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THE TEACHING AGENCY 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 

 
 

Teacher: MR CHARLES CARTER 

TA Case ref no: 8688 

 
Date of Birth:  

 

 
 

Date of Determination: 10 DECEMBER 2012 
 
 
 
 

 

A.  Introduction  
 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the Teaching Agency convened on 10 
December 2012 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider 
the case of Mr Charles Carter at a meeting. 

 
The Panel members were Ms Fiona Tankard (Professional Panellist – in the Chair), 
Mr P Cooper (Professional Panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist). 

 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Andrew Lockley of Irwin Mitchell LLP. 

 
The Presenting Officer for the Teaching Agency was Ms Lucy Alicea of Kingsley 
Napley LLP. 

 
Neither the Presenting Officer nor the teacher was present. 

 
The meeting took place in private but the decision was announced in public. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 

The Panel considered an allegation set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 14 
August 2012. 

 
The allegation was that Mr Carter was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst employed at 
The Archbishop’s School, Canterbury during 2010 he: 

 
1.       Acted in an inappropriate manner towards a 13 year old female pupil (Pupil 

A); and 
 
2.       Communicated in an inappropriate manner towards the 13 year old pupil 

(Pupil A). 
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The allegation was admitted by Mr Carter in his Response dated 27 August 2012 to 
the Notice of Proceedings and confirmed in a Statement of Agreed Facts which he 
had signed on 24 October 2012. 

 

C.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

In advance of the hearing the Panel received a bundle of documents numbered as 
follows:- 

 

Section 1 Anonymised pupil list page 1 

Section 2 Teaching Agency formal documents pages 1 - 6 

Section 3 Statement of Agreed Facts/Representations pages 1 - 7 

Section 4 Teaching Agency Documents pages 1 - 16 
 

The Panel also viewed in its entirety a video-recording of an interview of Mr Carter in 
the police station by Individual A. 

 
Statement of Agreed Facts 

 

Mr Carter had been employed at The Archbishop’s School as a teacher of 
mathematics.   He had been arrested by Kent Police on 10 November 2010, his 
home had been searched and his home computer and laptop seized.  During the 
course of his interview by the police Mr Carter said he had become “taken by” Pupil 
A.   He had purchased gifts for her including stationery and art equipment and given 
her money.   He had taken Pupil A off school premises in his car to a supermarket 
and on a second occasion to a coffee shop.   He had visited her house during the 
summer holidays to take her for a walk. 

 
During the police interview he had also admitted to engaging in Facebook 
communications with Pupil A who had subsequently prepared a typed document 
setting out the content of the communications.   He admitted to writing a poem for 
her. 

He had subsequently resigned from his teaching position. 

Written representations of the Presenting Officer 
 

Following a request by Mr Carter in his response to the Notice of Proceedings that 
this matter be dealt with, without a hearing, the Presenting Officer had prepared 
representations to the Agency as to the suitability of the case for disposal without a 
hearing.   She submitted that Mr Carter had admitted the allegation and conceded 
that it amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring 
the  profession  into  disrepute.    There  were  no  complex  factual  issues  to  be 
determined and the case did not require advocacy.   There was no suggestion that 
Mr Carter lacked an understanding of the issues, facts or consequences.  He no 
longer worked as a teacher and had accepted responsibility for his actions.   A 
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meeting would result in the case being disposed of expeditiously and economically 
as well as proportionately.   It was in the public interest and in the interests of justice 
to dispose of Mr Carter’s case without a hearing. 

 
Representations by the Teacher 

 

Mr Carter wrote to the Agency on 27 August 2012 to explain some of the background 
to the case.  He said that after he had helped Pupil A with a problem, she had 
contacted him through the internet.   He said that he should not have responded to 
her and that it was irrational of him to do so.   He had only been kind to her and got 
too involved. 

 
He also said that he had resigned his position because of this incident and had not 
sought employment since.   The police had found no evidence to support allegations 
against him and he had not been prevented from working with either adults or 
children. 

 
However after having suffered one heart attack and two years of stress he now had 
a diagnosis of crescendo angina and was waiting to see a cardiologist.   He would 
not attend the hearing and was seeking closure on this irrational episode in his life. 

 

 
 

D.  Decision and Reasons  
 

The Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle, and viewed 
a video-tape of a police interview in advance of the hearing. 

 

 

Findings of fact 
 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 
 
We have found the following particulars of the allegation against you proved: 

 
That whilst employed at The Archbishop’s School, Canterbury, during 2010, you: 

 
1.  Acted in an inappropriate manner towards a 13 year old female pupil (Pupil 

A); 
2.  Communicated in an inappropriate manner towards a 13 year old pupil (Pupil 

A). 
 
These particulars were admitted by you in a Statement of Agreed Facts which you 
signed on 24 October 2012. In particular, you admitted to purchasing gifts for Pupil 
A, and giving her money. You also admitted to taking her off school premises on two 
occasions during the school day. Although you admitted meeting her during the 
summer holidays, the evidence of the police interview suggests that it was near 
rather  than  at  her  house,  as  admitted  by  you.  Although  you  have  admitted  to 
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engaging in Facebook communications with her, the presentation of the content of 
Facebook exchanges included with the papers is unsatisfactory. 

 
We have not accepted your admission that you wrote a poem to Pupil A, because 
there is significant doubt that the material document in our bundle, was produced by 
you. 

 
You stated that as a result of your contact with Pupil A, you resigned from your 
position at the school. 

 
Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct/Conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute 

 

Having found the facts of the allegation proved, we considered whether your actions 
amount to unacceptable professional conduct. You have admitted that they do, but 
we have to be satisfied of this for ourselves. We have had regard both to the 2009 
Code of Conduct and Practice of the General Teaching Council, and to Part 2 of 
Teachers Standards, promulgated by DfE in April 2012. 

 
In a recorded police interview on 10 November 2010, you described your relations 
with Pupil A. This was a 13 year old girl who had been a pupil in your form tutor 
group in the previous school year. You may have allowed yourself to be manipulated 
by her and in your police interview you accepted that you were ‘taken with her’ and 
that with hindsight this was ‘ludicrous’. We accept that there was no sexual 
impropriety – and that you intended none - but you allowed yourself to become 
inappropriately close to her. It is to your credit that you stopped communication with 
her in July 2010, and that in October 2010 you decided to hand in your notice after 
Pupil A sought to involve herself with you again. 

 
We are satisfied that the admissions made by you – even allowing for our doubts 
about the drafting of the Statement of Agreed Facts, and about some of the 
supporting evidence – do amount to conduct which falls significantly short of the 
conduct expected of a teacher. Taking Pupil A out of school for visits to the shops 
was   more   than   unwise;   it   failed   to   observe   well-established   safeguarding 
procedures. The nature of these communications on Facebook also went beyond 
what is professionally acceptable for a teacher, as did giving Pupil A money and 
going for a walk with her without her parents’ knowledge. In the last of these, a 
second pupil was present. Although that will have reduced any safeguarding risks, it 
does not make the conduct acceptable. 

 
We have also concluded that this was conduct which may bring the profession into 
disrepute, as it might give the public the impression that you were ‘grooming’ Pupil A. 
We accept however, that this was not your intention. 

 

 
 

E.   P a nel ’s Rec omme nda tion  to the  S e c re tar y  of  S tate  
 

Having made its decision, the Panel has considered whether it is necessary to 

recommend to the Secretary of State, that he make a prohibition order. 
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The Panel has borne in mind that the purpose of a sanction is not to be punitive, 

although it may have a punitive effect. The purpose is to maintain confidence in the 

teaching profession. The question for the Panel is whether a recommendation for 

prohibition would be proportionate. 
 

The panel has had regard to the public interest considerations set out in the DfE 

Advice: 
 

1.  The protection of children and other members of the public 
2.  The maintenance of public confidence in the profession 
3.  Declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

 

 
 

All of those considerations are in play in this case in the Panel’s view. As to whether 

a recommendation for a prohibition order is appropriate, the Panel has weighed 

those considerations against the interests of the teacher. 
 

The Panel has concluded that it would not be proportionate in this particular case, to 

make a recommendation for prohibition. However, the Panel feels it necessary to 

comment that this teacher seemed to be woefully ignorant of how far to go as a 

caring teacher without stepping outside the boundaries advised by safeguarding 

guidance. 
 

The Panel does not believe that any children are at risk from Mr Carter. There was 

no sexual impropriety. The Panel had the benefit of seeing Mr Carter’s demeanour in 

a recorded police interview, and considers him to be vulnerable himself. He has 

shown insight, recognising that his actions had been ‘ludicrous’. He demonstrated a 

high degree of remorse in the interview. 
 

Mr Carter is now 65. He voluntarily resigned from his teaching post as a result of his 

decision not to let himself be put in a difficult position with Pupil A.   Taking into 

account his age, his ongoing poor health and his straightforward explanations to 

police and the Teaching Agency, the Panel does not recommend a prohibition order. 

Such an order in this case would be purely punitive. 
 

  S e c re tar y of S tate’ s  De c is ion a nd  Reas ons                                                                 
 

I have carefully considered the panel’s recommendation in this case. 
 

Having found unacceptable professional conduct and acknowledged that Mr Carter’s 

conduct may bring the profession into disrepute, the panel looked very closely at the 

public interest considerations set out in the DfE advice. 
 

The purpose of a sanction is not to be punitive. Mr Carter has been straightforward in 

his dealings with both the Teaching Agency and the police. Mr Carter is 65 years of 

age and suffering from on-going ill health. He is deemed by the panel to be 

vulnerable himself. 
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There was no sexual impropriety involved with this case and the panel believes that 

no children are at risk from Mr Carter. Whilst he was judged to be woefully ignorant 

of how far to go as a caring teacher, he has shown both remorse and insight with 

regard to his actions. 
 

In all the circumstances I support the panel’s recommendation that a prohibition 

order would be purely punitive and therefore no sanction should be applied. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 
Date: 12 December 2012. 


