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A. Introduction 

A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 9 and 10 September 2014 at 53-55 

Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Elaine 

Remnant-Ashton.   

The Panel members were Mr Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist – in the Chair), Mr Michael 

Lesser (Teacher Panellist) and Ms Jean Carter (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Paddy Roche of Blake Morgan LLP Solicitors. 

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Ms Melinka Berridge of Kingsley 

Napley LLP Solicitors. 

Ms Remnant-Ashton was not present and was not represented. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 

decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Ms Elaine Remnant-Ashton 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  10384 

Date of Determination: Wednesday 10 September 2014  

Former employer:  St Francis Special School, Patchway Drive, Fareham, Hampshire 



4 

 

B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations (as amended – see below) set out in the Notice of 

Proceedings dated 9 June 2014.  

It was alleged that Ms Remnant-Ashton was guilty of Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

in that:- 

Whilst employed at St Francis Special School, Fareham:- 

1. In respect of Pupil A on 12 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not recognise a seizure pattern leading to the pupil reaching tonic-clonic 

seizure;   

 b. Did not allocate a member of staff to monitor the pupil for seizure activity or 

take that responsibility on herself;   

 c. Did not debrief staff after the pupil had a seizure. 

2. In respect of Pupil B on 13 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not ensure the pupil was administered his medication at the directed 

time; 

 b. Did not check the Drug Log Book; 

 c. Did not liaise with the parent of the pupil regarding the missed medication; 

 d. Did not take the appropriate follow-up action after the pupil was not provided 

his medication at the directed time. 

3. In respect of Pupil C (amended to Pupil D) on 13 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not ensure the pupil was administered her medication at the directed 

time; 

 b. Did not check the Drug Log Book; 

 c. Did not liaise with the parent of the pupil regarding the missed medication; 

 d. Did not take the appropriate follow-up action after the pupil was not provided 

her medication at the directed time. 

Particular 4 as set out in the Notice of Proceedings was discontinued (see below).  

The Teacher admitted the facts of the case.   
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The Teacher denied that her conduct amounted to Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

 

C. Preliminary applications 

In the absence of the Teacher the Presenting Officer made an Application for the hearing 

to proceed. The Panel was provided with a bundle of additional documents in relation to 

this application including copies of Ms Remnant-Ashton’s response to the Notice of 

Proceedings, a consent form and recent email correspondence passing between the 

Presenting Officer’s firm and the Teacher. 

The Panel was satisfied that the Notice of Proceedings in proper form had been served 

on Ms Remnant-Ashton at her last known address and the contents of the Notice of 

Proceedings complied with Rules 4.11 and 4.12.   

From the additional documents provided the Panel determined that Ms Remnant-Ashton 

was aware of the conduct hearing and that she did not intend to appear and wanted the 

hearing to proceed in her absence. She had therefore waived her right to be present. The 

Panel directed that the case should proceed. 

The Presenting Officer made a further application for amendment of the allegation set out 

in the Notice of Proceedings in respect of Particular 3 by substituting Pupil D for Pupil C. 

The Panel was satisfied that Ms Remnant-Ashton had been notified in good time of this 

application and she consented to it. The application was granted. 

The Presenting Officer made a further application for amendment of the allegation set out 

in the Notice of Proceedings in respect of Particular 4 by altering the identity of the pupils 

concerned and the date of the incident. The Panel determined that Ms Remnant-Ashton 

had received insufficient notice of the proposed amendment and to allow the application 

would cause potential prejudice to the absent teacher and, thus, it would not be in the 

interests of justice to allow the amendment. The application was therefore refused. 

As a consequence the Presenting Officer applied to discontinue Particular 4 – the 

application was granted. 

The Presenting Officer made an application for the witness statements of Witness A, 

Headteacher, and Witness B, Assistant Headteacher (pages 13-42), which had been 

served out of time to be admitted in evidence. The Panel was satisfied both that the 

statements had been served on Ms Remnant-Ashton in sufficient time for her to consider 

them and that she consented to their admission. The application was granted. 
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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 1 to 4. 

Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and Response.   Pages 5 to 12. 

Section 3 NCTL Witness Statements.    Pages 13 to 42. 

Section 4 NCTL Documents.      Pages 43 to 335. 

Section 5 Teacher Documents.                                                     None 

The additional documents submitted by the Presenting Officer which related to the 

various preliminary applications made were added to the case papers and paginated A-

U.  

One page missing from the original bundle of case papers was added at page 239a. 

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 at St Francis Special School, 

called by the Presenting Officer:- 

1. Witness A - Headteacher. 

2. Witness B - Assistant Headteacher.  

 

E. Decision and reasons 

The Panel announced its decision and reasons as follows:- 

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

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing.  
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Summary of case 

The case concerns allegations against Ms Remnant-Ashton arising in November 2012.  

At the time Ms Remnant-Ashton had been a Teacher at the St Francis Special School, 

Fareham for 22 years.  The St Francis Special School provides education to pupils 

between the ages of two and a half years and 19 and caters for pupils with complex and 

severe learning difficulties and profound and multiple learning difficulties.  A number of 

the pupils at the School also have extremely complex medical needs.  

At the time of these events the Teacher was employed as a class teacher within Key 

Stages 3 and 4.  She was very experienced and all of the pupils in her class displayed 

complex medical needs and learning difficulties.  Her responsibilities are said to have 

included general class management; ensuring all staff in the class, including herself, 

were sufficiently trained to manage the needs of the pupils; ensuring that all pupil records 

were up to date; managing the curriculum; and ensuring that the medical and 

physiotherapy needs of the pupils were met.  Finally, she had responsibility for ensuring 

a high standard of teaching and adequately preparing for all lessons – working with 

parents to improve the learning experience of the pupils.  Within the class she had 

assistance from a number of Learning Support Assistants.   

It is specifically alleged that on 12 November 2012 she allowed a pupil who was at risk of 

reaching tonic-clonic seizure to continue to jerk for over five minutes. Nobody monitored 

him as a consequence of her failure to allocate clearly this responsibility to a member of 

the staff or to do it herself.  When the pupil awoke he commenced jerking and after about 

ten minutes a member of staff noticed that his breathing was unusual and sat him up. It is 

alleged that she did not recognise the seizure pattern leading to tonic–clonic seizure 

because her incident management was inadequate.  It is specifically alleged that having 

called the School Nurse and the pupil’s health being still at risk she returned to her 

computer and sat with her back to the pupil allowing a Learning Support Assistant to 

manage the incident until the School Nurse arrived to administer emergency medication.  

Thereafter she failed to de-brief staff following the incident.   

On the following day it is alleged, in relation to two pupils, that she failed to ensure their 

daily administration of medicine was given at the correct time.  This caused one pupil to 

suffer pain and to vomit.  It is alleged that as the Teacher of the class she had overall 

responsibility to ensure that medication was given as required and on time and in failing 

to do so she put the pupils at serious risk of harm and caused one pain and suffering.   

In relation to these incidents it is said that she failed to check the Drug Log Book, failed to 

liaise with the parents of the pupils regarding the missed medication and did not take the 

appropriate follow-up action.   

In response to the allegations the Teacher has submitted various documents in which 

she asserts that as a consequence of staff turnover and re-organisation she was given 

staff who did not have experience of working with pupils in her class which caused an 
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increased risk that issues might arise regarding the care of pupils.  She says that 

inadequate time was allowed for her to take advantage of a support package put in place 

by the School and that the change of staff meant that the new staff were not confident. 

Thus she says that the situation in the classroom suddenly deteriorated commencing in 

September 2012. 

She asserts that the time allowed for the two Learning Support Assistants, who were new 

to her team, to learn the complex and multiple, physical, medical and social needs of the 

individual children in her class was inadequate. 

She says that the workload imposed on both herself and the staff was too onerous and 

expectations of the staff were too high. 

In conclusion she says that the safety and wellbeing of her pupils were paramount to her 

at all times. 

Findings of Fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows:- 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against Ms Remnant-Ashton 

proven, for these reasons:- 

 

Whilst employed at St Francis Special School, Fareham:- 

1. In respect of Pupil A on 12 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not recognise a seizure pattern leading to the pupil reaching tonic-clonic 

seizure;   

 b. Did not allocate a member of staff to monitor the pupil for seizure activity or 

take that responsibility on herself;   

 c. Did not de-brief staff after the pupil had a seizure. 

2. In respect of Pupil B on 13 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not ensure the pupil was administered his medication at the directed 

time; 

 b. Did not check the Drug Log Book; 

 c. Did not liaise with the parent of the pupil regarding the missed medication; 

 d. Did not take the appropriate follow-up action after the pupil was not provided 

his medication at the directed time. 
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3. In respect of Pupil D on 13 November 2012, she:- 

 a. Did not ensure the pupil was administered her medication at the directed 

time; 

 b. Did not check the Drug Log Book; 

 c. Did not liaise with the parent of the pupil regarding the missed medication; 

 d. Did not take the appropriate follow-up action after the pupil was not provided 

her medication at the directed time. 

We have considered each of the particulars alleged separately, listened carefully to the 

evidence adduced by the Presenting Officer and read all the documents in the case 

papers. We are satisfied that the two witnesses Witness A and Witness B were reliable 

and credible. We recognise also that Ms Remnant-Ashton has admitted the allegation in 

its entirety so that the case presented by the National College on each particular is not 

challenged. 

In relation to Particular 1 we are satisfied from the evidence of Witness B that Ms 

Remnant-Ashton carried the responsibility as class teacher to be familiar with the medical 

needs of her pupils and in particular the requirement to recognise and monitor Pupil A’s 

seizure pattern. The evidence of the support staff on duty in the classroom and also of 

the Nurse, Individual C, at page 139 is that she did not do so even though she had 

herself within the previous week updated Pupil A’s Communication Passport to indicate 

that “I (Pupil A) sleep a lot during the day but when I wake up my body jerks a lot. If this 

continues for 5 minutes I could be going to have a seizure.” 

Individual C describes the incident thus:- “Pupil A was having a seizure, needed 

medication and she (Ms Remnant-Ashton) did wander over to look.” She goes on to 

describe the teacher as being “very dismissive that Pupil A was having a seizure”. 

 Witness B concluded in her internal investigation report, after interviewing all relevant 

members of staff, that a Learning Support Assistant, Individual D, took control of the 

situation having noticed that Pupil A was still body jerking after ten minutes and that it 

was escalating towards a tonic-clonic seizure. She saw that he was having breathing 

difficulties and notified the teacher. Although Ms Remnant-Ashton called the school nurse 

and got out Pupil A’s medication it is clear that she did not, thereafter, take control of the 

situation as she should have done because she was at her desk with her back to the 

situation when Individual C arrived. She allowed Individual D to brief the school nurse 

about the situation. 

Ms Remnant-Ashton did not allocate a member of staff to monitor Pupil A for seizure 

activity at any stage nor did she take on the responsibility herself. Nor did she debrief 

staff following this serious incident to acquaint members of her team with the details of 
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the incident, the lessons to be learnt from it and the safeguards that must be adopted in 

the future.  

The incidents in particulars 2 and 3 occurred over lunch on the same day. The drug 

administration records for each pupil at pages 166-8 record that the important medication 

that should have been given to each pupil was overlooked and was not administered until 

over an hour later – after advice had been taken from the School Nurse. This is not 

denied by Ms Remnant-Ashton who accepted in interview that it was her ultimate 

responsibility to ensure that medication prescribed for the pupils was given at the correct 

time (page 124 – letter from Ms Remnant-Ashton to Witness A dated 21-11-12).  

There was no evidence adduced in the course of the hearing or in the case papers which 

suggested that Ms Remnant-Ashton had checked the drug log book and the failure to 

give the required medication to these pupils was discovered by two members of staff on 

opening the drugs cupboard (Individual F’s interview – page 224). There was evidence in 

the case papers from a number of members of staff that Ms Remnant-Ashton was not in 

the habit of checking the drug log book and that she tended to rely on staff to administer 

drugs as required. (See Individual E’s interview page 197, Individual F’s interview page 

224, Individual D’s interview page 175). 

Finally, Witness B was in the classroom at this time and gave first hand evidence of Ms 

Remnant-Ashton’s failure to discuss the issue with the parents of the two pupils, failure to 

submit a report to Senior Management and to arrange a debrief meeting with staff. She 

said that both she and Witness A would have expected her to follow the incident through 

in that way but she failed to do so. 

 Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct  

This case concerns events which occurred at St Francis Special School in Fareham 

where Ms Remnant-Ashton had been employed as a teacher for over 20 years. We 

heard graphic evidence from Witness A, the Headteacher, that pupils at the school are 

amongst “the most disabled you could imagine”. He told the hearing that the School 

caters for pupils with complex and severe learning difficulties, as well as pupils with 

profound and multiple learning difficulties. Many of the pupils are on the autistic spectrum 

and demonstrate challenging behaviour. In addition a number of the pupils have 

extremely complex medical needs. Thus the obligations on the teacher were immense 

and the responsibility that she carried for ensuring their safety and welfare hugely 

demanding. 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct is “misconduct of a serious nature, falling 

significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher”. In judging whether 

this is a case of Unacceptable Professional Conduct we have been advised that the 

standard of behaviour that we should apply is the standard expected of a teacher in a 

special school such as St Francis. This is clearly no mainstream, run-of-the-mill school 

but one which poses unique challenges and responsibilities for all staff working there. 
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We recognise that Ms Remnant-Ashton was an experienced class teacher who was very 

familiar with the pupils in her class and their individual needs.  She had been responsible 

for much the same set of pupils for a number of years. Witness B, her line manager, 

described her staff as being loyal and protective of her and said that she was greatly 

respected throughout the school. We believe the evidence we have heard demonstrates 

that she was obviously aware of the very significant responsibilities that she carried as a 

class teacher and the duty of care that she owed to her pupils. 

We have therefore considered very carefully the individual and collective impact in this 

case of her admitted failings which occurred over a period of two days in November 

2012. We have firstly been invited by the Presenting Officer to conclude that this is a 

case of Unacceptable Professional Conduct because her failings demonstrate that she 

knew what she was required to do but chose not to do it or, in relation to the two events 

cited in the particulars, she turned a blind eye to her responsibilities. 

Alternatively the Presenting Officer, in her very helpful submissions, suggested that if this 

is a case of lack of competence or negligence, it is of such gravity that it constitutes 

misconduct and misconduct that is so serious as to constitute Unacceptable Professional 

Conduct, as defined. 

Because Ms Remnant-Ashton has chosen not to attend this hearing we have not had the 

advantage of hearing from her or assessing her in person. Thus we have to rely on the 

impression we have gleaned of her from reading the case papers and hearing from the 

witnesses.  

We do not judge that in any meaningful sense Ms Remnant-Ashton’s failures were 

deliberate or wilful. We do, however, feel that her failure to discharge the responsibilities 

vested in her as class teacher towards the enormously vulnerable pupils in her class on 

12 and 13 November 2012 was negligent and seriously so.  

We have considered each particular separately and taken account of the possible 

consequences of Ms Remnant-Ashton’s inaction in reaching the following conclusions in 

respect of Unacceptable Professional Conduct:- 

1a – We consider this failing constitutes Unacceptable Professional Conduct. Pupil A is a 

very vulnerable pupil. He requires almost constant attention. The potential consequences 

of him drifting into a tonic-clonic seizure can hardly be overstated. The responsibility for 

ensuring that, on waking, he was monitored rested squarely with the class teacher. Ms 

Remnant-Ashton failed to act as she should have done and take the lead in managing his 

care in relation to this critical incident. We regard her failing as being very serious and 

thus judge it to be Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

1b – For the same reasons as set out at 1a above we judge this failing to constitute 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 
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1c – We do not find that this failing constitutes Unacceptable Professional Conduct – we 

are unclear as to the School’s specific requirement in relation to a debrief meeting with 

staff and were not taken to any applicable guidance or procedure in the case papers. 

While we understand the potential focus and benefit of a debrief meeting we do not judge 

that the failure to hold such a meeting, taken in isolation, constitutes Unacceptable 

Professional Conduct. 

2a and 3a – We heard alarming evidence from Witness B as to the consequences that 

potentially could flow from a failure to provide the medication that both these pupils 

required in accordance with their prescriptions. In relation to Pupil B he was actually very 

unwell, in part as a result of the late administration of his medicine. Pupil D was 

prescribed a variety of different medications which had to be taken in sequence to ensure 

her well-being. The totality of the evidence in the case also suggested that Ms Remnant-

Ashton had lapsed into a pattern of relying on her support staff to manage the medicines 

for her pupils when the ultimate responsibility for overseeing this critical process rested 

with her – which is plainly unacceptable. We find that this failing constitutes 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

2b and 3b – Checking the Drug Log Book is in our view a key and integral part of the 

procedure for ensuring the timely and appropriate administration of medication. It is an 

essential duty which must be observed and failure to do so, in our judgement, constitutes 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

2c, 3c, 2d and 3d – These failings do not contribute to our finding of Unacceptable 

Professional Conduct. We heard that liaison with the pupils’ parents was undertaken by 

the School Nurse, Individual C. We were also not clear from the evidence what precisely 

was expected of the class teacher in relation to these responsibilities. We did not see any 

documented procedure although we recognise, from a best practice perspective, that a 

debrief meeting with staff would have considerable value. However we do not judge that 

the failure to hold such a meeting, taken in isolation, constitutes Unacceptable 

Professional Conduct. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

We recognise and accept that this case discloses both a serious departure from the 

personal and professional elements of the Teachers’ Standards and misconduct 

seriously affecting the well-being of pupils. We also acknowledge that Prohibition Orders 

are imposed in the public interest which, inter alia, includes the protection of pupils.  

Ms Remnant-Ashton was employed in a very demanding special school where, over 20 

years, she acquired a reputation as a respected teacher who appears to have been liked 

by her support staff and the whole school community. Just over two weeks before the 

incidents with which this case is concerned she was assessed by Ofsted who sat in 

during one of her lessons, which was graded as “outstanding”. There is no evidence of 

any formal procedures being taken against her in relation to discipline or performance 
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until the events of 12/13 November 2012. The incidents in her class, which form the basis 

of this case, occurred over a period of 24 hours – we have concluded that her failure to 

act was not deliberate but negligent. 

There is evidence that Ms Remnant-Ashton was very anxious at that time about her 

capacity to cope with her challenging pupils and she felt, in particular, that she was 

struggling with her revised team of Learning Support Assistants. This team included two 

members of staff who were new to her class. She felt she had insufficient time and 

opportunity to train and manage the revised support team. There is an abundance of 

evidence in the case papers that the team was not cohesive and the support staff spoke 

of significant tensions and conflict within the team which, we are persuaded, must have 

militated against its effectiveness. Ms Remnant-Ashton makes clear in her written 

submissions in the case papers that she felt those tensions acutely. 

Importantly she made representations to the School’s senior management six weeks 

before the incidents. Although there seems to have been a will on the part of the school 

to provide her with appropriate and proactive support, we were not persuaded that the 

support she received was, in fact, as targeted as it might have been or that it was 

effective. We also considered that the help the School sought to provide, and any 

recognition of the stress she seems to have felt, came too late.  

We note also that curriculum changes, that had recently been introduced, caused further 

practical difficulties on the day the medication was administered late to two pupils. Those 

changes, which involved some of her pupils being moved to locations away from her 

class, also left her support team fragmented and seem to have caused real logistical 

difficulties in managing the class in a way that needed to be achieved to ensure the 

safety of these vulnerable children. 

Our overriding impression is that Ms Remnant-Ashton has, for the vast majority of her 

career, been a formidably good teacher in the most demanding of educational 

environments and – if the Ofsted assessment of her is an accurate indicator – has the 

capacity still to be so.  

We judged that the evidence in this case shows that she has been negligent but that the 

failings identified, which we have found proved, were not deliberate. 

We appreciate the paramount principle is that we must act in the public interest when 

making our recommendation and that our main concern in this case should be the 

protection of pupils whom Ms Remnant-Ashton may teach in the future. We believe, 

however, that the circumstances that led to her failings, the fact that she has admitted the 

allegations, the wider context in which the incidents occurred and her overall teaching 

record allow us to recommend, perhaps exceptionally, that no Prohibition Order should 

be imposed. In making that recommendation we have asked ourselves the critical 

question whether she is likely to repeat her mistakes if allowed back into the classroom. 

We have answered that question in the negative as we feel that the finding of 
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Unacceptable Professional Conduct of itself in this case is sufficient to discharge our duty 

to protect the public, maintain confidence in the profession and uphold proper standards 

of conduct. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 

State 

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

Ms Remnant-Ashton has admitted the allegations and the panel have found them proven. 

The panel have also found that a number of the facts found proven amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct. 

There is no doubt that Ms Remnant-Ashton worked in an extremely challenging 

environment dealing with students with complex and severe learning difficulties and 

medical issues. Nevertheless the panel have determined that her actions over the 24 

hour period in question were negligent albeit not deliberate. 

Ms Remnant-Ashton’s teaching had been judged at an Ofsted inspection as outstanding 

only two weeks before the incidents considered by the panel. Six weeks prior to the 

incidents Ms Remnant-Ashton had brought to the attention of the school’s senior 

management team her concerns about the levels of support she was receiving, in 

particular the inexperience of the learning support assistants. 

In all the circumstances I agree with the panel that a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct is in itself sufficient and that a prohibition order would not be in the public 

interest. 

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 12 September 2014 

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

State. 


