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A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened between 15 and 17 June 2015 at 53 to 55 

Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Christopher 

Sullivan.  

The panel members were Mr John Elliott (lay panellist and chair), Nicolé Jackson (lay 

panellist) and Councillor Gail Goodman (teacher panellist).  

The legal adviser to the panel was Miss Eszter Horvath-Papp of Eversheds LLP.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Miss Louisa Atkin of Browne 

Jacobson solicitors.  

Mr Sullivan was not present but was represented by Mr Ed Brown of NASUWT.  

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Christopher Sullivan 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  10518 

Date of Determination: 17 June 2015  

Former employer:  Glossopdale Community College, Derbyshire  
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 11 

March 2015.  

It was alleged that Mr Sullivan was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct in that 

whilst employed by Derbyshire County Council as a teacher he abused his position of 

trust towards pupils in his care in that he: 

1. Acted inappropriately toward Pupil A on 25 March 2011 by: 

a. Approaching her whilst alone with her in a classroom at school; 

b. Placing his hand on her leg; 

c. Moving his hand up her skirt; 

d. Touching her around the back and front underneath her skirt; 

2. Acted inappropriately toward Pupil B by hugging her on at least one occasion and 

massaging her shoulders on at least one occasion in January to February 2011. 

3. His conduct in regard to allegations 1 and 2 was sexually motivated. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered preliminary applications from the parties to admit some additional 

documents, specifically: 

1. the full minutes of the disciplinary meeting of 13 December 2012; 

2. an unsigned witness statement by Mr Sullivan; 

3. a completed copy of the Notice of Proceedings Form. 

The panel admitted all these documents and labelled them documents A, B and C 

respectively.  

The panel was mindful that paragraph 4.20 of the Teacher Misconduct – Disciplinary 

Procedures for the Regulation of the Teaching Profession (the “Procedures”) required 

each party to submit to the panel and the other party to the proceedings, a copy of the 

documents on which they intend to rely at least 4 weeks prior to the hearing. However, 

paragraph 4.25 stated that if either party wishes to rely at the hearing upon any 

document not served in accordance with these requirements, then that document may 

only be admitted at the discretion of the panel. With regard to the exercise of that 

discretion, paragraph 4.18 stated that the panel may admit any evidence, where it is fair 

to do so, which may reasonably be considered to be relevant to the case. 

The panel noted that the parties did not have any objections to the admission of each 

other’s new documents, and considered that they would be relevant to the allegations. 
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On that basis, the panel was satisfied that it was fair and reasonable to admit these 

additional documents.  

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 4; 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 6 to 11; 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 13 to 68; 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 70 to 157; and 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 159 to 185. 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the documents referred to above.  

Further, the panel admitted an email from Mr Sullivan dated 15 June 2015 confirming that 

he would not be attending the hearing and that the unsigned statement in the papers was 

his. The panel labelled this document D. 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

1. Witness A – vice principal 

2. Pupil B 

3. Witness B – assistant principal 

4. Witness C – headteacher 

5. Witness D – ICT teacher 

All were called by the presenting officer on behalf of the NCTL. No witnesses were called 

by Mr Sulllivan and Mr Sullivan himself did not appear. 

In addition, the panel viewed CCTV footage from the school and video recordings of 

Pupil A’s and Pupil B’s police interviews.  
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E. Decision and reasons  

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

The panel has now carefully considered the case before it and has reached a decision. 

The panel confirmed that it had read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Mr Sullivan had been employed at Glossopdale Community College (the “school”) since 

11 April 2005 and he became faculty team leader for ICT from 1 September 2009. He 

received regular safeguarding training while at the school. It was alleged that in around 

January to February 2011 he acted inappropriately toward Pupil B by hugging her and 

massaging her shoulders on at least one occasion. Pupil B brought this behaviour to the 

attention of Witness D, her IT tutor, and the matter was referred to Individual A, the 

assistant principal for student support and designated child protection officer. Individual A 

raised the matter with Mr Sullivan, and asked him to “stop being ‘nice’ to [Pupil B] (being 

overfamiliar)…” Thereafter Mr Sullivan stopped hugging and massaging Pupil B’s 

shoulders. 

It was further alleged that on 25 March 2011, Mr Sullivan was alone with Pupil A in a 

classroom, where he approached her, placed his hand on her leg, moved his hand up 

under her skirt and touched her around the back and front underneath her skirt. Pupil A 

removed herself from the situation, contacted a number of friends to discuss the incident, 

both immediately after the incident and over the following few days, and then reported 

the matter to Witness A on 4 April 2011.  

Mr Sullivan was suspended on 4 April 2011 and the school’s disciplinary process was 

commenced. Allegations in relation to Pupil A were subsequently tried at Derby Crown 

Court, and Mr Sullivan was acquitted. A disciplinary hearing took place on 13 December 

2012 and Mr Sullivan was dismissed on 14 December 2012. An appeal hearing took 

place on 4 February 2013 and his dismissal was confirmed on 7 February 2013. 

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against Mr Sullivan 

proven: 

2. Acted inappropriately toward Pupil B by hugging her on at least one occasion 
and massaging her shoulders on at least one occasion in January to February 
2011. 

The panel viewed the video recording of Pupil B’s police interview and heard oral 

evidence from her via video link. Pupil B demonstrated to the panel how Mr Sullivan 
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would place one arm casually over her shoulders while in the corridors, in a way that a 

close friend would. She also showed the panel how he would hug her from behind 

around her neck, hands loosely clasped, while she was sitting down in her tutor group. 

She also demonstrated how he would place both hands on her shoulders and briefly 

massage them by giving them a few squeezes over 1 or 2 seconds. 

The panel found Pupil B to be a credible and confident witness and the panel considered 

that she had no reason to fabricate her evidence. Her own evidence was supported by 

that of Witness B and Witness D that she had been very embarrassed by the attention 

from Mr Sullivan as this resulted in other pupils teasing her about it. She had been 

relieved when his behaviour stopped after Individual A had a quiet word with him.  

The panel also noted Mr Sullivan’s own admission that he could be “touchy-feely” with 

students and that he sometimes did place his hands on the shoulders of pupils, although 

he denied massaging them. 

The panel considered that it was more likely than not that Mr Sullivan had hugged Pupil B 

and massaged her shoulders on at least one occasion in the manner demonstrated by 

Pupil B. 

3. His conduct in regard to allegation 2 was sexually motivated. 

The panel found allegation 2 proven, so went on to consider if it was sexually motivated. 

The panel considered whether, on the balance of probabilities, sexual motivation could 

be inferred from all the circumstances of the case. The panel bore in mind that a finding 

that the alleged touching was inappropriate did not necessarily mean that it was sexually 

motivated.  

The panel found it helpful to consider sexual motivation in two stages: firstly, whether 

reasonable persons would think the actions found proven could be sexual, ie, the 

objective test; and if so, secondly, whether, in all the circumstances of the conduct in the 

case, the teacher’s purpose of such actions was sexual, ie, the subjective test. 

On balance, the panel considered that on an objective basis only, the conduct found 

proven could be considered to be sexually motivated. Pupil B felt uncomfortable and 

complained. Her fellow pupils teased her about Mr Sullivan’s behaviour toward her. The 

panel was of the view that the nature of the teasing was clearly as a result of the 

potentially sexual nature of his conduct. The panel also felt that hugs from behind were 

particularly intimate given that Mr Sullivan’s face was close to Pupil B’s face, and his 

arms were loosely linked about her shoulders, and his actions could be described as an 

embrace.  

The panel went on to consider whether, on a subjective basis, Mr Sullivan’s behaviour 

was sexually motivated. The panel was cautious in proceeding as the allegation required 

establishing Mr Sullivan’s state of mind in carrying out the hugging and massaging, and 
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in the absence of Mr Sullivan the panel carefully drew inferences from all the 

circumstances of the case. In particular, the panel considered whether there might have 

been any other reason for the touching, such as naïve friendliness or inability to gain the 

pupil’s attention any other way. The panel did not consider that the conduct found proven 

would have been for the purposes of gaining Pupil B’s attention, particularly as they took 

place either in the corridor or in her tutor group, as in both cases it would have been 

possible for Mr Sullivan to gain her attention without touching.  

However, the panel was mindful of Mr Sullivan’s admission that he was “touchy-feely” 

and friendly in his general approach to pupils. The panel also noted Mr Sullivan’s denial 

that any touching was sexually motivated and Pupil B’s confirmation that he had never 

said anything inappropriate to her. 

The panel considered that there was evidence both for and against sexual motivation. 

However, the panel was of the view that Mr Sullivan singled Pupil B out with his conduct, 

as there was no evidence that he behaved in the same way toward other pupils. Pupil B 

said she saw him most mornings for a period of just over a month when he came into her 

tutor room, and 3 to 4 mornings a week he would hug her. The panel was satisfied that, 

as Mr Sullivan was not her teacher or her form tutor, there was no reason for him to be in 

her tutor group in the morning. The panel was supported in this finding by the fact that Mr 

Sullivan stopped going into her tutor group after Individual A told him not to be 

overfamiliar with Pupil B. 

On that basis, on the balance of probabilities, the panel found allegation 3 proven in 

respect of the behaviour found proven at allegation 2. 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against Mr Sullivan not 

proven, for these reasons: 

1. Acted inappropriately toward Pupil A on 25 March 2011 by: 

(a) Approaching her whilst alone with her in a classroom at school; 

(b) Placing his hand on her leg; 

(c) Moving his hand up her skirt; 

(d) Touching her around the back and front underneath her skirt. 

The panel was conscious that neither Pupil A, nor Mr Sullivan gave live evidence at the 

hearing. Given that they were the only 2 witnesses to the incident forming the basis of 

this allegation, their evidence would have been crucial to the panel’s determination. The 

panel noted that efforts had been made to enable both to give oral evidence at the 

hearing but these were unsuccessful. The panel did not consider that an adjournment of 

the hearing would have resulted in either or both of them attending any future hearing 

dates. On that basis, the panel proceeded to carefully consider the allegations in their 
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absence, being particularly vigilant in making its decisions, to avoid reaching the wrong 

conclusion as a result of not having had their direct account of the events. 

In addition, the panel noted that Mr Sullivan’s witness statement was unsigned, though 

acknowledged the email apparently from him confirming that he was content for the 

statement to be used in the proceedings. 

Further, the panel noted that Mr Sullivan had been found not guilty in criminal 

proceedings. However, the panel was mindful that this was on the basis of a higher 

standard of proof, and using evidence that was not before this panel. Therefore the panel 

turned its independent mind as to whether or not this allegation was proven and applied 

the civil standard of proof, namely the balance of probabilities. 

The panel heard oral witness evidence from the NCTL witnesses and viewed the CCTV 

footage of the various school corridors on the day of the alleged incident, as well as the 

video recording of the police interview with Pupil A.  

In the absence of Pupil A and Mr Sullivan, the panel considered that the CCTV evidence 

available from 25 March 2011 was the most direct and reliable evidence of the 

circumstances around the alleged incident. Although there was no recording in the 

classroom where the incident was alleged to have taken place (“room X”), the video did 

show the movements of Mr Sullivan, Pupil A and her friend, Individual B, in the various 

corridors at the school before, during and after the alleged incident.  

The panel found it difficult to see the detail of the movements to and from room X, as the 

room was at the far end of the corridor from the location of the CCTV camera. This meant 

the relevant part of the CCTV images were small and of low quality. However, the video 

was clear enough to establish that a lot of people, both pupils and teachers, were on the 

corridors and going in and out of room X before and after the alleged incident. In 

particular, it appeared that several pupils were walking in and out of room X while pupil A 

was allegedly in the room copying down some work.  

On the basis of the CCTV evidence, the panel could not be satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that Mr Sullivan and Pupil A were in the room alone at any one time. Even if 

they had been, the panel considered that it would have been in circumstances with a lot 

of traffic around the classroom, so Mr Sullivan could not have been sure that they would 

not be interrupted. The panel was of the view that any touching as described in the 

allegations would have carried a high risk of being seen.  

In addition, the door to room X had a glass panel, making it possible to see into the 

classroom. However, the panel noted the comments made by Witness A that the glass 

panel did not afford a full view of the room so part of the room would have been obscured 

even if looking through the panel directly by the door. Nevertheless, the panel considered 

that the combination of the high level of activity around the classroom and the partial 

visibility of the room through the glass panel meant that Mr Sullivan’s alleged actions 
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would have had a high risk of detection. The panel therefore considered that the 

likelihood that he carried out the alleged conduct was low. 

The CCTV footage then showed Pupil A leaving room X, going to the girls’ toilets at the 

far end of the school site and speaking on her mobile phone. The footage also showed 

her friend, Individual B, speaking on her mobile phone in the IT corridor. It was evident 

that Mr Sullivan was standing in the corridor when Individual B was on the phone, and it 

was clear that Mr Sullivan and Individual B had a short discussion when Individual B 

finished her call. Individual B then walked away and Mr Sullivan remained in his position, 

and he appeared to give a small wave to Individual B. Therefore, the panel considered 

that any suggestion that Mr Sullivan pursued Individual B was unsupported by the CCTV 

evidence. 

Whilst there was a significant amount of footage showing Mr Sullivan standing around in 

the IT corridor and going into various classrooms, the panel did not consider that this was 

supportive of the circumstances around the allegations or of any allegedly furtive 

behaviour on his part. The panel was persuaded by Mr Brown’s representations that Mr 

Sullivan was the head of the faculty and it was his responsibility to keep an eye on the 

floor, so it would not have been unusual for him to be generally present on the corridors, 

to enter classrooms or to challenge students about using their mobile phones. 

The footage then showed Pupil A meeting up with Individual B in a corridor, though their 

interaction was difficult to make out clearly. However, the panel noted that they spoke for 

less than 2 minutes and as they walked back to the IT corridor, Individual B appeared to 

playfully throw her phone in the air and catch it. The panel was of the view that Individual 

B’s behaviour was very casual and unlikely if she had just been told of the alleged 

incident. 

Finally, there were limited opportunities to see Pupil A’s face clearly on the CCTV 

footage, but where her face was visible, the panel did not consider that she looked 

particularly distressed or upset.  

The panel also had the benefit of viewing the video of Pupil A’s police interview. The 

panel was conscious of Pupil A’s age and the seriousness of the allegations she was 

making against Mr Sullivan, so considered that a degree of discomfort on her part was 

understandable. However, the panel was not convinced that her body language generally 

was consistent with her statements. In particular, the panel considered that her 

demeanour suggested she may not always have been telling the truth. In Pupil A’s 

absence, the panel was unable to assess the reliability of her evidence, including a 

number of inconsistencies in her police statement and her other evidence. On the basis 

of the video evidence the panel did not find Pupil A to be a credible or compelling 

witness. 
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The panel would have wanted to clarify Pupil A’s account, because her description of Mr 

Sullivan’s actions in touching her on her leg, moving his hand up her skirt, and touching 

her around the back and front underneath her skirt, appeared to be implausible. 

In addition to the concerns about Pupil A’s evidence, the panel noted that she had waited 

10 days to report the alleged incident on 4 April 2011. When she did, she did not disclose 

the fact that she had spoken to Individual B about it on the day and to a number of other 

friends subsequently. The panel was not convinced by her reasons for delaying reporting 

the matter, and found it telling that she appeared to have been attending classes in the IT 

block between 25 March and 4 April 2011 without any particular difficulties. It was only 

after her disclosure that she expressed concerns over attending IT classes. In the panel’s 

view, these points undermined the credibility of her evidence. 

The panel also noted that Pupil A had raised a similar allegation 2 years earlier against 

[redacted] and noted that the family resource worker had previously met Pupil A on a 

number of occasions when she had problems. According to Witness D, Pupil A “recently 

had personal issues that would generally upset her”. In light of these circumstances, the 

panel was not convinced that her discomfort or emotional state when making the 

allegations against Mr Sullivan were necessarily as a result of the alleged incident. The 

panel was not satisfied that there had been sufficient investigations carried out into other 

possible explanations for her being upset. 

The panel was not assisted by the school’s investigations into the allegations. For 

instance, the panel noted that Pupil A’s evidence was not challenged, and was described 

as consistent, despite there being clear inconsistencies. Given the weaknesses in the 

school’s investigation, the panel felt unable to place any significant weight on the 

documentary evidence associated with it. The panel noted that it had not been possible 

to obtain a copy of the transcript of Mr Sullivan’s criminal trial, which would have provided 

an alternative view of how the evidence against him was tested.  

Similarly, the panel noted that the evidence of Witness C, Witness D, Witness B and 

Witness A all appeared to simply accept Pupil A’s version of events, and there was no 

evidence that any of them raised any challenge or pursued any particular line of enquiry 

to verify what happened. In particular, the panel noted that Witness C, who carried out 

the investigation, did not speak with Pupil A and was unaware of the evidence given in 

the crown court. Further, Witness B commented that she had been trained not to 

investigate such reports but to pass them on to the relevant body, and she did not think 

to question anything that Pupil A was telling her. 

In light of all of these circumstances, the panel could not find the allegation proven on the 

balance of probabilities. There was no direct evidence that allegations 1(a) to (d) took 

place. The panel did have concerns and doubts about what happened on the day of the 

alleged incident, due to the gaps in the evidence. However, the panel was anxious not to 

speculate in the absence of evidence. The panel considered whether or not the 

presenting officer had proven the specific particulars of the allegation on the balance of 
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probabilities, solely on the evidence before the panel. On balance, the panel considered 

that she did not and therefore found this allegation not proven. 

3. His conduct in regard to allegation 1 was sexually motivated. 

The panel found allegation 1 not proven, so on that basis the panel did not need to go on 

to consider whether it was sexually motivated. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct 

Having found allegation 2 and part of allegation 3 proven, the panel went on to consider 

whether this amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.  

In considering the allegations that the panel has found proven, the panel has had regard 

to the definitions in the Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers advice (the 

“Guidance”). The panel noted that unacceptable professional conduct was “misconduct of 

a serious nature, falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a 

teacher”. In making its decision in this respect, the panel drew on its own knowledge and 

experience of the teaching profession, as well as the personal and professional conduct 

elements of the Teachers’ Standards. 

The panel found Mr Sullivan to have breached the following requirements of the 

Teachers’ Standards: 

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

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by:  

o treating pupils with dignity, building relationships rooted in mutual respect, 

and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s 

professional position; 

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance 

with statutory provisions; 

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

 Teachers must have proper and professional regard for the ethos, policies and 

practices of the school in which they teach… 

 Teachers must have an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

It was clear that Mr Sullivan had inappropriately touched Pupil B on a number of 

occasions, and that this touching was sexually motivated. He invaded Pupil B’s personal 

space and caused substantial embarrassment to her. Mr Sullivan would have been 

aware from regular safeguarding training at the school and from the school’s policies, the 

importance of avoiding physical contact with pupils unless justified by the circumstances 
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or the specific role of the individual teacher. There was no justification for such intimate 

contact. 

In accordance with the guidance, the panel also considered whether Mr Sullivan’s 

conduct displayed behaviours associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 

9 of the Guidance. The panel found that behaviours associated with offences involving 

sexual activity were engaged, and in such cases the guidance stated that panels would 

be more likely to make a finding of unacceptable professional conduct. The panel saw no 

reason to depart from that position. 

Mr Sullivan had repeatedly breached several requirements of the Teachers’ Standards, 

and he was seemingly unaware of the distress caused to Pupil B. The panel considered 

that this was conduct falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a 

teacher. 

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Mr Sullivan was guilty of unacceptable 

professional conduct. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct, it was 

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 considered whether it was an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it would be in the public interest to do so. The panel was mindful 

that prohibition orders should not be given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame 

has been apportioned, although they would be likely to have punitive effect. The panel 

was also conscious that a prohibition order would apply for life, but there might be 

circumstances that might make it appropriate to allow a teacher to apply to have the 

prohibition order reviewed after a specified period of time, not less than 2 years. 

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

and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely the 

protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring 

and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Sullivan, which involved sexually motivated 

touching of Pupil B, the panel considered that there was a public interest consideration in 

the protection of pupils, particularly given Mr Sullivan’s admitted propensity to be “touchy-

feely”. Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Sullivan was not treated with the 

utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. Further, the panel 

considered that a public interest consideration in declaring proper standards of conduct in 
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the profession was also present as the conduct found against Mr Sullivan was outside 

that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

However, the panel considered that the sexual misconduct found against Mr Sullivan was 

at the lower end of the spectrum in terms of its nature and severity. His conduct lasted a 

period of 4 to 6 weeks and it stopped immediately after he was spoken to about it by a 

senior member of staff. The panel noted that the school took no further action. His 

actions were carried out in public, in front of other pupils, and he never said anything 

inappropriate to Pupil B. Whilst the panel had found that the conduct had crossed the 

threshold between naïve friendliness and sexually motivated conduct, the panel 

considered that this was only just above the threshold. 

The panel took further account of the guidance, which suggested that a prohibition order 

might be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher had been proven. In the list of 

such behaviours, those that were relevant in this case were:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards 

 misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or well-being of pupils, and 

particularly where there is a continuing risk  

 sexual misconduct, e.g. involving actions that were sexually motivated or of a 

sexual nature and/or that use or exploit the trust, knowledge or influence derived 

from the individual’s professional position. 

The panel was of the view that whilst Mr Sullivan’s conduct was a serious departure from 

the Teachers’ Standards, the nature of the sexual misconduct was of low severity and 

over a restricted time period. The panel was satisfied that the likelihood of repetition was 

low and accordingly there was little continuing risk to the well-being of pupils. 

Further, 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. The panel took into account the fact that Mr Sullivan had had a good 

record as a teacher and had risen to the role of head of faculty.  

In addition, the panel noted that Mr Sullivan had been subject to an interim prohibition 

order since August 2013. 

Taking all of the circumstances into account, the panel carefully balanced the public 

interest considerations against the interest of Mr Sullivan himself and considered whether 

recommending a prohibition order would be proportionate in this case. The panel was of 

the view that given the nature and relatively low severity of his sexual misconduct, as well 

as his prohibition from teaching in the past 22 months, the public interest considerations 

did not outweigh the interests of Mr Sullivan. Further, the impact on Mr Sullivan of his 

inability to teach as a result of the interim prohibition order is, in the panel’s view, 
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sufficient to reinforce to him the seriousness of the conduct found against him, and to 

maintain public confidence in the profession and declare and uphold proper standards of 

conduct. 

On that basis, the panel did not consider that a prohibition order would be proportionate 

or appropriate.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have considered the findings and recommendations of the panel in this case very 

carefully. 

The panel have found the first allegation unproven in its entirety and I have therefore put 

that from my mind in considering their recommendations. They have though found it 

proven that Mr Sullivan inappropriately touched Pupil B on a number of occasions, by 

hugging her and massaging her neck. The panel have determined that Mr Sullivan’s 

actions amounted to unacceptable professional conduct. 

In considering whether to recommend a prohibition order the panel have properly 

balanced the interests of the public with those of Mr Sullivan. They have found a number 

of public interest considerations to be relevant in this case, namely the protection of 

pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and 

upholding proper standards of conduct. 

However, the panel considered that the sexual misconduct found against Mr Sullivan was 

at the lower end of the spectrum in terms of its nature and severity. His conduct lasted a 

period of 4 to 6 weeks and it stopped immediately after he was spoken to about it by a 

senior member of staff. The panel noted that the school took no further action. His 

actions were carried out in public, in front of other pupils, and he never said anything 

inappropriate to Pupil B. Whilst the panel have found that the conduct had crossed the 

threshold between naïve friendliness and sexually motivated conduct, the panel 

considered that this was only just above the threshold. 

The panel have taken into account the fact that Mr Sullivan had a previously good record 

as a teacher and had risen to the role of head of faculty.  

In the circumstances I agree with the panel’s recommendation that a finding of 

unacceptable professional conduct is of itself an appropriate and proportionate way of 

dealing with this case. 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 
 

Date: 19 June 2015  
This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of 
State. 


