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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Robert Gratze 

NCTL case reference: 14843 

Date of determination: 28 March 2017 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 27 and 28 March 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mr Robert Gratze. 

The panel members were Ms Nicolé Jackson (lay panellist – in the chair), Dr Robert 

Cawley (teacher panellist) and Mr Rob Allan (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Graham Miles of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Tom Day of Counsel. 

Mr Gratze was present and was represented by Mr Phillip Dayle of Counsel. 

The hearing took place in public (save that part of the evidence of Mr Gratze relating to 

matters of health was heard in private) and was recorded. 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 14 

October 2016. 

It was alleged that Mr Robert Gratze was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that he failed to maintain 

appropriate professional boundaries and/or appropriate professional standards whilst 

working as a teacher at the Academy in that: 

1. In relation to Witness A in 2009 whilst she was a [redacted] pupil at the Academy 

he: 

a. On one or more occasions in or around the academic years 2007- 2009, while 

on a Duke of Edinburgh Award trip, gave her alcohol;  

b. In or around June 2009 sent her a text saying "we'd be great together, I wish 

things could be different" or words to that effect. 

2. In relation to Witness A whilst she was at the Academy on work experience and/or 

working as a young adult volunteer at the Academy: 

a. On a date or dates unknown in 2013, while in charge of around 55 pupils on 

an Academy camping expedition, he, on one or more occasions, had sexual 

intercourse and/or engaged in sexual activity with Witness A;  

b. On a date or dates unknown in 2013, he had sexual intercourse and/or 

engaged in sexual activity on the Academy premises, during the school day, 

while pupils were onsite, on one or more occasions.  

3. His actions as set out in paragraph 2.a. and /or 2.b. above were sexually 

motivated. 

Mr Gratze did not admit the facts alleges in paragraphs 1.a. and 1.b. or 2.b.  He admitted 

the facts of the allegation in 2.a. He also admitted allegation 3, to the extent that this 

relates to the admitted conduct in paragraph 2.a.  

Mr Gratze also admitted that his conduct in allegations 2.a. and 3 amounts to 

unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 
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C. Preliminary applications 

Application to amend allegations 

The directions given at the case management hearing on 20 January 2017 included a 

direction that the name of the school and area should be anonymised throughout the 

proceedings. To give effect to that direction, the panel amended the allegation to delete 

the name of the Academy. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised pupil list – pages 2 to 4 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 6 to 12 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 14 to 18 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 20 to 33 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 35 to 46  

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 witness called by the presenting officer 

 Witness A, former pupil at the Academy.  

The panel also heard evidence from Mr Robert Gratze. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Mr Robert Gratze was employed at the Academy from 1 September 2003 as a teacher of 

design and technology and ICT. In 2008, he was given the responsibility of co-ordinating 
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outdoor education. In June 2015 he was appointed to a position within the Academy's 

resourced provision for students with ASD. 

[Redacted] Mr Gratze did not teach Witness A. However, [redacted], Witness A was 

taking part in the Duke of Edinburgh Award with a number of other pupils. Mr Gratze was 

the Duke of Edinburgh co-ordinator and was involved in weekly meetings and seven trips 

per year with those undertaking the award. Witness A went on four of those trips and 

attended weekly meetings.  

Witness A left the Academy at the end of Year 11 to attend the sixth form in another 

school. In June 2013, [redacted], she returned to the Academy for two weeks work 

experience. During this period, Mr Gratze asked Witness A if she wanted to return to 

assist with a Year 7 residential camping trip and she agreed. This trip was to Epping 

Forest and took place in June 2013. The trip was made up of approximately 55 to 60 

pupils every day. Six or seven members of staff came on a rotational basis, but Mr 

Gratze, Witness A and one other member of staff remained on the site for the whole 

period.  

On 1 June 2015, Witness A reported to the Academy that, when she had been a pupil in 

Years 10 and 11, she and Mr Gratze had struck up a friendship when they went on Duke 

of Edinburgh Award expeditions. Further, that on some of those occasions, Mr Gratze 

had given her alcohol. Witness A also reported that when she had come back to the 

school for work experience in June 2013, she and Mr Gratze had sexual intercourse 

when she was helping with the Year 7 camping trip and on the Academy's premises on 

return from that trip. Mr Gratze was suspended when an investigation was undertaken. 

During the course of the investigation, Mr Gratze admitted that he and Witness A had 

consensual sexual intercourse when they were on the Year 7 camping trip, but could not 

recall whether sexual intercourse had taken place on school premises. Mr Gratze denied 

that he had given alcohol to Witness A when she had been a pupil at the Academy. 

Findings of fact 

The panel's findings of fact are as follows: 

You failed to maintain appropriate professional boundaries and/or appropriate 

professional standards whilst working as a teacher at the Academy in that: 

1. In relation to Witness A in 2009 whilst she was a [redacted] pupil at the 

Academy you: 

a. On one or more occasions in or around the academic years 2007- 2009, 

while on a Duke of Edinburgh Award trip, gave her alcohol;  

                 Witness A gave evidence that she spent a lot of time in the company of Mr Gratze in the 

context of Duke of Edinburgh Awards trips. She was a young leader and this would have 

meant working closely with members of staff to organise and run the trips, which included 
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helping Mr Gratze set up for the weekends. Witness A also stated that on the weekends 

themselves, she would often spend her free time in the company of staff and that, on two 

or three occasions during trips when she was in Years 10 and 11, Mr Gratze and her 

went to a pub. In her oral evidence, Witness A said that one of these visits to a pub was 

with Mr Gratze alone and the others included other members of staff. Witness A was not 

able to specify the names of the pubs, but said that they were near to the routes that 

pupils on the expedition would be following. In addition, Witness A stated that, she was 

allowed to stay up later than other pupils on the camps and she would sit and chat with 

the teachers, including Mr Gratze. In her written statement, Witness A stated that Mr 

Gratze gave her beer to drink on more than one occasion. Witness A said that this was 

never more than one or two cans and she was never affected by the alcohol that she 

consumed. Also in her written statement, Witness A stated that, on the occasions that Mr 

Gratze gave her beer, he asked her not to show another teacher who was present on the 

trip. However, in her oral evidence, Witness A referred to occasions when she was 

drinking beer openly in the presence of other teachers.  

Mr Gratze denies that he ever went to a pub alone with Witness A as alleged by her. He 

said that members attended various cafés and pubs for lunch and refreshments, but 

alcohol was never consumed. Mr Gratze was clear that he was driving a minibus with 

students and would never have drunk alcohol when he was driving during the day. The 

panel accepted Mr Gratze's evidence on this point. He also denies that there was any 

occasion when any pupil attending one of the trips was given alcohol. Although Mr 

Gratze denies that Witness A was given or allowed to drink alcohol when she was a pupil 

at the Academy, she might have consumed some alcohol together with other staff 

members when she attended the trip to Epping Forest in June 2013, when she was no 

longer a pupil at the Academy and was 20 years of age.  

                 The panel regarded Witness A as an honest witness. The panel was satisfied that 

Witness A was endeavouring to give a truthful account. However, the panel was also 

conscious that she was first asked to provide details of events going back as far as 2009 

in June 2015 and that, in the intervening years, her recollection of events may have 

become confused. Some inconsistencies in her evidence raised doubts with the panel as 

to the accuracy of her chronology of events. By way of example, Witness A had returned 

to the school in June 2013 and helped run an expedition as an adult. It was agreed by all 

that alcohol was consumed on that trip by adults. Given the inconsistencies with Witness 

A's account as to whether the alcohol was consumed in front of other members of staff, 

the panel believes that over the passage of time the events may have become confused. 

The panel noted that no other member of staff has been called to give evidence and, 

therefore, can only rely upon the evidence of Witness A and Mr Gratze. 

                 Taking all of these factors into account, the panel is not satisfied that it is more likely than 

not that Mr Gratze gave Witness A alcohol when attending a trip or trips in or around the 

academic years 2007-2009. 
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                 Accordingly, the panel finds the facts alleged in 1.a. not proved. 

b. In or around June 2009 sent her a text saying "we'd be great together, I 

wish things could be different" or words to that effect. 

                 Witness A stated in her evidence that, towards the end of Year 11, whilst she was on 

study leave, she received a text message from Mr Gratze which said. "we'd be great 

together, I wish things could be different," or words to that effect. Witness A was unable 

to recall the exact date, but said that it would have been in June 2009 and that it was a 

Friday night and she received the message around midnight when she was in bed. 

Witness A said that she had not retained the text message. She was not clear whether 

she had replied to this message, but thinks it most likely that she would have done. 

Witness A confirmed that Mr Gratze had the phone numbers of all of the students 

participating in the Duke of Edinburgh Awards and they had his. Accordingly, it was not 

exceptional for her to receive a text message from Mr Gratze. However, Witness A stated 

that, at the time she received the message, she took the message to mean that Mr 

Gratze wanted to be with her or sleep with her. Witness A added that she was confused 

by the message as it was different to others that she had received from Mr Gratze. She 

said that the message made her feel flattered, but also nervous as she was not looking 

for anything from Mr Gratze, despite admitting in her oral evidence that she had a crush 

on him at that time. 

                 Mr Gratze denied sending Witness A the text message concerned. He admitted that he 

would exchange text messages with Witness A in the context of a particular trips and it 

was normal to exchange pleasantries with students. Witness A's evidence confirmed that 

there had never been anything untoward in any of the previous text messages that she 

received. 

In considering this allegation, the panel noted that it was not until June 2015, some six 

years after the date of the alleged text message, that Witness A was first required to give 

an account of its contents. The panel is also conscious that Witness A acknowledged 

herself in her evidence that in June 2009 she would have been 16 years old and that, at 

that age, she tended to over-analyse messages that she received. The panel also noted 

that Witness A gave evidence that she subsequently had a conversation with Mr Gratze 

about the text message that he had sent and that, in the course of that conversation, she 

said that Mr Gratze stated that the message would have been sent when she was 18 

after she had left the school and not when she was 16. In her written statement, Witness 

A said that this conversation with Mr Gratze took place when she returned to the school 

for work experience in June 2013 prior to her going on the trip to Epping Forest. 

However, in her oral evidence, Witness A stated that this conversation had taken place at 

a later date.  

The panel is very conscious that Witness A has given evidence about a text message 

sent six years earlier. The panel has not seen a copy of the text. In her oral evidence, 

Witness A confirmed that the text message was part of a conversation that she had been 
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having with Mr Gratze that evening. Therefore, the panel does not know the context in 

which the alleged text was sent. This impacts on its potential interpretation. Along with Mr 

Gratze's denial that such a text was sent, the panel could not be satisfied on the balance 

of probabilities that a text message containing the wording in the allegation was sent. 

                 The panel finds the facts alleged in 1.b. not proved. 

2. In relation to Witness A whilst she was at the Academy on work experience 

and/or working as a young adult volunteer at the Academy: 

a. On a date or dates unknown in 2013, while in charge of around 55 pupils 

on an Academy camping expedition, you, on one or more occasions, had 

sexual intercourse and/or engaged in sexual activity with Witness A;  

Witness A alleges that when she attended the Year 7 residential camping trip in 2013, on 

the first evening she was sitting at the campsite with Mr Gratze when the pupils were 

sleeping. Witness A said that Mr Gratze said, "I really want to have sex with you," or 

words to that effect. Witness A said that she and Mr Gratze then had consensual sexual 

intercourse in a wooded area not far from the pupils' tents. Witness A gave evidence that 

there were two further occasions when they had sexual intercourse at the campsite. One 

of these was in the shower room and the other was inside the school minibus, which was 

parked on the field that they were camping on.  

Mr Gratze admits that sexual intercourse with Witness A took place in the wooded area 

and subsequently in the shower room. However, Mr Gratze denies that sexual 

intercourse took place inside the minibus. 

In relation to the alleged incident on the minibus, Mr Gratze stated that the minibus was 

parked near the centre of the campsite and that other members of staff of other pupils 

would have seen if the incident had happened during the day. Witness A's account of the 

incident inside the minibus is that this occurred during the day when other members of 

staff had left the campsite area with all but one of the pupils to undertake their walking 

expedition. Witness A said that a pupil that remained at the campsite had complained of 

sunstroke and was sleeping. Witness A said that Mr Gratze had the keys to the minibus 

and that they had sexual intercourse inside the minibus when other staff members were 

away.  

                 The panel preferred Witness A's account to that of Mr Gratze. The panel found Witness 

A's account of this particular incident to be clear and credible, particularly in the context 

of the other instances of sexual intercourse that Mr Gratze admits took place during that 

trip. The panel was satisfied that it is more likely than not that sexual intercourse took 

place in the minibus, in addition to the two other locations which Mr Gratze admits. 

                 The panel finds allegation 2.a. proved on that basis. 
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b. On a date or dates unknown in 2013, you had sexual intercourse and/or 

engaged in sexual activity on the Academy premises, during the school 

day, while pupils were onsite, on one or more occasions.  

Witness A alleges that after the Year 7 camping trip ended, she was required to stay on 

at the Academy for a further two days to help tidy up and put the equipment away. 

Witness A said that the Duke of Edinburgh Award equipment was kept in a building that 

used to contain the lower gym but it was no longer used as a gym. Witness A said that 

she and Mr Gratze had sexual intercourse in this building twice in the gym and in the 

room with the cages containing equipment. Witness A said that this took place on the 

same day during the school day whilst staff and pupils were on site, although no staff or 

pupils came into the building at that time.  

Witness A said that there was another occasion at the end of the school day when she 

and Mr Gratze were in the technology/gym block. She said that this was not in use at the 

time, but that Mr Gratze had access to it as he was a technology teacher. Witness A said 

that she was asked by Mr Gratze to perform oral sex on him. 

Mr Gratze denies this allegation. In his written and oral evidence to the panel, Mr Gratze 

said that the building in which the lower gym was located was still in use at the time and 

that the gym was frequently used by the inclusion team as a place to take their students 

to do sports. Mr Gratze also said that it was well known as an area that pupils would go 

when truanting lessons and that members of the SLT would be doing rounds to pick them 

up. He added that, if he and Witness A had engaged in sexual intercourse in that building 

it was highly likely that they would have been caught. Mr Gratze also said that the 

technology block was structurally unsound and that nobody used that area. 

                 The panel noted that, when interviewed as part of the Academy's investigation on 23 

June 2015, after admitting that sexual intercourse had taken place with Witness A on the 

Year 7 camping trip, he was asked if he had sex on the Academy premises with Witness 

A. Mr Gratze responded, ‘Not that I recall’. In a subsequent interview on 2 July 2015, Mr 

Gratze was again asked whether he had sex in the gym and in the caged area. Mr 

Gratze's response was to say, ‘I have thought about this. It is definitely a possibility, given 

the context of the relationship at the time, but I don’t recall it.’ When asked if he was 

saying that it was possible that sex had taken place on the Academy premises, Mr 

Gratze replied, ‘I cannot recall but it could have happened.’ When asked about sexual 

acts in the old technology block, Mr Gratze said, ‘I thought that the block had been closed 

at that time. I don't think so.’ 

                 The panel has carefully considered Mr Gratze's explanation that he was unclear about 

the position at the time of the interviews and that this was due to the stress that he was 

under at the time and how the questioning was delivered. The panel has also considered 

Mr Gratze's evidence about his poor health at the time. However, the panel is of the view 

that, even allowing for these factors, it was implausible that Mr Gratze would be able to 

clearly recall the sexual intercourse that took place around the same time on the school 
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trip, but was unable to recall, at the time of his interviews, whether sex had taken place 

on the Academy premises. It was also implausible that Mr Gratze would now have a 

better memory compared with that which he had in 2013.   

Furthermore, the panel regarded Witness A as an honest witness and preferred her 

account to that of Mr Gratze. The panel is satisfied that it is more likely than not that 

sexual intercourse took place in the Academy  

The panel finds allegation 2.b. proved on that basis. 

3. Your actions as set out in paragraph 2.a. and/or 2.b. above were sexually 

motivated. 

          Having found the facts alleged in paragraphs 2.a. and 2.b. proved, the panel has 

considered whether Mr Gratze's actions in engaging in consensual sexual intercourse 

with Witness A were sexually motivated. Mr Gratze admits that his actions in paragraph 

2.a. were sexually motivated. The panel is satisfied that his actions in paragraphs 2.a. 

and 2.b. were for the purpose of sexual gratification and, therefore were sexually 

motivated. 

           Accordingly, the facts of paragraph 3 are proved in relation to the actions in both 

paragraphs 2.a. and 2.b. 

The panel is keen to point out that, although referred to as a pupil in this hearing, Witness 

A was a 20 year old adult at the time of allegations 2.a. and 2.b. Having found allegations 

1.a. and 1.b. not proved the panel concluded that there is no significance in the fact that 

Witness A was a former student at the Academy, despite referring to her as a pupil for 

the purpose of preserving her anonymity during these proceedings. Additionally, Witness 

A confirmed to the panel that the sex had been consensual. The panel is satisfied that Mr 

Gratze did not use or exploit the trust, knowledge or influence derived from his 

professional position in this context. 

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

Having found the facts of allegations 2.a. and 2.b. and 3 to have been proven, the panel 

has gone on to consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute. 

Mr Gratze admitted that the conduct in allegation 2.a. and 3 amounts to unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. The panel 

has taken this admission into account, but made its own determination. 

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

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

Part Two, Mr Gratze is in breach of the following standards:  

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

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

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

statutory provisions; 

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

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

Although Witness A was not a pupil and there were no safeguarding issues in relation to 

Mr Gratze's conduct towards her, there nevertheless remains a potential safeguarding 

concern in relation to students on the trip and in the Academy. The risk of discovery 

whilst having sexual intercourse in the proximity of students and whilst being responsible 

for their well-being, is a safeguarding concern. Additionally, the panel was concerned that 

taking time out to engage in sexual intercourse on a number of occasions meant that Mr 

Gratze was not undertaking the duties expected of a trip leader or teacher in school. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Gratze'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 is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Gratze was serious misconduct which fell 

significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mr Gratze 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 panel therefore finds that Mr Gratze's actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 
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Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and 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 namely: the protection of pupils; the maintenance of public confidence in the 

profession; and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. The panel also 

acknowledged that there is a public interest in a teacher who is able to make a valuable 

contribution to the profession being able to continue in that profession. 

There is a public interest consideration in respect of the protection of pupils given the 

panel's findings that there was a safeguarding concern in relation to students potentially 

discovering that sexual intercourse was taking place and how they would react to that. 

The panel was conscious that this risk did not materialise in this case. As to the well-

being of pupils on the occasions when sexual activity was taking place, the panel noted 

that, in all cases but one, all students were under the supervision of other colleagues. In 

relation to the sexual activity that took place inside the minibus, there was no evidence 

before the panel that the pupil who remained on the camp came to any harm. Given that 

the panel is of the view that Mr Gratze is unlikely to repeat this behaviour, as explained 

further below, the public interest in the need the protect pupils has been given less 

weight in this case.  

The panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be weakened if 

conduct such as that found against Mr Gratze were not treated with the utmost 

seriousness 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 

Gratze 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 Gratze. In considering the 

issue of proportionality, the panel applied the following test, i.e. whether a less intrusive 

measure could be used without unacceptably compromising the achievement of the 

relevant objective and whether, having regard to these matters and the severity of the 
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consequences for Mr Gratze, a fair balance can be struck between the rights of Mr 

Gratze and the interests of the public. 

In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel had regard to the public interest 

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

Gratze. 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. In the list 

of such behaviours, the one relevant in this case is:  

 Serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

Whilst the panel considered that this was misconduct that had the potential to affect the 

well-being of pupils, the risk did not materialise and the panel, most importantly, did not 

consider there to be a continuing risk. In coming to this view, the panel noted that the 

conduct was confined to a period of less than two weeks during and immediately after the 

residential trip. The health issues that Mr Gratze says were affecting him during that 

period are now being effectively managed by the coping strategies that he deploys and 

which, he says, are now behind him. 

The panel has found that the consensual sexual activity could not be anything other than 

sexually motivated. The panel concluded that this case involved unacceptable 

professional conduct arising from the potential consequences of engaging in sexual 

activity, with a consenting adult, at an inappropriate time and location, rather than the 

sexual activity itself. In particular, the panel has made a finding that Mr Gratze did not 

use or exploit the trust, knowledge or influence derived from his professional position. 

Therefore, the panel does not consider this to amount to sexual misconduct as defined in 

the Advice. 

Even though the departure from the Teachers' Standards might 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 behaviour in this case.  

Mr Gratze's actions were deliberate and, although suffering from poor mental health, he 

was not acting under duress. 

Mr Gratze did have a previously good history and the panel accepts that the incident was 

out of character. 

The panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  

Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour is at the less serious end of the 

possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the 

panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be 

appropriate in this case. 
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Although all of the factual allegations were not admitted, Mr Gratze admitted from the 

outset that his conduct amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute. He has also shown some remorse and insight, 

including understanding how members of the public would view such conduct. He also 

stated that he would need to reappraise his way of working, particularly regarding his 

approach to mentoring pupils and his role at any future outdoor expeditions.  

The panel is satisfied that it is unlikely there would be a repetition of this behaviour. 

The panel has taken account of the fact that a public finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that has brought the profession into disrepute in relation to Mr 

Gratze conveys moral blameworthiness and opprobrium. Consequently this will affect his 

personal and professional reputation. The panel is satisfied that, in the context of this 

case, this outcome represents an appropriate and proportionate measure that protects 

the public interest. 

Taking all of these considerations into account, the panel is of the view that a prohibition 

order in relation to Mr Gratze is not necessary in order to protect the public interest. In the 

circumstances of this case, the panel is also of the view that there is a public interest in 

enabling a teacher to continue in the profession where he would like to continue making 

a valuable contribution. 

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. A number of the allegations have been found proven. Those that have been found 

not to be proven I have set from my mind in considering this case. Having found the facts 

of allegations 2.a. and 2.b. and 3 to have been proven, on these allegations the panel 

has gone on to find Mr Gratze guilty of unprofessional conduct and conduct which may 

bring the profession into disrepute.   

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 given due regard to the fact that the panel has considered the particular public 

interest considerations set out in the Advice, and having done so has found the following 

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. I 

am in agreement with the panel that there is a public interest consideration in respect of 

the protection of pupils given the panel's findings that there was a safeguarding concern 

in relation to students potentially discovering that sexual intercourse was taking place 

and how they would react to that. I have also noted that the panel was conscious that this 

risk did not materialise in this case. 
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The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mr Gratze in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Part Two of the Teachers' Standards, Mr Gratze is in breach of the following standard:  

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

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by  

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

statutory provisions; 

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

practices of the school in which they teach, and maintain high standards in their 

own attendance and punctuality. 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

I agree with the panel’s view.  

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. In the list of such 

behaviours, the one relevant in this case is:  

 Serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards. 

I have given careful consideration to the thought given by the panel to balancing the 

public interest considerations both in favour of and against prohibition as well as the 

interests of Mr Gratze. Although all of the factual allegations were not admitted, Mr 

Gratze admitted from the outset that his conduct amounted to unacceptable professional 

conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. He has also shown 

some remorse and insight, including understanding how members of the public would 

view such conduct. 

I have taken into account the public interest as well as the interests of Mr Gratze. I have 

given careful consideration to the panel’s view that Mr Gratze is unlikely to repeat this 

behaviour, and that the panel has therefore afforded less weight to the public interest in 

the need the protect pupils.  

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 have considered with great 

care that the panel has taken account of the fact that a public finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that has brought the profession into disrepute in 

relation to Mr Gratze conveys moral blameworthiness and opprobrium. Consequently, the 

panel is satisfied that, in the context of this case, this outcome represents an appropriate 

and proportionate measure that protects the public interest. 

 



17 

I agree with the panel that in this case the prohibition of Mr Gratze is neither proportionate 

or appropriate, nor is it in the public interest, particularly where he is making a valuable 

contribution as a teacher. 

I am minded that the finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute is in itself is a sufficiently clear message. This 

message reinforces the standards expected of teachers, and supports the maintenance 

of public confidence in the profession.  

 

Decision maker: Jayne Millions  

Date: 3 April 2017 

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

State. 


