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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 16 June 2014 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Gillian Britto.   

The Panel members were Mr John Elliott (Lay Panellist – in the Chair), Cllr Gail 

Goodman (Teacher) and Ms Bridget Evans (Teacher). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Peter Shervington of Eversheds LLP, Solicitors.  

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

LLP, Solicitors. 

Gillian Britto was present and was represented by Mr Geoffrey Goldkorn of Goldkorns 

Solicitors. The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision   

Teacher:   Mrs Gillian Britto  

Teacher ref no:              

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  009908 

Date of Determination: 20 June 2014 

Former employer:  Kisharon  Day School 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 12 

March 2014. 

It was alleged that Mrs Gillian Britto was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct/ 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

1. On or about 27 June 2011, she made a letter, purporting to be from the 

Headteacher of Kisharon Day School, for use in obtaining a mortgage for herself 

or another. 

2. On the letter made on or about 27 June 2011, she or someone instructed by her 

forged or applied the signature of the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School to the 

letter with intent to deceive the recipient. 

3. On a date on or before 29 November 2011, she made a letter, purporting to be 

from the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School, for use in obtaining a mortgage for 

herself or another.  

4. On the letter made on or before 29 November 2011, she forged or applied the 

signature of the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School to the letter with intent to 

deceive the recipient. 

5. On a date on or before 29 November 2011, she altered a form entitled ‘employer’s 

reference’, purporting to be from the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School, for use 

in obtaining a mortgage for herself or another. 

6. Her conduct at paragraphs 1-5 above was dishonest. 

7. On 3 September 2012, she entered Kisharon Day School premises when she had 

previously been instructed not to enter the premises. 

8. On 3 September 2012, she removed, transferred or otherwise destroyed 

information including personal data relating to pupils and other teachers from the 

school; 

9. On 3 September 2012, she transferred a large number of emails from her school 

email account to her personal email account. 
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10. On 7 December 2011 she left Kisharon Day School premises at lunchtime despite 

being responsible for deputising for the Headteacher whilst she was absent from 

the school. 

11. Her conduct at paragraph 10 above, created a safeguarding concern. 

Ms Britto admitted the facts of allegation 9 but denied that these facts amounted to 

unacceptable professional conduct or conduct which may bring the profession into 

disrepute.  All other allegations were denied.  

The presenting officer applied to withdraw allegation 3 part way through the hearing and 

this application (which was not opposed by Ms Britto) was granted by the Panel.  

The presenting officer made an application on 18 June 2014, after the witness evidence 

had been heard, to amend allegation 10 to read ‘on or about 7 December’. This 

application was refused by the Panel.   

C: Preliminary Applications 

The Panel considered an application from Ms Britto that the hearing should be held in 

private. It decided that the public interest required that the hearing should be public.  

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology       Page 1-3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response   Page 4-7 

Section 3: Teaching Agency Witness Statements   Page 9-28 

Section 4: Teaching Agency Documents    Page 29-474 

Section 5: Teacher Documents      Page 475-821  

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

 Email from Mr Goldkorn indicating Ms Britto’s position in relation to the allegations 

(page 822) 
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 Handwritten notes ‘Interview with Witness F’ (page 823-832)  

 Email from Witness E to various dated 23 December 2011 (page 833) 

 Notes of a meeting dated ‘15 December’ prepared by  Witness E (474 A and 474 

B) 

 Emails forwarded by Ms Britto from her school account to her personal account on 

3 September 2012. (474 C1- 474 C19) 

 Additional character references (834-850) 

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 called by the Presenting 

Officer: 

 Witness E(the Chief Executive of Kisharon Services) 

  Witness F (the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School)  

  Witness G (an IT consultant who provides IT services to Kisharon  Day School) 

  Witness H (a forensic handwriting expert) by telephone  

 

The Panel heard oral evidence from Ms Britto herself and the following witnesses called 

by her:  

 Witness A (Ms Britto’s partner).  

 Witness B (Ms Britto’s union representative) by telephone 

  Witness C (a former colleague of Ms Britto at Kisharon ) 

  Witness D (former fundraising administrator for Kisharon ) 

 

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 and the additional documents provided during the hearing.  
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Summary of Evidence 

Ms Britto began her employment at Kisharon Day School on 11 January 2011 as a Class 

Teacher.  In May 2011 Ms Britto was promoted to the position of Senior Teacher. On 30 

August 2011 she was promoted to the role of Deputy Headteacher. It was alleged that on 

or about 27 June 2011, she made a letter purporting to be from the Headteacher of 

Kisharon Day School, for use in obtaining a mortgage, and that she or someone 

instructed by her applied the signature of the Headteacher to the letter with the intent to 

deceive.  It was also alleged that on or before 29 November 2011 she made a further 

letter purporting  to be from the Headteacher for use in obtaining a mortgage for herself 

or another and again that she forged or applied the signature of the Headteacher to that 

letter with intent to deceive the recipient. It was further alleged that on a date on or before 

29 November 2011 she altered a form entitled ‘employer’s reference’ purporting to be 

from the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School for use in obtaining a mortgage for herself 

or another. It was alleged that all the aforementioned activity was dishonest.  

Further allegations were made that on 3 September 2012, Ms Britto entered the school 

when she had previously been instructed not to do so. It was also alleged that on the 

same date she removed, transferred or otherwise destroyed information including 

personal data relating to pupils and other teachers from the school and that she 

transferred a large number of emails form her school email account to her personal email 

account.  

Finally, it was alleged that on 7 December 2011 Ms Britto left the school premises at 

lunchtime, despite being responsible for deputising for the Headteacher whilst she was 

absent from the school, and that this created a safeguarding concern.  

Findings of Fact  

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

There are a number of reasons which may have led to the breakdown of the relationship 

between Witness F and Ms Britto. Ms Britto is convinced that it related to aspects of her 

personal life. It is not for us to speculate what the precise cause was: this Panel is 

concerned with the allegations before it. However, as it has been raised, we deal with the 

point briefly at the outset. 
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The evidence of Witness F was that once Ms Britto had been promoted to Deputy Head, 

she appeared to lose her previous passion and commitment. Witness F said that Ms 

Britto became defensive, resistant to her ideas and was reported to have a lack of 

respect for other members of staff. In contrast, Witness D described Ms Britto as a 

popular, well liked and respected staff member and this was corroborated by the 

evidence of Witness C. We found both Witness D and Witness C credible and 

independent witnesses.  

Ms Britto’s evidence was that the breakdown of the relationship stemmed from Witness 

F’s discovery of her personal life. In contrast, Witness F stated that she was completely 

unaware of Ms Britto’s personal life until 24 September 2012.  

We note that at paragraph 17 of her witness statement (page 749), Witness D stated that 

she noted a change in the relationship in October 2011. In paragraph 19 she recalls a 

conversation with Ms Britto on the subject and notes that “neither of us could imagine 

what could have been the cause of the problem except possibly the fact that a new 

senior member of staff had been taken on”.  

We do not consider that it is for the Panel to reach a finding in relation to these matters.  

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these 

reasons: 

8. On 3 September 2012, she removed, transferred or otherwise 

destroyed information including personal data relating to pupils 

and other teachers from the school; 

In an email dated 15 June 2014 Ms Britto’s legal adviser Mr Goldkorn confirmed that 

‘emails were transferred to Gill’s personal email account for the purposes of obtaining 

legal advice. Gill denies anything was destroyed by her.’ That this much was admitted 

was corroborated by the statement and oral evidence of Ms Britto.    

On the question as to whether the emails in question included personal data relating to 

pupils and other teachers from the school, the Panel was referred to a sample set of 

emails (Pages 474C(1-19)) which Ms Britto forwarded to her personal account. Giving 

oral evidence, Witness F was asked to explain why she was concerned about the 

information within them. She pointed in particular to: 
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o details of arrangements for a child and reference to behaviour problems (p474c1),  

o an email regarding Witness F’s travel arrangements which also named several 

pupils (p.474c4) 

o A confidential document relating to a teaching assistant mentioning children’s 

names (p.474c6-8) 

o An email including confidential information from a social worker relating to a pupil 

(p.474c9) 

o Correspondence between a class teacher and a social worker about a specific 

pupil (p.474c10 and 11) 

o Comments by Ms Britto regarding a specific named teacher (p.474c15) 

o A list of the telephone numbers of pupils and staff (p.474c17-19) 

 

Witness F stated that she was concerned because the documents were the property of 

the school and the school lost control over them once they were forwarded to a personal 

account.  

The Panel considered carefully the content of the emails referred to and had regard (in 

accordance with the legal advice received) to the definition of personal data under 

section 1 of the Data Protection Act 1998, namely: “data which may relate to a living 

individual who can be identified from those data or from those data and other information 

likely to be in the possession of the data controller. It includes expressions of opinion 

about the individual”. The Panel was satisfied that the emails referred to amounted to 

personal data.  

The case put forward for the College was that in addition to the emails referred to above 

both (i) physical documents, and (ii) electronic documents other than emails and their 

attachments, were also removed, transferred or destroyed by Ms Britto.  

On this issue, the Panel heard from Witness F, who stated that she had entered Ms 

Britto’s office after the second redundancy meeting on 24 September 2012.  She stated 

that upon entering, she observed a large number of physical files with labels on them, 

most of them were empty. Witness F accepted that there was no evidence that the files 

had previously held documents, but stated that she would have expected physical 

documentation to have been retained by Ms Britto.  
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Witness F stated that she had then looked on Ms Britto’s computer and found very little 

documentation in the ‘my documents’ folder reflecting work carried out over the previous 

year. She stated that although there were a significant number of documents from other 

schools, there were less than 20 documents authored by Ms Britto. Witness F stated that 

she expected to see documents such as lesson plans, notes from meetings with staff, 

and notes on curriculum plans, among other materials. She would also have expected to 

see documents in areas specific to Ms Britto’s responsibilities, for example in relation to 

autism, for which the School was trying to get accreditation from the Autism Trust at the 

time.  

Witness F stated that she had placed a note on Ms Britto’s door with the key code for the 

lock, but not until after the second redundancy meeting on 24 October. Until this point 

only herself, Ms Britto and the caretaker would have had access.  

The Panel also heard from Witness G, a computer consultant who worked at Kisharon 

and who had analysed Ms Britto’s computer. He identified that folders on the computer 

had been modified on 3 September 2012, but accepted that it was not possible to confirm 

what form these modifications had taken and stated that they could have been anything 

from the deletion of files to the insertion of a comma or simply a cautious press of the 

save button. It was also not established from the computer records whether any external 

devices had been attached to the computer on the date in question.   

Ms Britto’s account was that she had touched neither the physical files in her office nor 

any documents on her computer (other than emails) when she attended school on 3 

September. She asserted that a substantial proportion of the documents in her office 

were her personal files, including past planning, support plans and other documents 

which she had brought into school to provide examples for other staff members. She 

stated that she had created documents during the course of her work including in relation 

to ‘pupil passports’ and a behaviour policy, amongst other work streams, but that, in the 

main, she used electronic rather than physical documents. She provided Witness F with 

regular emails and copies of documents to ensure that she had a record of the work she 

was doing. Ms Britto stated that the black labelled folders referred to by Witness F had 

been purchased only recently with the intention of keeping records in them. Some had 

material already in them by 3 September 2012, but not all.  
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The Panel heard from Witness C who verified that she worked on documents with Ms 

Britto. She corroborated Ms Britto’s account.  

Having carefully considered the matter, the Panel is not satisfied that there is sufficient 

evidence to demonstrate on the balance of probabilities that (i) physical documents, and 

(ii) electronic documents other than emails and their attachments, were also removed, 

transferred or destroyed by Ms Britto. The Panel therefore finds the facts of allegation 8 

proven only in so far as they relate to emails.  

9. On 3 September 2012, she transferred a large number of emails 

from her school email account to her personal email account. 

This allegation has been admitted and therefore is found proved.  
 
We have found the following allegations against you not proven, for these reasons: 

1. On about 27 June 2011, she made a letter, purporting to be from 

the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School, for use in obtaining a 

mortgage for herself or another. 

The Panel heard from Witness F who stated that on 11 October 2012, whilst checking Ms 

Britto’s school email account, she identified the draft letter at page 742 (a signed version 

is at page 47). The letter (referred to as the ‘Retirement Age Letter’) stated ‘this is to 

confirm that Ms Gillian Britto is employed at this school full time as a senior teacher and 

that there is no mandatory retirement age and thus she is entitled to remain in this 

employment until the age of 70 years’. It was addressed ‘to whom it may concern’ and 

from ‘Witness F [sic] Head Teacher’.  

In her oral evidence Witness F stated that she had no recollection of Ms Britto asking for 

the Retirement Age Letter and that she was well aware at the time that there was no 

such thing as a mandatory retirement age. She stated that on occasion she would ask 

staff members to prepare an initial draft of a letter, but added that she would not sign the 

draft.  

The Panel also heard evidence from Ms Britto. She stated that in June 2011, she wanted 

to see if she could obtain a mortgage going through until the age of 70 so that her 

repayments would be less on a monthly basis. Her mortgage broker asked her at what 

age teachers retired. She was not sure what the position was in independent schools and 

asked Witness F. Witness F confirmed it was the same as for state schools - there was 
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no retirement age. The two joked about the fact that they both could be working at 70. At 

the time they had a good working relationship. Ms Britto said she was aware that the 

default retirement age had previously been 65, but knew that the law had since changed.  

Ms Britto stated that Witness A had suggested that she should get the position confirmed 

in writing (a point corroborated by Witness A in her evidence). Ms Britto stated that 

Witness F asked her to draft the letter on headed paper. Ms Britto did not want to bother 

Witness F by going back to ask for headed paper so created the document herself using 

an email logo in her possession. The Panel notes that the header used on the letter on 

the Retirement Letter bears a striking resemblance to the Kisharon email banner (found 

for example on page 512). Ms Britto stated that, having consulted with Witness A 

regarding the content of the letter she printed the letter off and gave it to Witness F to 

sign.  

Whilst the Panel accepts that Witness F may have had no recollection of the letter, it 

considers the reasons given for her belief are outweighed by the clear and coherent 

account of events put forward by Ms Britto. The Panel is persuaded that Ms Britto 

created the letter referred to in this allegation (referred to as the ‘retirement age letter’). 

However, the Panel considers that there is no clear or persuasive evidence that it was 

not at the behest of the head-teacher. Therefore, having considered all the evidence the 

Panel concludes that the allegation is not proven. 

2. On the letter made on or about 27 June 2011, she or someone 

instructed by her forged or applied the signature of the 

Headteacher of Kisharon Day School to the letter with intent to 

deceive the recipient. 

Witness F stated that she could not recall signing the letter and would be ‘very surprised’ 

if she had done so. She was questioned on the reasons given for her view that she would 

not have signed the Retirement Letter. Under questioning, however, Witness F’s 

confidence in relation to a number of these reasons was shown to be limited: 

Witness F asserted that the telephone number on the letter was not that of the school. 

However, Witness F accepted in oral evidence that the email from Ms Britto at page 736 

used the same number in the sign-off. Witness F stated that she had not spotted this 

previously because she did not tend to notice email sign-offs, but she thought that she 
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would have noticed the incorrect number on a letter. She later accepted that she may not 

have spotted the incorrect telephone number on the letter.   

Witness F contended that, had she typed the letter, she would have put a date on it. In 

oral evidence Witness F accepted the accuracy of notes of a meeting at page 375 in 

which she stated she ‘can’t really say one way or the other’ whether the manuscript date 

on the letter bore her handwriting. She stated that she could not think of a reason why 

she would have dated a letter that she did not sign.  

Another reason given by Witness F was that the reference to Ms Britto being entitled to 

continue working until 70 did not make sense. Under questioning, Witness F accepted 

the accuracy of the letter’s contents, but maintained that she did not think the reference 

to Ms Britto being entitled to continue working until 70 made sense. 

Witness F also stated was that she would not sign a letter ‘to whom it may concern’. In 

her oral evidence Witness F accepted that she might occasionally sign a letter so 

addressed, but that this would be very unusual and that she would normally want to know 

to whom it had been addressed.    

Finally, Witness F pointed out that the letter misspelt her name. On this point, Witness F 

accepted that it was not impossible (albeit unusual) for her to have signed a letter with 

her name spelt incorrectly. She acknowledged that this had not been mentioned in her 

first statement (at page 648).  

The evidence of Witness H, the forensic expert, was that there was strong evidence to 

indicate that the signature of Witness F had been made by her, albeit not having seen the 

original he could not rule out the possibility that it had been ‘cut and pasted’.  

 

Ms Britto’s account of events has already been described in the context of the Panel’s 

consideration of allegation one. Ms Britto stated that she chased Witness F and after a 

few days Witness F gave the signed letter back to Ms Britto personally. Witness F raised 

no concerns about the letter.   

 

Ms Britto pointed out that the allegation of forgery was only raised the day after a 

comment by Witness B, her union representative, that forgery was one of the behaviours 

which would constitute gross misconduct. Ms Britto did not consider this a coincidence.  
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The Panel also heard from Witness D, Fund Raising Administrator at Kisharon at the 

relevant time and a friend of Ms Britto. Although Witness D did not see the letter her 

evidence was broadly corroborative of Ms Britto’s. She recalled Ms Britto telling her that 

she had to nag Witness Fas she took a long time to sign it.   

 

The Panel heard from Witness A. She stated that she had suggested Ms Britto should 

obtain a letter from Witness F reflecting that there was no mandatory retirement age for a 

teacher. She made a slight change to the draft letter (the details of which she could not 

recall) and scanned what she believed was the original document once signed, sometime 

later destroying it. Witness A accepted when questioned that she did not see Witness F 

signing the letter and could not state with certainty that Witness F had signed it.  

The Panel noted that Ms Britto produced a signed copy of the relevant letter at the same 

grievance hearing upon which this allegation was made.  

After careful consideration of all the evidence, taking into account the strength and 

coherence of the alternative accounts put forward, the Panel considers that on the 

balance of probabilities the signature on the letter is more likely than not to have been 

that of Witness F. The allegation is therefore not proven.  

4. On the letter made on or before 29 November 2011, she forged or 

applied the signature of the Headteacher of Kisharon Day School 

to the letter with intent to deceive the recipient. 

The letter in question (at page 48) was referred to in the hearing as the ‘Salary Letter’.  

Witness F confirmed in oral evidence that she did recall having signed a letter for Ms 

Britto confirming her salary and employment at Kisharon. In relation to the date on which 

this occurred, she accepted under questioning that it was likely to have been in 

November 2011.   

Witness F accepted that she had signed a letter which had been prepared by Ms Britto 

herself.   

Asked during her oral evidence whether she signed the letter at page 80, Witness F 

stated that she did not and that she was ‘pretty sure’ the signature on the letter was not 

hers. She contended that it was not possible she had signed it because it contradicted 
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what was written  on the ‘employer’s reference’ form and referred to a ‘permanent open 

ended contract’ the meaning of which she did not understand in the context of Ms Britto. 

On this point, the Panel notes that the phrase ‘open ended contract’ is the same 

language as that set out in the form.  

Witness F stated that in October or November 2011 she entered Ms Britto’s room to re-fill 

first aid boxes and noticed 20 to 30 copies of Witness F’s own signature on a notepad. 

Witness F was referred to paragraph 7 of her statement dated 16 October 2012, in which 

she indicates that the incident in which she saw the doodled signatures on Ms Britto’s 

desk occurred on the same day that she had been asked to sign a letter relating to 

employment and salary. In questioning Witness F stated that this account was to be 

preferred as it was made closer to the events.  

Witness F was shown an email on page 688, dated 3 November 2011, in which she 

indicated that she did not have the combination for Ms Britto’s office door. It was 

suggested that this meant the incident could not have occurred before November. 

Witness F accepted that it might have been in November.  

Witness F stated that she followed the advice of Witness E that she should not raise the 

issue with Ms Britto in order to avoid conflict.  

Witness E gave evidence that she had met with Witness F and that Ms Britto did not 

seem to have been doing much work but that she found doodling with Witness F’s 

signature on it.  Witness E said that they speculated as to why Ms Britto would have been 

copying Witness F’s signature, but that the emphasis of Witness F’s comments had been 

on the lack of work evident from Ms Britto’s office.  The Panel had reservations about this 

aspect of the evidence. In view of the serious nature of Witness F’s alleged discovery 

and its implications, the Panel consider it most likely that the school would have raised 

this matter with Ms Britto at a much earlier point.  

The Panel heard from Ms Britto. She denied ever having practised Witness F’s signature. 

She confirmed that she did have a yellow notepad, which had been given to her by a 

colleague who had left Kisharon. She noted that when she went to school on 3 

September 2012 the pad was not on her desk. It was later found in another staff 

member’s office.  
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Ms Britto stated that Individual J, database manager at Kisharon, had contacted her in 

relation to the Nationwide form which is the subject matter of Allegation 5, and had been 

sent directly by Nationwide to the school. Individual J had filled in parts of the form 

already. Ms Britto was not sure if it had been signed at the point she first saw it.  

Individual J asked Ms Britto to complete other sections, including her national insurance 

number. Individual J asked her to write ‘see note’ on the form because Individual J had 

an attachment which Witness F had written regarding the probationary period. This 

attachment was not seen by the Panel and Ms Britto confirmed that she had not seen it 

since.  

 

Ms Britto stated that Individual J told her to see Witness F about the note and the boxes 

ticked on the form. Ms Britto noted that the salary referred to on the note was wrong. 

According to Ms Britto, Individual J observed that the errors could jeopardise Ms Britto’s 

application: Ms Britto was not in a probation period that would leave her without a job – 

what it would actually mean was that she would revert back to being a senior teacher.  

 

Ms Britto stated that Witness F asked her to draft the letter with the correct amount of pay 

for a senior teacher, and asked her to bring it back to her for signing. Ms Britto contended 

that the reference to a salary of £38,000 in the Salary Letter is explained on the basis 

that it referred to the inaccurate previous note which is no longer available.  

 

Witness F signed the completed letter then sent Ms Britto back to Individual J with both 

the letter and form. Ms Britto assumed that the form was then stamped by Individual J, 

but did not know for sure. She did not know who faxed the letter and she did not receive 

a copy of the letter or form.  

 

Ms Britto denied either altering the form or forging Witness F’s signature on the salary 

letter.   

 

Witness H’s report concludes that there was strong evidence that Witness F had not 

made the signature on this document. However, he was dealing with scanned copies. 

The Panel accepts that it is outside the range of the limited number of reference 

signatures. Nevertheless, the Panel also has regard to the coherent account given by Ms 

Britto and her explanation for the reference to figures in the letter. The Panel observes 

that the Nationwide Form at page 49 is a 2 page fax, which may suggest that a note was 
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included. Further, the Panel has regard to the fact (in the Panel’s view not insignificant) 

that Ms Britto herself disclosed both the Salary Letter and the Mortgage Form to the 

school during the disciplinary hearings, having contacted the mortgage broker, to request 

them. We also note Witness F’s indication that she recalled having signed a letter relating 

to salary, and the acceptance by Witness F that the letter had an official Kisharon 

header.  

Having considered all the evidence, the Panel considers it is more likely than not the 

signature on the document is that of Witness F. This allegation is therefore not proven.  

5.  On a date on or before 29 November 2011, she altered a form 

entitled ‘employer’s reference’, purporting to be from the 

Headteacher of Kisharon Day School, for use in obtaining a 

mortgage for herself or another. 

Much of the factual evidence relating to Allegation 4 is also relevant to this Allegation.   

Asked whether she signed the form at page 82, Witness F stated that she recalled 

signing a very similar form, but that the version she signed differed. Witness F stated that 

she ticked only ‘other’ and that she did not tick the box ‘Fixed Term’. On questioning, she 

accepted that this box in fact denoted ‘Open Ended Contract’, not ‘Fixed Term’. She 

stated that she also made a note in the bottom left corner of the form, beneath the date, 

to the effect that that Ms Britto was still in her probationary period. Witness F stated that 

she accepted the signature on the form was hers but contended that the form had been 

altered.  

 

Witness F stated that she recalled, after completing the form, telling Ms Britto that she 

could go and get the form stamped with the official school stamp. She could not recall 

whether other information on the form was completed by the time it was given to her to 

sign, but observed that the date on the form did not look like her handwriting.  

 

Ms Britto’s account, as indicated in the context of Allegation 4, is that she was contacted 

by Individual J in relation to the form, Individual J having filled in parts of the form 

already. Individual J asked Ms Britto to complete other sections, including her National 

Insurance number. Individual J asked her to write ‘see note’ on the form because 

Individual J had an attachment (now missing) which Witness F had written regarding the 

probationary period.  



18 

 

Ms Britto stated that she went back to Witness F who asked her to draft a letter with the 

correct amount of pay for a senior teacher, and bring it back to her for signing. Witness F 

signed the completed letter then sent Ms Britto back to Individual J with both the letter 

and form.   

 

The College asks the Panel to infer from the absence of a note on the bottom of the form 

and the additional tick that these were alterations made by Ms Britto. However, having 

considered the evidence carefully the Panel is not prepared to make such an inference.  

The Panel notes that the school had not kept the original copies of the documents and 

copies of the documents were only produced by Ms Britto.   

 

On the balance of probabilities the Panel prefers the evidence of Ms Britto which it 

considers to provide a more coherent and credible account of the events. The allegation 

is not proven. 

  
 

6. Her conduct at paragraphs 1-5 above was dishonest. 

In view of the Panel’s findings in relation to allegations 1-5, this allegation is not proven.  

7. On 3 September 2012, she entered Kisharon Day School premises 

when she had previously been instructed not to enter the 

premises. 

The Panel heard from Witness F who stated that the decision to treat Ms Britto as being 

on extended paid leave was made jointly between herself and Witness E, with advice 

from their human resources staff. Witness F stated that it was motivated by a concern 

that the redundancy did not affect a smooth start for the school in the new academic 

year. She was questioned specifically in relation to the phrase in the letter dated 28 

August 2012 (Page 193-194). ‘you are not required to return to work at present’. Witness 

F stated that she understood this to mean ‘please do not come into the school at this time 

until the issue is resolved’, although she then accepted that the letter did not actually say 

this.  

The Panel was also directed towards a transcript of the subsequent redundancy meeting 

on 4 September 2012, at which (Page 201), it is recorded that Ms Britto asked whether 

she could come back to school if she wanted to. Witness F and the HR Manager state 
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‘they would check and get back to GB’. Giving oral evidence, Witness F stated that the 

question had been dealt with in this way because she did not have the expertise to 

confirm whether Ms Britto was entitled to attend the school. She added that she could not 

remember the conclusion of the discussion.  

The Panel also heard from Ms Britto. She stated that when she spoke to the school’s HR 

manager on the phone on 28 August she was informed that she was likely to be made 

redundant. She expressed that she wanted to come into school. Ms Britto asked whether 

she had been suspended and was told she was not. She was told that she was not 

required to come to work, which is consistent with the letter of the same date.   

 

Ms Britto was referred to her grievance letter dated 2 October 2012. She agreed the 

accuracy of the statement ‘I said I would like to come into work nonetheless but this was 

refused’. Ms Britto said that as she saw it, she was being told not to come into work 

because it would be a stressful time, and she did not consider this an instruction not to 

enter the school premises. She clarified that she had not been suspended.  

 

Ms Britto accepted that she had visited the school with her car on the afternoon of 3 

September 2012. She stayed for about an hour. Ms Britto said that she deliberately 

chose the 3rd because she felt she would be embarrassed if she had had to confront the 

school staff. She knew the office staff and caretaker would be there. She knew that the 

teachers and children would not be there. She was also aware that the first consultation 

was going to be the following day.  

 

Asked why she did not inform those present at the redundancy meeting on 4 September 

that she had been in the school the previous day, Ms Britto stated that she did not 

consider it relevant or that she had been doing anything wrong.  

 

The Panel had regard to Ms Britto’s grievance letter dated 2 October 2012. However, the 

Panel was mindful both of the passage of time between the call and her letter, and Ms 

Britto’s explanation in oral evidence that she considered she had been instructed not to 

return to work , but that she did not understand this to mean she should not return to the 

school premises. The Panel notes that Ms Britto was not suspended from her 

employment on 3 September 2012. Even on 4 September, according to Ms Britto’s notes 

of the first redundancy meeting (Page 216), Ms Britto was told that she was not 
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suspended. She states ‘you just feel it would be stressful for me’ to which Witness F and 

the HR Manager reply ‘that’s correct’. 

 

Having considered all the evidence before it, the Panel finds that there is no clear or 

persuasive evidence that Ms Britto was instructed not to enter the premises. Applying the 

balance of probabilities therefore, this allegation is not proven.  

 

10.  On 7 December 2011 she left Kisharon Day School premises at 

lunchtime despite being responsible for deputising for the 

Headteacher whilst she was absent from the school. 

Witness F in her oral evidence referred to an email from herself to Witness E at page 

184, dated 7 December 2011. In it, she records a concern raised by the school 

administrator that when Witness F was away from the school there had been a problem 

with the lunch rota and that, when told about the issue, Ms Britto had responded ‘I am on 

lunch now’. The head teacher stated that the school administrator had been quite upset 

by the reaction.   

Witness F stated in oral evidence that she left the building for a couple of hours. She 

believed that she would have left shortly before the lunch break. She had arrived back in 

the school by 15.20 on 7 December – the time of her email.  

Asked how Ms Britto would have known she would be absent, Witness F explained that 

she had given a morning briefing with staff at which she had identified that she would be 

away from the school. She stated that she would have informed Ms Britto of the time of 

her meeting. Witness F also stated in oral evidence that she provided Ms Britto with a 

weekly email to let her know when she would be away.  

Witness E recounted a meeting with Ms Britto on 15 December at which the incident was 

discussed. Her notes of the meeting were produced and included in the bundle at Page 

474A. Witness E stated that these notes had been made on the evening of the meeting.  

Giving oral evidence, Ms Britto stated that she was teaching all day on the day the 

‘safeguarding’ incident happened. She was therefore firmly of view that the incident did 

not occur on 7 December because she was in a meeting with Witness F and Witness E 

that morning. She also stated that on 7 December she did not perform a lunch duty as 

she was too upset as a result of the meeting: a colleague agreed to cover for her. The 
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Panel also notes that Ms Britto denies ever having left the school whilst responsible for 

deputising.  

Save for the account of Witness F, there is no direct evidence before the Panel that Ms 

Britto was asked to deputise on 7 December 2011. The Panel has had regard to the 

email dated 7 December at page 184, but it is unclear whether the events described in 

that email occurred on the same date. The Panel is satisfied that Ms Britto did leave the 

school on 7 December at lunchtime, but is persuaded by Ms Britto’s evidence that she 

was not responsible for deputising on that date. This allegation is not proven.  

11. Her conduct at paragraph 10 above, created a safeguarding 

concern. 

In view of the Panel’s findings in relation to allegation 10, allegation 11 is not proven.  
 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute 

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

to the definitions in The Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice, which we 

refer to as the ‘Guidance’. 

The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Britto in relation to the facts found proven 

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

Part Two, Ms Britto 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  

treating pupils with dignity; 

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

with statutory provisions; 

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

practices of the school in which they teach; 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 
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The Panel is satisfied that the conduct of Ms Britto fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

It was clear that Ms Britto had authority to access school material on her computer. She 

exceeded the limits of her authority by forwarding emails to her personal account without 

permission. The Panel has no reason whatsoever to suppose any malicious intent on the 

part of Ms Britto, and does not doubt her evidence that many emails were deleted and 

the remainder forwarded only to her lawyers. Nevertheless, the act of forwarding the 

emails to her personal account placed sensitive material relating to pupils and teachers 

outside the control of the school, without the knowledge or consent of those about whom 

the emails were written. Indeed the content of the emails seen, the fact that many of the 

emails were deleted, and the explanation given by Ms Britto in her oral evidence that she 

was searching and forwarding emails ‘in a bit of a panic’, suggest to the Panel that in 

many cases the emails were not of relevance to any anticipated legal action. The school 

had policies in place in relation to confidentiality. In the Panel’s view, and based on its 

experience, it considers that Ms Britto could, and as a professional should, have asked 

the school if she felt that she needed the emails.  

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

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

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

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

way they behave.  

The Panel is concerned that the conduct displayed might have an impact on the public 

perception of the profession, in particular, the confidence of the public in the security of 

personal information held about pupils shared with teachers.  

The Panel therefore finds that the Teacher’s actions constitute conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the Panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable unprofessional 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. 
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Ms Britto is of previous good character and the Panel has taken into account character 

references from  Person A, Person B, Person C, Person D, Person E, Person F, Person 

G, Person H, Person I, Person J and Person K.   

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a Prohibition Order 

should be made, the Panel has to consider whether it is an appropriate and proportionate 

measure, and whether it is in the public interest to do so.  Prohibition Orders should not 

be given in order to be punitive, or to show that blame has been apportioned, although 

they are likely to have punitive effect.   

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

Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of Teachers Advice and having done so has found a 

number of them to be relevant in this case, namely the maintenance of public confidence 

in the profession and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. There is 

clearly a public interest in ensuring that professional standards are upheld. However, in 

the Panel’s view, the bringing of this case and our findings send out a sufficiently clear 

message to the teacher herself and the profession generally that misuse of personal data 

is treated with the upmost seriousness.  

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 Ms Britto.  In 

forming a judgement in this respect, the Panel took particular account of the mitigation 

evidence that was presented to it. The list of references has been identified above. 

Relevant statements include: 

“Teachers are often at a loss to know what to do with an autistic child in their classroom. 

The role of the outreach teacher is to provide resources and strategies but also 

encouragement and understanding. Gill Britto does this in a highly professional and 

supportive manner, enabling teachers to work with children effectively and giving them 

the confidence to manage the child in a mainstream environment.”  

Person A, Headteacher of Phoenix Primary and Secondary School, Bow, London. 

“She was an exceptional teacher upon whom I could rely to get the best out of the 

children that she worked with because of her exemplary understanding of what each 

child needed” 

Person H, Associate Head teacher, Our Lady’s Catholic Primary School, London NW1 
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The Panel was also mindful of the fact that prior to these findings being made against 

her, Ms Britto was considered to be a person of good character with no criminal or 

disciplinary sanctions recorded against her. 

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 Ms 

Britto. The Panel took further account of the Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of 

Teachers Advice, which suggests that a prohibition order may be appropriate if certain 

behaviours of a teacher have been proven. With the exception a serious departure from 

the personal and professional conduct elements of the teachers’ standards, none of 

these apply.   

The Panel’s firm view is that the loss to the public associated with the prohibition of Ms 

Britto would outweigh the level of the allegation which has been proved. Furthermore we 

consider that a prohibition would in this case be not only a loss to the public and teaching 

profession, but also excessively punitive in the circumstances.  

The Panel further considered whether or not there were sufficient mitigating factors to 

militate against a Prohibition Order being an appropriate and proportionate measure to 

impose. It is noted: 

 That Ms Britto’s actions were not deliberate: she believed that she was acting on 

legal advice.  

 Whilst Ms Britto may not have been acting under duress, the events occurred at a 

highly stressful time when, having been promoted rapidly to the position of Deputy 

Headteacher she was within a very short space of time placed in a position where 

she was told (despite not being suspended) that she was not entitled to return to 

work.  

 Ms Britto has an exemplary record and was, and remains, a highly esteemed 

teacher particularly in dealing with vulnerable special needs children - as 

evidenced by the character references referred to above, and indeed by the 

evidence of Ms Kopfstein.   

The Panel is not of the view that Prohibition is a proportionate and appropriate response.  

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

possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that were present in this case, the 
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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 careful consideration to this case and to the recommendations of the panel 

in respect of sanction.  

The panel has found two allegations proven. The panel has also found that these 

allegations do amount to conduct that is likely to bring the profession into disrepute. 

Personal data is important, and this case and the findings that have been made send out 

a very clear message to this teacher and to the profession generally that misuse of 

personal data is treated with the upmost seriousness.  

I have carefully considered the recommendation of the panel in respect of prohibition. I 

support their recommendation that in this case that would not be a proportionate 

sanction. I have also taken into account the nature and severity of the behaviour and I 

agree that it is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum. In addition, the mitigating 

factors present in this case also support that approach.  

 

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 20 June 2014 

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

State.  

 


