on 2 
November 2011, Mr Gillies confirmed that during the school summer holidays of 
2008 he had met pupil A on five occasions.  He also admitted that he engaged in 
regular contact with her through texting and calling her mobile telephone.  Following 
his admissions to the Headmistress of the school on 13 August 2008 he was 
suspended from work on 19 August 2008.   
 
There was a police investigation but due to the length of time it was taking, the 
school eventually organised a disciplinary hearing in order to consider ending his 
employment but before that meeting could be convened Mr Gillies resigned from his 
post by mutual agreement effective on 31 May 2009. 
 
At a subsequent court hearing the prosecution offered no evidence and all charges 
were dropped.  The case was also investigated by the Independent Safeguarding 
Authority which found no reason to bar Mr Gillies from working with children.   
 
Mr Gillies admitted both the facts of the allegation against him and that they 
amounted to unacceptable professional conduct, namely that his conduct fell short of 
a standard expected of a registered teacher and was behaviour which involved 
breach of the standards of propriety expected of the profession. 
 
Written representations of the presenting officer  
 
On 7 November 2011 the Presenting Officer made representations to the Registrar 
as to the suitability of the case being disposed of without a hearing.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submissions of the Teacher 
 



 3 

With the assistance of his Trade Union, Mr Gillies made a witness statement for the 
Panel’s attention.  This was lengthy but in summary:- 
 
a) His contact with the student during the school holidays was motivated by 

trying to support her in dealing with the repercussions of the sexual abuse 
which she had suffered from her piano teacher. 

 
b) It had been alleged that he had bought pupil A a mobile telephone, but he 

categorically denied that. 
 
c) He also refuted any allegations that his contact with Pupil A was motivated by 

any inappropriate intent. 
 
d) He accepted that with hindsight his actions could be seen as irresponsible 

and inappropriate but at the time he found himself in a difficult situation.  
Although as time went on he knew that his actions could be taken the wrong 
way and his career might be put in jeopardy, he was very concerned about 
the student and her wellbeing and decided that the life of a child was more 
important than his career. 

 
e) He had followed all school procedures as they were known including 

documenting conversations and making sure another student was present so 
he was not alone with Pupil A.  It was only during the school holidays that 
communications occurred via text message. 

 
f) He had gone into school a few times during the holidays to see the 

Headteacher but she was not there. 
 
 
F. Decision and Reasons 
 
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 meeting.  
 
Findings of fact 
 
We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you proved.  
 
That whilst employed at Norwich High School between 2008 and 2009, you engaged 
in an inappropriate relationship with a pupil, in that you: 
 

1. Engaged in regular contact with her by telephone and with text messages; 
2.  Met with her on several occasions during July and August 2008. 

 
We note that you have signed a Statement of Agreed Facts, and we have adopted 
those agreed facts as our findings. 
 
Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct  
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The actions which you have admitted took place over a short period in July and 
August 2008. You were the subject of criminal proceedings, but at your hearing, the 
prosecution offered no evidence. Furthermore, the ISA also decided to take no 
action. Your case has only come before this Panel nearly 4 years later. 
 
We have noted your statement for the Panel, prepared in May 2011, that you were 
not motivated by anything other than trying to help a student. However we have 
concluded that, whilst you appear to have followed the school’s safeguarding policy 
during term time, in relation to Pupil A, during the subsequent school holidays you 
failed to involve other agencies – as well as school colleagues and other adults – in 
this student’s welfare. You therefore found yourself in a position in which you 
overstepped the boundaries which should have existed between yourself and Pupil 
A.  
    
Accordingly, we have found unacceptable professional conduct in this case. 
 
Determination of Sanction 
 
The Panel has noted that there is no evidence of any sexual impropriety in your 
relationship with Pupil A. You told us that you believed that you were helping a 
vulnerable pupil who was in distress. It appears that you had come to the view that 
the responsibility of keeping her safe during the school holidays fell on your 
shoulders alone. This led you into a serious error of judgement, which on your own 
acknowledgement, placed you in contravention of your school’s safeguarding policy. 
We do, however, also suspect that you allowed yourself to be influenced by Pupil A’s 
emotional messages and, in particular, her threats to self-harm. We also suspect that 
while the school was content to allow you to lead on this matter during term time, you 
may not have received as much support from the school in the holidays as would 
have been desirable. 
 
Your conduct however, does not reach the threshold that would justify taking steps to 
protect pupils, or the public interest. We have therefore concluded that it would not 
be proportionate to recommend to the Secretary of State that he should make a 
prohibition order.   
 
 

Secretary of State’s Decision and Reasons 
 
I have considered carefully the recommendation made by the panel in this case. 
Although there was a serious error of judgement made by the teacher in this case, 
the panel has taken into account the fact there was no evidence of any sexual 
impropriety in the relationship between the teacher and Pupil A. For the reasons 
given I therefore accept the recommendation made by the panel that Mr Andrew 
Gillies should not be made the subject of a prohibition order.  
 
 
 
 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick  
Date: 9 May 2012 
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