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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mr Roderick Norman Dyson  

NCTL case reference: 14993 

Date of determination: 5 July 2017 

Former employer: Skipton Girls High School, North Yorkshire 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 3 to 11 April 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts 

Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH, and on 5 July 2017 at the Ramada Hotel and 

Suites, The Butts, Coventry CV1 3GG to consider the case of Mr Dyson. 

The panel members were Mr Phillip Riggon (teacher panellist – in the chair), Dr Angela 

Brown (lay panellist) and Ms Jean Carter (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Tom Walker of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Ian Perkins of Browne Jacobson 

LLP solicitors. 

Mr Roderick Dyson was present and was represented by Ms Lisa Hancox.  

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.  
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 24 

November 2016. 

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

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst he was employed as a 

teacher at Skipton Girls’ High School in North Yorkshire he: 

1. Made inappropriate physical contact with one or more pupils including: 

a. Touching their arm(s) and/or shoulder(s); 

b. Putting his hand on their back(s), including Pupil D; 

c. Unnecessarily brushing against them as he walked past; 

d. Putting his arms around them when using machinery, including Pupil G; 

e. Putting his hand on their hip(s), including Pupil I; 

f. Tapping their bottom(s) with his hand, including Pupil K. 

 

2. Performing sexually suggestive actions towards or in the presence of one or more 

pupils, including:  

a. Simulating masturbation with a pole; 

b. Lunging with a metal rod whilst his leg was raised on a stool; 

c. Lifting a pole between the legs of Pupil J; 

d. Zooming in on body parts of a female colleague whose photograph was on an 

interactive whiteboard, 

e. Holding spherical vacuum-formed moulds to his chest to simulate breasts; 

f. ‘dry-humping’ a computer keyboard; 

g. Grunting as he leant over or lifted things.  

 

3. Made sexually suggestive comments towards or in the presence of one or more 

pupils, including saying words to the effect of: 

a. Saying that a boy might need a small toilet but that he would need a large one 

with his ‘big thing’; 

b. ‘Imagine sucking them balls girls’; 

c. ‘Come on girls, who wants to talc him up?’; 

d. ‘We’ve got some hot babies in here today’ whilst pupils were having their 

temperatures taken; 

e. Commenting on the male and female parts of nuts and bolts fitting together. 

 

4. Made comments which were prejudicial towards race and/or gender including 

words to the effect of: 

a. ‘Asian parents don’t let their daughters go that far from home’ with reference to 

a pupil going to university; 

b. ‘He doesn't like Italians… but he's not talking about you’ with reference to a 

colleague; 

c. That his wife attended an all girls’ school but he was not bothered if she was a 

lesbian provided she kept him happy; 
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d. That his wife was a bitch as she hadn’t done his ironing. 

 

5. Failed to treat others with dignity and respect others in that you: 

a. Shouted at Pupil D; 

b. Shouted at one or more colleagues; 

c. Grabbed the arm of a colleague on one or more occasions; 

d. Made one or more disparaging remarks about colleagues including but not 

limited to calling a colleague who had recently resigned ‘useless and lazy’; 

e. Informed one or more colleagues that others had made disparaging remarks 

about them when this was not in fact the case. 

 

6. Failed to properly administrate the 2014/15 Engineering A-Level by: 

a. Failing to ensure Unit 4 was completed under controlled conditions; 

b. Instructing and/or permitting one or more colleagues to provide excessive 

assistance with one or more pupil’s assessed practical work; 

c. Himself providing excessive assistance with one or more pupil’s assessed 

practical work. 

 

7. Failed to properly safeguard pupils’ welfare by leaving them improperly attended in 

lessons including: 

a. On or around 16th October 2014 when he went to a gathering; 

b. In a technology workshop on or around 5th June 2015; 

c. When he went to a plumbers’ merchant. 

 

8. In doing (1) and/or (2) and/or (3) above your actions were sexually motivated.  

 

Mr Dyson does not admit the facts set out above, and thus does not accept that he is 

guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application by Mr Dyson to admit a bundle of 149 pages 

comprising a witness statement by him with appendices. 

The panel has received and accepted legal advice in relation to the admissibility of 

evidence at hearings. The relevant sections of the rules are 4.18 to 4.20.  

The bundle in question was received electronically by the panel only on 31 March 2017 

and thus not in accordance with 4.20 which directs that documents should be provided to 

the panel at least four weeks prior to the hearing.   

The documents in question set out Mr Dyson's response to the allegations and his case 

generally. The NCTL has voiced no objection to the admission of the documents. The 
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panel is of the view that the documents in question are relevant and it would be fair and 

appropriate to admit them at the hearing.     

The panel also considered an application by the parties to admit two pages which were 

missing from the bundle, pages 44A and 57A and B. These documents had already been 

seen by Mr Dyson and were missing from the bundle in error. Both parties agreed to their 

admission and the panel is satisfied that they are relevant and it is fair to admit them.   

The panel was of the view that it would be helpful to receive additional evidence in 

relation to the identification of key people involved in this case, and also further 

information about the organisation of the school. The parties provided a note of key 

personnel and 2 pages of organisation charts.  Both parties agreed to the admission of 

the documents, at least on a provisional basis pending their corroboration by other 

witnesses, and the panel is satisfied that they are relevant and it is fair to admit them. 

The panel considered an application from the NCTL for the following pupil witnesses to 

be treated as vulnerable and for permission to be given for them to give evidence at the 

hearing: Pupil C, Pupil F, Pupil G, Pupil I, Pupil J, and Pupil K.   

The NCTL also made an application for special measures in relation to pupil witnesses 

Pupil G, Pupil I, Pupil J, and Pupil K. The application was on the basis that the witnesses 

were vulnerable on account of their age and the fact that the allegations in relation to 

which they are in a position to give evidence are sexual in nature, and that special 

measures would safeguard their interests. Mr Dyson does not object to this application.  

The panel has received legal advice in relation to this application and has accepted the 

advice. The panel accepts that pupil witnesses Pupil C, Pupil F, Pupil G, Pupil I, Pupil J, 

and Pupil K should be treated as vulnerable. With the exception of Pupil C, all are under 

the age of 18 and could be considered vulnerable on that basis. However, the panel is of 

the view that in any event all the pupils should be considered vulnerable in accordance 

with Rule 4.71 as some of the allegations are sexual in nature.   

The panel has considered the representations made by the NCTL as regards the 

investigations that have been undertaken as regards the witnesses. The panel accepts 

that the welfare of the pupil witnesses will not be prejudiced by their giving evidence at 

the hearing in accordance with paragraph 4.71. The panel is further satisfied in 

accordance with paragraph 4.72 that the use of video link, screen and/or witness 

supporters (in the case of Pupil G alone) is appropriate to safeguard the interests of the 

witnesses and agrees to the use of such measures at the hearing. 

The panel has considered each of the witnesses separately. The panel notes that there 

are no applications for Pupil C and Pupil F to have any special measures.   
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The panel directs as follows: 

1) Pupil C, Pupil  F, Pupil G, Pupil I, Pupil J, and Pupil K be permitted to give evidence at 

the hearing as vulnerable witnesses; 

2) that Mr Dyson be screened from view whilst Pupil G, Pupil I and Pupil K give oral 

evidence; 

3) that Pupil J be permitted to give evidence via Skype; 

4) that Pupil G's mother be appointed as a witness supporter to Pupil G. 

5 April 2017 

In the course of the hearing, Ms Hancox made a further application to adduce additional 

evidence. This was said to be pages and appendices missing in error from the original 

bundle adduced on Mr Dyson's behalf, and admitted with the agreement of the panel, at 

the start of this hearing.  

Mr Perkins for the NCTL made no objection to the admission of the documents, but did 

voice strong concerns about the impact of the admission of such documents on the 

progression of the hearing given the limited availability of the two remaining teacher 

witnesses. The panel is alive to those concerns.  

The panel has received and accepted legal advice in relation to the admissibility of 

evidence at hearings. The relevant sections of the procedures are 4.18 to 4.20.  

Whilst the panel has not had sight of the documents in question, it has been made plain 

that sections are missing from the original bundle that would be capable of being relevant 

to Mr Dyson's case and, more particularly, relevant to the charges in respect of which two 

teacher witnesses are due to give evidence, namely Witness A and Witness B. Assuming 

the documents are relevant, then the panel should then consider the issue of the fairness 

of admitting them. The panel is of the view that, provided that the admission of the 

documents in question causes no undue disruption to the progression of the hearing, it 

would be fair to admit the documents in question. Indeed, in as far as the documents are 

relevant to the nature of the case which Mr Dyson wishes to put to the teacher witnesses 

in question, it would be unfair not to admit them. Subject to an assessment of relevance, 

the panel agrees to the admission of the documents in question.  

Adjournment to 6 April 2017 

The panel then heard an application by Ms Hancox to adjourn the case from 5 April to 6 

April 2017 to enable her to take detailed instructions in relation to the additional 

documents which she wishes to put before the panel. Ms Hancox accepted that this 

should have been done before the commencement of the hearing and expressed her 

regret. However, Ms Hancox was adamant that she may be at risk of performing a 
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disservice to Mr Dyson if she was not afforded further time to enable her to take further 

instructions prior to cross-examination.   

Mr Perkins resisted the application to adjourn the case to the following day on the basis 

that this case has been listed for a considerable period and that Ms Hancox should have 

been in a position to have taken instructions and adduced any further documents in 

advance of the hearing. Mr Perkins highlights that delaying the progression of the case 

will cause disruption and inconvenience to the witnesses. Whilst both remaining 

witnesses are able to attend to give evidence on 6 April 2017, this requires both 

witnesses making unexpected arrangements to stay overnight.   

The panel has received legal advice and notes it has the power in accordance with 

paragraph 4.54 to adjourn a case at any stage where it regards it as fair and appropriate 

to do so. The panel accepts the legal advice it has been given.   

The panel has sympathy with the concerns of the NCTL expressed by Mr Perkins, but is 

mindful of the fact that it must endeavour to ensure a fair hearing in all the 

circumstances. This includes ensuring fairness to the witnesses. However, hearings, 

particularly contested hearings, are by their very nature unpredictable and some flexibility 

from witnesses is inevitably required whenever a case proceeds.   

The panel is grateful to both witnesses for the flexibility they have shown at short notice 

to re-arrange their timetables and make arrangements to attend on 6 April 2017. A short 

adjournment is therefore possible without undue unfairness to the witnesses and without 

necessarily disrupting the overall timetable for this case. 

As regards the additional time required, Ms Hancox is in effect seeking a short period of 

a few hours to complete the process of taking instructions. The panel notes that Ms 

Hancox has frankly recognised that the omission to adduce the remaining documents 

before this panel is unfortunate, and accepts her submission, as an experienced 

advocate, that she is not, in practical and professional terms, in a position to proceed to 

cross-examine witnesses this afternoon.  

The panel is not comfortable proceeding in the circumstances outlined above. The panel 

is of the view that proceeding in circumstances where there are real concerns as to 

whether an individual facing serious allegations has given his advocate full instructions 

prior to the cross-examination of important witnesses is inappropriate and would not be in 

the interests of justice. Conversely, the short period requested to remedy this deficiency 

can be accommodated by the witnesses. The panel is of the view that a short 

adjournment of this case is fair and appropriate and thus directs that the case be 

adjourned with a view to evidence being called at 9:00am on 6 April 2017. Ms Hancox 

must remedy the deficiency overnight and present the panel with any additional 

documents by 8:00am on 6 April 2017 and be in a position to proceed. 
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6 April 2017  

Further to the decision of 5 April 2017, the panel has now been provided with the 

additional documents to be submitted on behalf of Mr Dyson. Having had sight of the 

documents, the NCTL does not object to their admission. The panel is satisfied that the 

documents in question are indeed relevant and it would be fair to admit them. The 

statement documents will be numbered T17A and B, whilst the appendices will be 

numbered T64A to T64P including blank pages.  

Following the earlier decision as regards the admission of additional documents, in the 

course of Witness A giving evidence, further documents were provided by Ms Hancox 

which had not been included in the bundle submitted on 6 April 2017. The documents 

comprise a investigation interview note of Witness A's account (paginated T64H1 to 

T64H10) and an email from Witness B to Mr Dyson (T64H11). The NCTL objected to the 

email being put to Witness A, but not to the admission of the documents generally. Ms 

Hancox in turn agreed that there was no need to put the email to Witness A as she was 

not included in the email correspondence in question. Having received legal advice, the 

panel agreed that the documents should be admitted on the basis agreed between the 

parties.  

10 April 2017 

Prior to making final submissions in this case, the NCTL made an application to amend 

the stem of allegation 4. from: “Made comments which were prejudicial towards race 

and/or gender including words to the effect of” to “Made prejudicial comments including 

words to the effect of”. This application was not opposed by Mr Dyson. The panel was 

satisfied that the amendment was appropriate in as far as it removed a potentially 

erroneous reference to Italians as a racial group. The amendment has no impact on the 

essence of the charge or how the case has been put or defended and the panel was thus 

satisfied it was in the interests of justice to allow the amendment in accordance with 

paragraph 4.56 of the Procedures.  

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 17 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 19 to 29 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 31 to 296 
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In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 1 to 149  

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses who were called to give 

evidence by the NCTL: 

Pupil A 

Pupil F 

Pupil I 

Pupil J 

Pupil K 

Witness A, Learning Director 

Witness B, Headteacher  

Mr Dyson gave evidence on his own account.   

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

hearing. 

The panel has had very careful regard to the detailed written and oral submissions made 

on behalf of both the NCTL and Mr Dyson. The panel wishes to express its gratitude to 

both Counsel for their assistance with this case. Both Counsel assisted the panel by 

providing detailed written submissions in this case at short notice.  

Mr Roderick Dyson was senior assistant headteacher at Skipton Girls' High School (“the 

School”). Mr Dyson was also the head of the engineering department. He commenced 

his role on 1 September 2006 and worked until he was dismissed on 12 January 2016. 

The current case before the NCTL relates to a number of different concerns regarding Mr 

Dyson's conduct. The initial concerns related to alleged maladministration of the A-Level 

Engineering exam and were raised in May 2015. In the course of this investigation, 
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further concerns were raised by staff and pupils as regards Mr Dyson's conduct more 

generally, which resulted in Mr Dyson's dismissal and referral to the NCTL.   

Findings of fact 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven: 

1. Allegation 1.e. 

2. Allegation 1.f. 

3. Allegation 3.a. 

4. Allegation 3.b. 

5. Allegation 3.e. 

6. Allegation 5.b. 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven: 

1. Allegations 1.a. to 1.d. 

2. Allegation 2 

3. Allegations 3.c. and 3.d. 

4. Allegation 4 

5. Allegations 5.a. and 5.c. to 5.e. 

6. Allegations 6 to 8 

Allegations proven  

1. Made inappropriate physical contact with one or more pupils including: 

e. Putting your hand on their hip(s), including Pupil I; 

The panel only heard clear oral evidence in relation to this charge from Pupil I. Pupil I 

described how Mr Dyson would put his hands on pupils' hips as he moved past them. It 

was not clear if both hands were always used, and nor was it clear if Mr Dyson made 

contact with the pupils for any length of time. The evidence suggests that the contact was 

cursory and there is no evidence that pupils felt intimidated or threatened by such 

contact.  

 

Pupil I stated that Mr Dyson put his hand on her hips. Pupil I gave clear and credible 

evidence and the panel accepts that Mr Dyson touched Pupil I's hip.  
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The panel is of the view that it is advisable to avoid contact with pupils, but particularly 

contact around the lower body when moving behind pupils. The panel is satisfied that 

such contact is inappropriate.    

 

The panel is therefore satisfied that this charge is made out on the balance of 

probabilities and it is more likely than not that Mr Dyson put his hands on Pupil I's hips, 

and that such contact was inappropriate in all the circumstances. 

 

f. Tapping their bottom(s) with your hand, including Pupil K; 

The panel heard evidence from Pupil K, who gave clear and credible evidence that Mr 

Dyson touched the thigh side of her bottom with the back of his hand with quick taps. 

Pupil K explained that the purpose of the contact was to cause her to move up on the 

bench. Pupil K was credible in evidence.   

  

Mr Dyson denies this action but also accepts that he was a tactile and enthusiastic 

teacher. The panel prefers the evidence of Pupil K on this point and is satisfied that the 

contact was made as described by her. The panel is of the view that any deliberate 

physical contact on the bottom or thigh area of a pupil is inappropriate, even if to get the 

attention of a pupil. 

  

The panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that this allegation is proven and that 

Mr Dyson tapped the bottom of Pupil K and that such contact was inappropriate. 

 

3. Made sexually suggestive comments towards or in the presence of one or more 

pupils, including saying words to the effect of: 

a. Saying that a boy might need a small toilet but that you would need a large 

one with your ‘big thing’; 

The panel heard clear oral evidence from Pupil I, Pupil F, Pupil K and Pupil J in relation 

to this charge. There were minor discrepancies in what the pupils reported had been said 

by Mr Dyson, and it was also clear that the pupils had spoken to one another about the 

incident. 

However, the core of the evidence was clear, namely that Mr Dyson stated that he would 

need a big urinal "with his big thing" whereas a boy would need a small toilet. Pupils also 

gave evidence that Mr Dyson gave the appearance of finding this remark funny.  

Mr Dyson rejected this allegation and did not accept that he had ever spoken about 

urinals in class. However, the panel preferred the accounts of the pupils which, whilst 

varied in detail were common in essentials. For example, whilst there were slightly 

different accounts given as to the position of Mr Dyson's hands when he made this 

motion, there was an underlying consistency in the accounts. For example, the pupils all 

described a swaying motion and slight gesturing by Mr Dyson to his lower body. 
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The panel accepted that Mr Dyson had referred to urinals as a reference point when 

discussing ergonomics and design issues. The panel is also satisfied that, in the course 

of this discussion, Mr Dyson made reference to his sexual organs and also made 

gestures which resulted in pupils having their attention drawn to Mr Dyson's sexual 

organs.  

The panel is also satisfied that there was no clear rationale for using urinals as an 

example in such discussions, and no justification for making references, implied or direct, 

to his sexual organs. The panel is satisfied that the comments made were sexually 

suggestive. The panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that this allegation is 

proven.  

b. ‘Imagine sucking them balls girls’; 

Pupil F in her written evidence referred to Mr Dyson stating words to the effect of 

"imagine sucking on those balls" in the course of a lesson in which moulds and vacuum 

suction was being discussed. Pupil I in written evidence said that Mr Dyson said that 

'these' "would not be very good for sucking on" (page 173). Both Pupil I and Pupil F gave 

oral evidence which amplified their written evidence.  

Mr Dyson's account was that the pupils had said that the ball, i.e. mould, was no good for 

sucking on and he had ignored this comment. The oral evidence from Pupil I and Pupil F 

was that this was not said by any pupils. The panel prefers the evidence of the pupils and 

was satisfied that the comments described by the pupils, or words to their effect, were 

made by Mr Dyson. The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson used words to the effect of 

"imagine sucking on these balls" and that such an expression could have been used with 

greater care. Indeed, the use of the words "sucking" and "balls" in combination could 

have been avoided in the circumstances.  

The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson made these remarks, or words to their effect. The 

panel is satisfied that such comments were sexually suggestive. The panel is satisfied on 

the balance of probabilities that this allegation is proven. 

e. Commenting on the male and female parts of nuts and bolts fitting together. 

The panel heard from pupils, including Pupil K, that sexual jokes were made by Mr Dyson 

regularly about "nuts and bolts" fitting together. Pupil K gave clear evidence that Mr 

Dyson made repeated references of this nature. The panel is satisfied on the balance of 

probabilities that Mr Dyson made such repeated references.  

The panel accepts that reference is made in engineering circles to the notion of 'male' 

and 'female' parts fitting together, and such references are not necessarily inappropriate.  

However, the panel is also satisfied that the repeated references described by Pupil K 

fulfilled no clear teaching purpose and were unnecessary. Indeed, Pupil K was clear that 

she regarded such examples as unnecessary because the point Mr Dyson was seeking 

to explain was obvious.  
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The panel is satisfied that by virtue of the unnecessary repetition of such expressions, 

and the manner in which they were delivered and perceived by pupils, the comments 

were sexually suggestive.  

The panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that this allegation is proven.  

5. Failed to treat others with dignity and respect in that you: 

b. Shouted at one or more colleagues; 

The panel had sight of written evidence from Pupil C that Mr Dyson raised his voice with 

colleagues and shouted at the engineering technicians Individual A, Individual B, and 

Individual C. The panel accepts the evidence of Pupil C that shouting took place.  

 

Witness A gave evidence that Mr Dyson shouted at her and accused her of being chaotic 

but she asked him to stop shouting and he did. Witness A was not sure whether Mr 

Dyson apologised.  

 

The panel heard oral evidence from Pupil G that technicians were shouted at and whilst 

this was not mentioned by her previously in her statement, the panel accepts that she 

witnessed this.  

 

Mr Dyson admitted to shouting at a technician colleague on one occasion, but does not 

accept the allegation in full. However, there were no specific examples of what was said 

as regards the technicians, and in the absence of any direct evidence from the 

technicians about such incidents, or evidence of the specific words used, the panel is not 

satisfied that any shouting resulted in the failure to treat technician colleagues with 

respect and dignity.  

 

However, the panel is satisfied on the balance of probabilities that this charge is proved 

on the basis of Witness A's evidence alone. The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson did 

shout at a colleague, namely her, and that this in the circumstances amounted to a failure 

to treat her with dignity and respect, regardless of whether he ultimately apologised. 

Allegations not proven  

1. Made inappropriate physical contact with one or more pupils including: 

a. Touching their arm(s) and/or shoulder(s); 

The panel received evidence from pupils that Mr Dyson was tactile and would touch 

pupils, including on occasions touching their arms and shoulders. Mr Dyson accepted as 

a matter of generality that he would have touched pupils' arms or shoulders as a "natural 

gesture that is part of my way of communicating" and he accepted in general terms that 

he was tactile. Mr Dyson also accepted that he would tap pupils' shoulders to get their 

attention or to allow him to get past but denied unnecessarily brushing past students or 

having physical contact with students other than as expressly admitted.  
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The panel only heard clear oral evidence in relation to the touching of pupils’ arms and 

shoulders in respect of Pupil F. However, Pupil F did report seeing Mr Dyson touch other 

pupils' arms and shoulders but did not specify the identity of such pupils. Pupil F gave 

credible evidence and the panel was satisfied that Mr Dyson did touch her arm and 

shoulder.  

The panel though has to determine whether such contact was inappropriate. Physical 

contact is not advisable but not every physical contact can properly be described as 

inappropriate. Pupil F said that if another teacher had touched her arm or shoulder in the 

manner described, she would not have thought much of it.  

On the basis of the evidence, the panel is therefore not satisfied that this charge is made 

out because it is not satisfied that the contact with Pupil F was inappropriate in all the 

circumstances.  

b. Putting your hand on their back(s), including Pupil D; 

The panel received written evidence from Pupil D, but no oral evidence. Pupil D's 

statement describes Mr Dyson putting his hands on pupils' backs but does not say it 

happened to her. Pupil F also gave evidence describing how Mr Dyson would put his 

hands on pupils' back and shoulder areas. The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson did touch 

pupils' backs. 

 

Whilst the panel is satisfied that the conduct forming this charge is made out, the 

evidence is not persuasive as regards whether any such contact was inappropriate, 

however, ill-advised it may have been. The panel is therefore not satisfied that this 

charge is proven on the balance of probabilities.   

 

c. Unnecessarily brushing against them as you walked past; 

The panel heard evidence from pupils that Mr Dyson would make contact with pupils as 

he walked around the classroom. The panel heard evidence that the class room in 

question was small. The panel also heard, and accepted, evidence that engineering is 

also a practical subject which involves practical demonstrations and circulation around 

the room to monitor pupils.   

 

The panel received evidence that Mr Dyson walked closer to pupils than he needed to, 

and made physical contact with them when he was walking around the classroom. Pupil 

F gave evidence in relation to this. However, Pupil F also stated that this issue had been 

discussed by pupils in school.   

 

The panel is of the view that pupils reported this matter having already discussed the 

matter between themselves generally, having already formed a negative view of Mr 

Dyson and whilst aware that there was an investigation underway into Mr Dyson's 

conduct.  
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However, more fundamentally, there were no specific examples given of such contact, 

and as such the panel was unable to satisfy itself that any specific 'inappropriate 

brushing' contact with pupils took place. The panel is therefore not satisfied that this 

allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities.    

 

d. Putting your arms around them when using machinery, including Pupil G; 

The panel heard evidence in relation to this charge from Pupil G. Pupil G gave credible 

evidence to the effect that Mr Dyson had put his arms around her, as opposed to beside 

her, while she was performing a practical exercise in class. Mr Dyson denies that he ever 

had contact with Pupil G in the way described.    

 

Mr Dyson did not normally teach Pupil G albeit it was accepted that he may have 

provided demonstrations to her. Pupil G did not report the incident at the time, and 

explained that she had not done so because this was "just how it was".   

 

Pupil G also stated in evidence that other pupils were present during the incident 

complained of. However, when those pupils gave evidence they did not recall anything of 

concern regarding Mr Dyson and Pupil G.    

 

The panel is in no doubt that Mr Dyson put his arms around Pupil G whilst demonstrating 

how to use machinery, but having regard to all the other evidence, the panel is not 

satisfied on the balance of probabilities that any such contact was inappropriate given the 

practical nature of engineering lessons.   

 

2. Performing sexually suggestive actions towards or in the presence of one or 

more pupils, including;  

         a. Simulating masturbation with a pole; 

The panel heard evidence from a number of pupils relating to this charge.    

 

Pupil F gave evidence that Mr Dyson imitated masturbation gestures with his hand round 

a metal pole when doing a demonstration about how smooth poles needed to be for the 

construction of a lamp.  

Pupil I also gave evidence in relation to this charge and explained that the actions of Mr 

Dyson were not done in such a way so as to aid the lesson.  

The panel accepts that the pupils in question believed that they had witnessed Mr Dyson 

simulating masturbation with a pole.   

 

The panel heard evidence from Mr Dyson who also gave a demonstration of what he had 

done in the lesson. The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson conducted a demonstration in 

the lesson which was clearly capable of a sexualised interpretation.   
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Whilst the evidence of the pupils was credible, and both pupils gave consistent evidence, 

the panel was not of the view that the demonstration conducted by Mr Dyson could 

properly be described as performing a sexually suggestive action in the form of 

simulating masturbation.  

 

Any demonstration involving a pole and an instruction that the pole was to be 'smooth' to 

enable it to be used for the purpose in question is prone to misinterpretation. The panel is 

of the view that Mr Dyson could have delivered his lesson in such a way so as not to 

create any risk of sexualised misinterpretation. However, Mr Dyson is not charged with 

poor judgement, but with performing sexually suggestive actions in the form of simulating 

masturbation.  

 

The panel is not satisfied on the balance of probabilities that this action occurred as 

charged. 

 

b. Lunging with a metal rod whilst your leg was raised on a stool; 

The panel notes that Mr Dyson accepts performing an action with a pole whilst his leg 

was raised on a stool with the intention of demonstrating a bending action to emphasise 

the strength of different materials. The panel is satisfied that this matter could be 

described as "lunging".  

Pupil C gave evidence that she regarded this behaviour as odd because it was so 

exaggerated. However, there is no evidence that such actions were sexualised in any 

form even if they were perceived by pupils as being odd. The panel does not accept that 

these actions were sexually suggestive. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is 

proven on the balance of probabilities.     

c. Lifting a pole between the legs of Pupil J; 

It is common ground between the NCTL and Mr Dyson that a pole was lifted between the 

legs of Pupil J. Mr Dyson maintains that this was a mistake and that Pupil J should not 

have been attempting to walk over the pole in question.  

Pupil J gave evidence that Mr Dyson deliberately lifted a pole between her legs in front of 

the class. This incident was witnessed by Pupil K who was also of the view that this was 

a deliberate action. Pupil J confirmed that Mr Dyson had his back to her. The panel heard 

detailed evidence from Mr Dyson as to what had occurred and found his account that this 

was a mistake to be plausible, particularly when considering Pupil J's evidence that as 

she walked over the pole in question Mr Dyson had his back to her. In consequence, the 

panel is not satisfied that Mr Dyson deliberately lifted the pole between the legs of Pupil J 

in a sexually suggestive manner. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is proven 

on the balance of probabilities.     

d. Zooming in on body parts of a female colleague whose photograph was on an 

interactive whiteboard, 
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The panel heard evidence from Pupil B and Pupil C in relation to this allegation. The 

panel is satisfied that this act occurred in as far as Mr Dyson accepts that he may have 

zoomed in on a photograph featuring a female colleague during a lesson. Mr Dyson gave 

evidence that he was 'zooming in' on a newsletter he had prepared because pupils had 

asked him to show them a particular photograph, in which some of the pupils featured, 

more closely.  

 

The panel notes that no photograph has been produced by the NCTL in relation to the 

incident and so the panel has been unable to assess this allegation in detail. The 

presence or otherwise of a photograph would not be determinative of the charge, but the 

absence of a photograph has resulted in the pupil witnesses being unable to give specific 

evidence with any clarity as to precisely what is said to have occurred.   

Mr Dyson produced a photograph which he said is the photo he referred to in the lesson, 

and also provided an account of his actions which the panel regarded as plausible. The 

panel is not satisfied that Mr Dyson zoomed in on any particular body parts of a female 

teacher in a sexually suggestive manner. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is 

proven on the balance of probabilities.     

e. Holding spherical vacuum-formed moulds to your chest to simulate breasts; 

The panel heard no direct oral evidence in relation to this charge from NCTL witnesses.  

However, the allegation is referred to as a matter which was dealt with in the course of 

the school disciplinary procedures and which gave rise to a warning.  

The written evidence before the panel was to the effect that a warning had been given to 

Mr Dyson in relation to this allegation. However, there was no clear documentary 

evidence of this warning, its nature, how it was delivered and whether indeed Mr Dyson 

accepted the factual basis of the warning or the warning itself.  

It was not clear to the panel that Mr Dyson had ever accepted that he did perform 

sexually suggestive actions by holding moulds to his chest to simulate breasts. There is 

reference within the papers to a statement by a member of staff (Individual D) which 

refers to this issue, but no such statement was before the panel. Indeed, there is no 

direct evidence on this charge at all. The panel is therefore not satisfied that this 

allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities.  

f. ‘dry-humping’ a computer keyboard; 

This allegation is referred to in the written statement of Witness A. Mr Dyson denied this 

charge. There is also reference to this allegation in the disciplinary documents from the 

school which were before the panel. However, there was no direct oral evidence, or clear 

direct written evidence, relevant to this charge. The panel is therefore not satisfied that 

this allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities.  
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g. Grunting as you leant over or lifted things.  

The panel heard evidence from pupils, including Pupil J, that Mr Dyson would grunt as he 

lent over things. Mr Dyson accepted that he would make noises as he lent over or lifted 

things on account of their weight, and the state of his health, which required him to exert 

himself.  

The panel also had the benefit of Mr Dyson's demonstration and his acceptance that he 

would perform actions in an exaggerated way and the panel also accepted that he 

suffered from imperfect hearing which resulted in his communicating in a loud way.  

The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson did grunt, or indeed make noises which would have 

been perceived as exaggerated or strange as he lent over or lifted things. However, the 

panel is not satisfied that such actions were sexually suggestive and therefore this 

allegation is not proven on the balance of probabilities.  

3.  Made sexually suggestive comments towards or in the presence of one or more 

pupils, including saying words to the effect of: 

c. ‘Come on girls, who wants to talc me up?’; 

The panel heard no direct oral evidence in relation to this charge. There were no signed 

statements on this matter before the panel which gave direct evidence of relevance. The 

panel notes that talcum powder would have been used in lessons for legitimate purposes 

and references to talcum powder would have been necessary.  

Mr Dyson accepts references to talcum powder in his lessons and gives a credible 

explanation as to its use in an engineering context.  

The only evidence in relation to this allegation flows from a disciplinary report prepared 

by the school which attributes the comments to an individual who has not provided a 

statement. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is proven on the balance of 

probabilities.  

d. ‘We’ve got some hot babies in here today’ whilst pupils were having their 

temperatures taken; 

The panel heard evidence from pupils including Pupil F, that Mr Dyson conducted a 

practical lesson in relation to the use of smart materials and thermometers in which the 

expression "we've got some hot babies in here today" was used with reference to the 

temperature of the pupils.   

Mr Dyson accepts that he conducted a class in which strip thermometers, commonly 

used for babies or young children, were used in a practical demonstration in which the 

temperature of pupils was taken. Mr Dyson does not accept using the precise words 
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alleged, or doing so in a sexually suggestive manner, but accepts that he may have 

commented on the temperature of the pupils in question.  

The panel notes that the weight of the evidence is that the expression "hot babies" was 

used as opposed to "babes". In relation to the use of the expression "hot babies", the 

panel is of the view that this comment is open to a range of different interpretations. 

Whilst the panel is satisfied that this incident took place and Mr Dyson referred to the 

pupils as "hot babies" after they had had their temperatures taken, the panel is not 

satisfied that it can properly be said, given the context and circumstances, that such a 

comment was sexually suggestive in nature. The panel is not satisfied that this charge is 

proven on the balance of probabilities. 

4. Made prejudicial comments including words to the effect of: 

a. ‘Asian parents don’t let their daughters go that far from home’ with 

reference to a pupil going to university; 

This allegation was amended following an application by the NCTL which was not 

opposed by My Dyson. The panel accepted that the amendment caused no unfairness 

and was appropriate in all the circumstances.  

The panel has approached this charge on the basis that prejudicial comments involve 

negative or pejorative remarks about particular groups or types of individuals without any 

objective justification.  

The panel heard no oral evidence on this matter but did have the benefit of a signed 

statement from Pupil B. The panel accepted the evidence of Pupil B, who was of Asian 

ethnicity, that the remark arose from a conversation with Mr Dyson about going to 

university, and that the remark made her feel uncomfortable. Mr Dyson admits the factual 

allegation in outline but denies that it was prejudicial in intent or effect.  

There is a slight factual dispute between the account of Pupil B and Mr Dyson. Pupil B 

states that Mr Dyson said "Asian parents" whilst Mr Dyson gave evidence that he said 

"some Asian parents".  

The panel has had the benefit of the oral evidence of Mr Dyson. The panel accepted that 

the comment arose in a context which can be explained and objectively justified. The 

panel also prefers Mr Dyson's account that he said "some Asian parents" as opposed to 

"Asian parents".    

The panel is of the view that the comments made by Mr Dyson could be regarded as ill-

worded, and he was also engaged in discussions in relation to a potentially sensitive 

issue. However, the panel is not satisfied that Mr Dyson made remarks in this case which 

can be described as prejudicial. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is proven on 

the balance of probabilities.  



21 

b. ‘I don’t like Italians… but I’m not talking about you’ with reference to a 

colleague; 

There was no direct oral evidence in relation to this charge. The only evidence relevant to 

this charge was a signed statement from Pupil B. However, this statement was not 

corroborated.  

 

Mr Dyson denied this specific comment but accepted that he made comments about a 

colleague of his (who was not Italian, but had an Italian name) in a "misguided attempt at 

humour". The panel accepts that Pupil B had concerns about comments made by Mr 

Dyson in relation to his colleague. However, this does not assist the panel in determining 

whether the specific charge is proven.  

 

The panel is not satisfied on the balance of probabilities that the comments or words to 

the effect of the comments were made as described in the charge. The panel is not 

satisfied that this allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities.  

 

c. That your wife attended an all girls’ school but you were not bothered if she 

was a lesbian provided she kept you happy. 

The panel heard oral evidence from Pupil C and found her to be credible. Mr Dyson 

accepts joining the conversation described by Pupil C, and saying that his wife went to an 

"all-girls’ school" but denies referring to his wife as either being a lesbian or saying "that 

he didn't mind as long as she kept him happy".  

 

Pupil C was clear about the nature of the conversation which Mr Dyson joined, and 

explained that she and fellow pupils were discussing lesbianism, all-girls’ schools and 

stereotyping. Mr Dyson's account of the conversation does not make sense in the context 

which has been described.    

 

Whilst the panel prefers the account of Pupil C, the panel was sceptical of the 

interpretation which Pupil C placed upon the expression "as long as she kept me happy". 

This comment is capable of different interpretations.  

 

Whilst the panel finds that the comments attributed to Mr Dyson by Pupil C were made, it 

is not satisfied that the comments were clearly prejudicial. The comments were 

inappropriate and they created a risk that pupils present would interpret Mr Dyson 

referring to his wife and their sex life. However, that is not relevant to the charge in 

question. 

 

The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson could have avoided this conversation but instead 

attempted to join in the conversation in an attempt to dispel a stereotype about 

lesbianism and all-girls’ schools. However, rather than joining in the conversation in a 

positive and constructive way, as he may have intended, the comments made were 

careless and ill-judged.  
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However, the panel is not satisfied that the comments were prejudicial to, for example, 

either gender or sexual orientation, and therefore the charge in full is not proven on the 

balance of probabilities. 

 

d. That your wife was a bitch as she hadn’t done your ironing; 

The panel had live oral evidence from Witness A in relation to this allegation. The panel 

heard from Witness A that Mr Dyson has made this comment to a colleague, Individual E. 

Witness A explained that she was not party to the conversation but overheard it from a 

different table. Witness A stated that Mr Dyson had used the word "bitch" about his wife 

in a 'jokey' way. However, Witness A was not herself involved in the conversation.    

 

The panel heard evidence from Mr Dyson who accepted that the conversation with 

Individual E about ironing shirts had taken place. Mr Dyson stated that he had criticised 

Individual E for wearing crumpled shirts and that Individual E had said to him "you are 

lucky, you have a wife to iron your shirts", to which he had responded: "I don't let my wife 

anywhere near my shirts". Mr Dyson denied using the word "bitch" or referring to his wife 

in this way. 

 

It is clear that other staff were present in the course of this conversation including 

Individual F, Individual G and indeed the conversation itself was between Mr Dyson and 

Individual E. However, there is no other evidence before the panel from any other 

individuals, and no contemporaneous accounts from anyone at all. In particular, there is 

no evidence from Individual E who was the individual engaged in the conversation with 

Mr Dyson. 

 

There is no clear evidence of when this allegation is said to have taken place, and there 

is no evidence that any concerns about comments attributed to Mr Dyson were raised 

about the matter until after the school's disciplinary investigation had commenced.  

 

The panel accepts that Witness A had concerns about comments made by Mr Dyson, but 

is not satisfied given all the circumstances, including the absence of corroboration or 

evidence from anyone else involved in the conversation itself, that this allegation is 

proven on the balance of probabilities. 

 

5. Failed to treat others with dignity and respect others in that you: 

a. Shouted at Pupil D; 

The panel heard no oral evidence from Pupil D on this allegation, but did have the benefit 

of a signed statement from her. The panel also heard live evidence from Pupil C relevant 

to this allegation.  

 

The panel heard evidence from Mr Dyson, who accepted that he had had a confrontation 

with Pupil D and that he had raised his voice. The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson 

shouted at Pupil D.  
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However, the panel must decide whether this shouting was such as to amount to a failure 

to treat Pupil D with dignity and respect. The panel is of the view that the context here is 

important. Pupil D had been given permission to stop the engineering course. However, it 

was unclear what, if any, arrangements had been made as to where Pupil D should sit, 

and whether indeed she should continue to sit in engineering classes.  

 

The panel accepts that Pupil D came to sit in Mr Dyson's engineering class, but did not 

wish to participate in the lesson, and the panel accepts Mr Dyson's account that Pupil D 

behaved in a rude and confrontational manner with him.  

 

Furthermore, Mr Dyson wrote to the parents of Pupil D about the incident subsequently. 

The parents responded and expressed concerns, not solely about the incident but also 

about how the engineering department as a whole had managed the process of Pupil D 

leaving the engineering course and where she would sit during such lessons.  

 

The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson was justified in taking action to prevent Pupil D 

from disrupting the class. Whilst the panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson shouted at Pupil D, 

the panel is not satisfied that this crossed the threshold such as to amount to a failure to 

treat the pupil with dignity and respect in the specific circumstances in question. In 

consequence, the panel is not satisfied that this allegation is proved on the balance of 

probabilities.  

 

c. Grabbed the arm of a colleague on one or more occasions; 

This allegation relates to the evidence of Witness A, who describes Mr Dyson as holding 

her arm on a number of occasions. Witness A stated that this made her feel 

uncomfortable on the basis that Mr Dyson was using controlling behaviour. 

 

The word 'grabbing' as set out in the allegation is not used by Ms Smith in her evidence, 

as she refers to Mr Dyson 'holding' her arm. The expression grabbing is though used in a 

written report of Witness B who also appeared as a witness in this case.  

 

The panel is satisfied that the essence of this allegation is contact with someone's arm 

with a restraining element, however, mild that may be. On that basis, holding is akin to 

grabbing in the sense that the panel is clear from Witness A that at no point did Mr Dyson 

grab her arm in a forceful way or pull her towards him.  

 

Mr Dyson denied making such contact with Witness A but the panel accepts Witness A's 

account that such contact occurred. The panel is satisfied that Mr Dyson did 'grab' 

Witness A's arm in the sense of holding her arm without asking her permission to do so. 

The panel notes that Witness A did not challenge Mr Dyson as regards this behaviour. 

There is also no specific evidence of when these events took place or what the 

conversations between Witness A and Mr Dyson related to.  
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Whilst the panel is of the view that such contact with colleagues is ill-advised, the panel is 

not satisfied in this case that the actions of Mr Dyson amounted to a failure to treat 

Witness A with dignity and respect. The panel is not satisfied that this charge is proven 

on the balance of probabilities.  

 

d. Made one or more disparaging remarks about colleagues including but not 

limited to calling a colleague who had recently resigned ‘useless and lazy’; 

The panel notes the evidence for this charge comes from Witness A. However there is no 

particularisation in the evidence before the panel as to what precisely Mr Dyson is 

alleged to have said, about whom, when, or indeed why. The panel is not satisfied that 

this charge is proved on the balance of probabilities. 

 

e. Informed one or more colleagues that others had made disparaging remarks 

about them when this was not in fact the case. 

The evidence for this particular allegation comes from Witness A, who stated in her 

written statement that Mr Dyson said that another member of staff (Individual B) should 

be "got rid of" as he claimed that this staff member had upset other members of staff.  

 

Ms Smith states that it was not true that this particular staff member had upset other 

members of staff. However, this does not assist the panel because such an action does 

not constitute 'informing colleagues that others had made disparaging remarks about 

them when this was not the case'. 

 

Ms Smith stated that Mr Dyson had said to her that a member of staff, Individual D, did 

not wish to join Witness A’s department as "she was too strict and did not like her". Mr 

Dyson states that Individual D thought that Witness A was too strict, had said words to 

that effect and that he in turn had communicated this to Witness A. Mr Dyson further 

stated in his evidence that he regretted saying this.  

 

The panel is not satisfied that any such comments by Individual D could necessarily be 

regarded as disparaging. The panel is not of the view that saying someone does not like 

you, or thinks you are strict, would amount to a disparaging remark. However, there was 

also no evidence that Individual D had not in fact made such comments to Mr Dyson and 

in consequence this allegation is not proven on the balance of probabilities.    

 

6. Failed to properly administrate the 2014/15 engineering A-Level by: 

a. Failing to ensure Unit 4 was completed under controlled conditions; 

The panel has approached this charge on the basis that it will need to be satisfied that 

Mr Dyson has failed individually in his duty to ensure the proper administration of the 

2014/15 Engineering A-Level in relation to Unit 4. 

 

The panel is not here to determine whether the School was right to have concerns or 
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suspicions about the operation of the engineering department historically. The panel is 

asked to determine specifically whether there was a failure by Mr Dyson to administrate 

the Engineering A-Level in 2014/15 that could be attributed to his conduct. The allegation 

is specific in that sense, and general evidence about general concerns does not assist 

the panel in determining this charge. 

 

The panel notes that a document put before it by Mr Dyson (Page T68) which confirms 

that the relevant Examination Board conducted an investigation in relation to the conduct 

of the course, and made no finding.     

 

The panel did not have before it a complete record of all the documents submitted to the 

Examination Board. Similarly, the panel was not in a position to consider the approach 

the Examination Board may have had to the information it reviewed, or the policies which 

it applied when reaching its decision.     

 

However, the panel is of the view that clear and compelling evidence would be required 

to satisfy it that Mr Dyson could personally be criticised for a failure to properly 

administrate the 2014/15 engineering A-Level in circumstances where the Examination 

Body itself had taken no action.  

 

In summary, there was no clear or compelling evidence to support Allegation 6 

whatsoever. For example, there was no clear evidence of management responsibilities, 

and the only direct evidence the panel had before it was an unsigned written statement 

from Individual H. Individual H did not attend to give evidence and was therefore unable 

to answer questions. The panel has placed little weight on his evidence.  

 

The panel finds that the Engineering department did not have clear roles and 

responsibilities set out in relation to the course generally, and this has consequences for 

the way the panel has approached this charge in terms of assessing Mr Dyson's 

individual actions.     

 

Whilst Mr Dyson may have been the strategic lead for engineering at the School and had 

overall responsibility for the department, other members of staff also had responsibility for 

the delivery of the course and in particular Unit 4.  

 

The panel heard evidence that there were two other experienced engineering teachers 

within the department who shared responsibility for the delivery of the course overall, 

including Unit 4. Indeed, it was common ground that immediate responsibility for the 

delivery of Unit 4 fell to another member of staff, who had previously held a senior role as 

Head of Engineering at another school.   

 

In relation the allegation 6.a. there is evidence at page 290 of the bundle that Unit 4 was 

to be completed under exam (i.e. controlled) conditions and the unit was guided by the 

principle that the work must be "the student's" (page 274 of the bundle).  
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Witness A gave written evidence that technicians provided excessive assistance.  

However, there are no specific examples in the evidence of which technicians were being 

referred to, which students were involved, or indeed whether the assistance related to A-

Level Unit 4 'controlled condition work' or other matters.  

 

There was no direct evidence from technicians about any assistance they had provided 

to pupils, and nor was there any direct evidence from pupils in respect of the same point. 

There was no direct evidence from any of the other engineering teachers.   

 

Given the absence of such evidence, the panel is unable to determine whether any 

assistance given by technicians or others to pupils was in fact excessive or otherwise 

inappropriate, or breached any controlled conditions.  

 

In relation to 6.a., the panel is not satisfied that any failure to ensure Unit 4 was 

completed under controlled conditions can be attributed to Mr Dyson. The panel is 

therefore not satisfied that this allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities. 

 

b. Instructing and/or permitting one or more colleagues to provide excessive 

assistance with one or more pupils' assessed practical work; 

The panel has set out its approach to this allegation above. The panel is not satisfied that 

any of Mr Dyson's colleagues were in fact providing excessive assistance with pupils' 

work given the paucity of the evidence. There was no direct evidence that Mr Dyson had 

conducted himself as alleged.   

 

The panel is not satisfied that Mr Dyson either instructed or permitted one or more 

colleagues to provide excessive assistance with one or more pupils' assessed practical 

work or that this related to the 2014/15 Engineering A-Level. The panel is not satisfied 

that this allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities. 

 

c. Yourself providing excessive assistance with one or more pupil’s assessed 

practical work; 

The panel has set out its approach to this allegation above. There was no direct evidence 

of the nature of any assistance given by Mr Dyson to pupils or whether this was 

excessive. There was no direct evidence that Mr Dyson had conducted himself as 

alleged. The panel is not satisfied that this allegation is proven on the balance of 

probabilities. 

 

7. Failed to properly safeguard pupils’ welfare by leaving them improperly 

attended in lessons including: 

a. On or around 16th October 2014 when you went to a gathering; 

The panel heard evidence from Witness B that pupils were left unattended on a number 

of occasions. The panel accepts this evidence. Mr Dyson also accepts the factual 
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element of the allegation, but states that it was understood by all concerned that he 

would be attending a gathering. 

 

The panel accepted that Mr Dyson did leave pupils on or around 16 October 2014 when 

he went to a gathering and that cover should have been arranged. The panel also notes 

that there was no bell and it is not clear whether Mr Dyson left the pupils unattended 

briefly within a transition period or close to it.  

 

Given all the circumstances, to include the age of the pupils in question and the short 

period concerned, the panel is not satisfied that there was any actual safeguarding or 

welfare risk to pupils in these specific circumstances.  

 

In consequence, the panel finds that whilst Mr Dyson should have arranged cover and 

failed to do so there was no failure to properly safeguard pupils’ welfare and thus this 

allegation is not proven on the balance of probabilities.  

 

b. In a technology workshop on or around 5th June 2015; 

The panel heard clear evidence in relation to this charge from Witness B and accepted 

her evidence. Mr Dyson accepted that he left pupils unattended in a technical workshop 

on or around 5 June 2015 but stated that he had no choice because the technician who 

accompanied him in the lesson in question was unable to locate the items which he 

needed. Mr Dyson states that he had informed the technician to supervise the class in his 

absence. The weight of the evidence in relation to this allegation was that a technician 

was present in the class when Mr Dyson left the room.  

 

However, there was no evidence of clear guidance in relation to the practice of leaving 

technicians to supervise pupils for a short period and whether this was in fact an 

acceptable practice.  

 

Mr Dyson referred to some minutes of a meeting in which he states the practice of 

leaving technicians to supervise pupils had been approved. The minutes to which Mr 

Dyson refers do not support this contention, but simply suggest that this practice was 

raised in a meeting on or around 20 November 2014, and that Mr Dyson himself 

approved of this practice.  

 

Witness B was present at this meeting and she did not accept that the practice had been 

approved. Whilst the panel can accept Witness B’s evidence on this point, that is not 

necessarily determinative of the charge. There was no evidence that the practice of 

leaving a technician to supervise pupils for a short period was clearly prohibited in 

guidance made available to teaching staff. 

 

The panel is not satisfied that Mr Dyson's actions were inappropriate or created any 

actual safeguarding or welfare risk to pupils in the circumstances. The panel is not 

satisfied that this allegation is proven on the balance of probabilities.  
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c. When you went to a plumbers’ merchant; 

The evidence in relation to this charge comes from Witness A, who states that she had 

attended a lesson conducted by Mr Dyson, but he had not been present having gone to a 

plumbers' merchant. There is no mention in the written statement of Witness A of any 

other members of staff present. However, when Witness A was asked in oral evidence, 

she stated that she could not recall whether any other member of staff was present at 

this lesson. Witness A's evidence was that this was a pre-arranged lesson observation, 

and that Mr Dyson was aware that she would attend.  

 

Mr Dyson stated that he left Individual K, a technician, supervising the class whilst he 

went to a plumber's merchant. This is in fact supported by the written evidence of 

Witness B who states (at page 103) that Individual K had in fact been left in charge of the 

class. Mr Dyson should not have left school during class time to collect items which could 

have been prepared outside of class time. However, that is not the allegation.  

 

The panel finds that Mr Dyson did leave a class when he went out, however, the panel 

also finds that a member of staff had been left to supervise the pupils and therefore there 

was no failure to properly safeguard pupils’ welfare in these circumstances. The panel is 

not satisfied that this charge is proven on the balance of probabilities.  

 

8. In doing 1. and/or 2. and/or 3. above your actions were sexually motivated.  

In relation to charge 8, the panel finds that none of the matters found proven at 1. or 3. 

above were sexually motivated.  

 

No conduct at allegation 2 was found proved.  

 

Whilst the panel regard the facts proved at allegations 1.e. and 1.f. inappropriate, there 

was no evidence that this conduct was sexually motivated.  

 

Whilst the panel regard the facts found proved at allegation 3.a. entirely inappropriate, 

the panel is of the view that this was a foolish attempt at showmanship, and the actions 

were not sexually motivated in that there was no evidence of any attempt to secure 

sexual gratification from them.  

Whilst the panel is satisfied that the remarks found proved at allegation 3.b. were 

inappropriate, the panel is not of the view that the comments were made as a result of 

attempts at sexual gratification and therefore is not satisfied that the comments were 

sexually motivated.  

As regards allegation 3.e, whilst the panel regards the comments as inappropriate and 

sexually suggestive, the panel does not regard Mr Dyson's actions as sexually motivated 

in as far as the evidence suggests that the actions arose from an ill-conceived attempt to 
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generate humour in the classroom, rather than to try and secure some form of sexual 

gratification. 

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

Having found a number of the allegations 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. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher Misconduct: The 

Prohibition of Teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

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

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

Part Two, Mr Dyson 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 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 an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel has also considered whether Mr Dyson's conduct displayed behaviours 

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

indicates that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a panel is likely to 

conclude that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct. The panel has found that Mr Dyson has not displayed such behaviours.  

Allegations 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e.  

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

expected of the profession in respect of allegations 3 a., 3 b. and 3.e. Whilst the panel 

was not satisfied that such conduct was sexually motivated, it was satisfied that the 

conduct found proven at allegation 3 was inappropriate and gratuitous.   

In relation to allegation 3 a., Mr Dyson introduced references to his genitals into a 

classroom environment for no purpose, and there is evidence that the pupils present 

were negatively affected by this incident. Similarly, and whilst different in nature, 

allegations 3.b. and 3.e. involved Mr Dyson making unnecessary references of a sexual 
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nature which at the very least were likely to have a negative effect on the pupils present. 

The panel is satisfied that such actions represent a serious departure from expectations 

and fell significantly short of the standards expected of a teacher. The panel is satisfied 

that these actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct.   

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

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

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

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

way they behave. 

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

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

perception.  

The panel therefore finds that that Mr Dyson's actions at allegations 3.a., 3.b, and 3.e. 

constitute conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Allegation 1.f.   

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

expected of the profession in respect of allegation 1.f. Whilst the panel was not satisfied 

that such conduct was sexually motivated, it was satisfied that the conduct found proven 

was inappropriate. Whilst the contact was not sustained, Mr Dyson did have contact with 

the lower body area of Pupil K, and there was no justification for such contact in the 

circumstances. The panel regards such conduct by Mr Dyson as careless.  

The panel is satisfied that such actions represent a serious departure from expectations 

and fell significantly short of the standards expected of a teacher. The panel is satisfied 

that these actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct.   

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

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

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

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

way they behave. 

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

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

perception.  

The panel therefore finds that that Mr Dyson's actions at allegation 1.f. constitute conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute. 
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Allegations 1.e. and 5.b.  

The panel is not satisfied that the conduct of Mr Dyson in relation to the facts found 

proven at Allegations 1.e. or 5.b. fell significantly short of the standards expected of the 

profession in those cases. 

Having found the facts of particulars 1.e. proven, nevertheless we find that Mr Dyson's 

actions in making inappropriate physical contact with Pupil I does not amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct. The conduct was inappropriate and Mr Dyson's 

conduct was ill-advised. However, the panel was also mindful that this incident, whilst 

part of a pattern of behaviour, did not involve sustained contact, nor was it sexually 

motivated. However, more significantly, the contact was not on the lower body area, and 

in the circumstances, can be distinguished as less serious from other forms of 

inappropriate contact with a pupil.  

Given these circumstances, the panel was not satisfied that it can properly be said that 

this conduct is so serious as to fall significantly short of the standards expected of 

teachers. In consequence, the panel is not satisfied that this conduct can be described as 

unacceptable professional conduct or indeed conduct which may bring the profession 

into disrepute.  

Having found the facts of particular 5.b. proven the panel is of the view that the 

circumstances in relation to this incident, involving an incident of shouting at Witness A, 

were such that the panel is not satisfied that the conduct was significantly short of the 

standards expected of teachers. In summary, the conduct, whilst ill-advised, does not in 

the panel's view cross the threshold of falling significantly short of the expected 

standards. In consequence, the panel is not satisfied that this conduct can be described 

as unacceptable professional conduct or indeed conduct which may bring the profession 

into disrepute.  

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 a punitive effect.   

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

Advice and having done so has found a number of them to be relevant in this case in 
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respect of those matters found to be unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute at allegations 1.f., 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e., namely:  

 the protection of pupils; 

 the maintenance of public confidence in the profession; 

 declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mr Dyson, which involved inappropriate physical 

contact with pupils, and inappropriate and sexually suggestive comments to pupils, there 

is a strong public interest consideration in imposing a sanction. There is a public interest 

in protecting pupils from exposure to inappropriate behaviour where there is a risk of 

harm. 

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

findings of inappropriate physical contact with pupils, and exposing them to sexually 

suggestive language, as found in relation to allegation 1.f. and 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e. 

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Mr Dyson was 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 

Dyson at allegations 1.f., 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e. 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 Dyson.   

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

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

Dyson.  

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 panel is of the view that those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards. 

However, 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 
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proportionate measure to impose, particularly taking into account the nature of the 

behaviour in this case.  

The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson's behaviour was not planned. There was no 

sexual or other inappropriate motivation behind his conduct.   

However, the panel is of the view that Mr Dyson could have avoided this behaviour. 

There was no evidence that Mr Dyson was acting under duress. The panel is of the view 

that Mr Dyson is capable of acting in an ill-judged manner, and without being sensitive to 

the audience, or to circumstances.   

The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson exercised poor judgement as a result of an 

occasional failure to appreciate the impact that his behaviour may have, regardless of his 

intentions. For example, Mr Dyson did not demonstrate a genuine appreciation of why 

moving pupils out of the way, physically, may be ill-advised, however innocuous the 

intentions were (allegation 1.f.). Similarly, Mr Dyson did not demonstrate a genuine 

appreciation of why making certain comments of a sexually suggestive nature may lead 

to concern (allegations 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e.).  

The panel has also found that Mr Dyson is given to being overly tactile with people, and 

overly-exuberant in manner and word, as described above, particularly in circumstances 

when a more careful and measured approach would be appropriate. However, the panel 

is not of the view that Mr Dyson is an individual who could be described as posing a risk 

of harm to pupils. The panel notes that none of the pupils who gave evidence in relation 

to allegations 1.f., 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e. report being particularly affected or actually harmed 

by Mr Dyson's conduct. The panel does not wish to minimise the nature of the conduct, 

or minimise the potential consequences of such conduct. However, the panel is of the 

view that this conduct requires a proportionate assessment, looking at it in context in 

respect of each allegation, and assessing all relevant mitigating and aggravating 

features.  

The panel then turned to consider Mr Dyson's character. The panel took note of the fact 

that Mr Dyson is a man of good character who presented the panel with a large volume 

of positive references from pupils, parents, colleagues and community figures over a 

period of 30 years, from 1987 to 2017. 

The references are, in the panel's view impressive. There is a range of evidence that Mr 

Dyson was admired as a teacher not just by pupils but also by colleagues, some of whom 

had experience of working with him at the School where the conduct in this case 

occurred. The panel is of the view that this positive character evidence is a very important 

feature of this case.   

The panel considered the principle set out in the case of Wallace v Secretary of State for 

Education (2017) EWHC 109 (Admin), namely whether a finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute would be a 
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sufficient sanction in itself such that a prohibition order would be disproportionate and not 

in the public interest. The panel also had regard to the principle that there is a public 

interest in capable teachers not being prohibited, and being retained by the profession. 

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

The nature and severity of the behaviour of Mr Dyson is at the less serious end of the 

possible spectrum. However, the panel has also balanced this against Mr Dyson's 

character. Mr Dyson has had a long, unblemished and successful career as a teacher. 

The panel is of the view that in these circumstances, the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct which may bring the profession into disrepute, 

represent a significant and unfortunate event in Mr Dyson's career that is itself a sanction 

which addresses the public interest considerations which apply in this case.    

The panel is of the view that Mr Dyson has demonstrated contrition. The panel is of the 

view that Mr Dyson, an experienced teacher, is able to avoid the conduct in question in 

the future. Given this, and the circumstances outlined above, the panel is of the view that 

there is a limited risk of Mr Dyson repeating his behaviour. The panel is also of the view 

that a decision to prohibit Mr Dyson from teaching would be disproportionate to the 

nature of his conduct, and unnecessarily remove an experienced and effective teacher 

from the profession.   

In consequence, 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. 

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 in respect of sanction.  

In considering this case, I have given very careful attention to the advice that is published 

by the Secretary of State concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case, the panel has found only a small number of the allegations proven and found 

that of those proven facts only 4 of them amount to unacceptable professional conduct 

and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. The panel has made a 

recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mr Dyson should not be the subject of a 

prohibition order. In this case, the panel concludes that a published decision that there 

has been unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute is a proportionate outcome in the public interest.   

In this case, the panel has found that Mr Dyson 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  
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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 an understanding of, and always act within, the statutory 

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

I have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in 

the public interest. In considering that for this case, I have considered the overall aim of a 

prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the 

profession. I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would 

achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher. 

I have also asked myself whether or not a less intrusive measure, such as the published 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. I have to consider 

whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 

considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mr Dyson, and the impact that will have 

on him, is proportionate. 

In this case, I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 

children. The panel has observed, “the panel is not of the view that Mr Dyson is an 

individual who could be described as posing a risk of harm to pupils. The panel notes that 

none of the pupils who gave evidence in relation to allegations 1.f., 3.a., 3.b. and 3.e. 

report being particularly affected or actually harmed by Mr Dyson's conduct.” I have also 

taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse which the panel sets 

out as follows, “Mr Dyson has demonstrated contrition. The panel is of the view that Mr 

Dyson, an experienced teacher, is able to avoid the conduct in question in the future. 

Given this, and the circumstances outlined above, the panel is of the view that there is a 

limited risk of Mr Dyson repeating his behaviour.”  

I have therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching my decision. 

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 

confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “The findings of misconduct are serious 

and the conduct displayed would likely have a negative impact on the individual’s status 

as a teacher, potentially damaging the public perception.”  

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 

all teachers and that failure to impose a prohibition order might be regarded by the public 

as a failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations, I have had 

to consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed 

citizen.” 
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I have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct, in the absence of a prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as 

being a proportionate response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this 

case.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mr Dyson himself. I have read 

the panel’s comments, in particular “The references are, in the panel's view impressive. 

There is a range of evidence that Mr Dyson was admired as a teacher not just by pupils 

but also by colleagues, some of whom had experience of working with him at the School 

where the conduct in this case occurred. The panel is of the view that this positive 

character evidence is a very important feature of this case.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Mr Dyson from continuing that work. A prohibition order 

would also clearly deprive the public of his contribution to the profession for the period 

that it is in force. 

In this case, I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning 

these references.  

I have given considerable weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the 

contribution that Mr Dyson has made and is making to the profession.  

For these reasons, I have concluded that a public statement of a finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is 

proportionate and in the public interest. As the panel says, “this is not to minimise the 

nature of the conduct, or minimise the potential consequences of such conduct”. Rather, 

“a decision to prohibit Mr Dyson from teaching would be disproportionate to the nature of 

his conduct, and unnecessarily remove an experienced and effective teacher from the 

profession.” 

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 11 July 2017  

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

State. 


