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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 25 and 26 February 2014 at 53-55 

Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Geraldine 

Lewendon.   

The Panel members were Mrs Sheba Joseph (Teacher Panellist - in the Chair), Mrs 

Sharon Gimson (Lay Panellist) and Mr Paul Bompas (Lay Panellist). 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Mr Paddy Roche of Morgan Cole LLP Solicitors, 

Oxford. 

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Mr Ben Bentley of Browne Jacobson 

LLP Solicitors, Nottingham. 

The Teacher Mrs Geraldine Lewendon was present and was represented by Mr Andrew 

Faux of Counsel 

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: Mrs Geraldine Lewendon 

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  0010295 

Date of Determination: 26 February 2014 

Former employer:  Northamptonshire Council 
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B. Allegations 

Following an Application to amend the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings 

dated 2 December 2013 made by both parties and by consent the Panel considered the 

following Amended Allegations.  

 

It was alleged that Mrs Geraldine Lewendon was guilty of Unacceptable Professional 

Conduct and/or Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that whilst 

employed as a Head Teacher at Exeter Primary School, Corby she:- 

 

1. Failed to follow proper procedures in respect of the use of a School Credit Card by:- 

a. Disclosing the Card PIN to another member of staff;  

b. Purchasing a meal in June 2009 in the sum of £63.88 and a Christmas meal in 

2009 in the sum of £89.30; 

c. Purchasing petrol for the value of £46.52 and £50.13 between February 2010 and 

April 2010; 

d. Obtaining the Credit Card without the prior written authorisation of the Governing 

Body. 

 

2. Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations relating to the borrowing of 

School money for personal usage by:- 

a. Using monies from petty cash which was replaced by notes stating that you 

had borrowed £67, £14 and £40. 

 

3. Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations in that on 17 February 2011 

an Audit identified that there was £5,000 in cash on the School premises. 

 

4. Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations with regards to the 

purchase and installation of a playground by:- 

a. Failing to initiate a formal tendering process when selecting a new playground 

for School,  

b. nor did she seek advice from the Governing Body nor did the Director of 

Children approve this exemption; 

c.  Failing to maintain a clear audit or statement of payments made to the 

Contractor, including seven miscellaneous cheques to the sum of £54,000; 

d. Failing to obtain approval and signatures from the Chair of Governors in 

relation to cheques for the sum of £20,000 or more. 

 

5. Failed to follow proper procedures when engaging individuals by:- 

b. Awarding work to an Architect and Structural Engineer without engaging in a 

tendering process; 
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c. Authorising her brother-in-law’s Solicitors Practice to conduct a Health and 

Safety Assessment for the sum of £1,443.84, without declaring a conflict of 

interest nor obtaining a further quote. 

C. Preliminary applications 

As indicated above an Application made by the Presenting Officer and the Teacher’s 

representative for amendment of the allegations and particulars set out in the Notice of 

Proceedings dated 2 December 2013 was granted by the Panel as being in the interests 

of achieving a fair hearing.   

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1 Chronology       Page 2 

Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and Response   Pages 4 - 11 

Section 3 NCTL Witness Statements     Pages 13 - 19 

Section 4 NCTL Documents      Pages 21 - 253 

Section 5 Teacher Documents     Pages 255 – 275. 

In addition the Panel agreed to accept the following:- 

1. Document headed:  “Note to the Committee re Application to Amend the 

Particulars of the Allegation”. Document A. 

2. Document headed:  “Proposed Amended Particulars”. Document B and C. 

Further documents were submitted by the Teacher’s representative and admitted by 
consent comprising a witness statement of Individual A (276-7), and response  
to particular 4a (259a). 

The Panel Members confirmed that they had read all of the documents in advance of the 

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from:- 

1. Witness A – Principal Auditor of Northamptonshire County Council. 
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2. Witness B – Investigating Officer of Northamptonshire County Council. 

3. Geraldine Lewendon – Respondent Teacher. 

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.   

This case concerns allegations that when employed at Exeter Primary School, Corby, 

Mrs Lewendon failed in a number of ways to comply with the School procedures and 

Financial Management Regulations which she was required to observe in her position as 

Head Teacher.  Her alleged failings are set out in the Amended Particulars and relate to 

the use of a School Credit Card where it is said that she failed to obtain prior written 

authorisation of the Governing Body before applying for a Credit Card on behalf of the 

School, that she disclosed the card PIN to another member of staff and on occasions 

made improper use of the card to purchase meals and to purchase petrol on specific 

occasions.   

It is further alleged that she breached Financial Management Regulations in relation to 

using monies from petty cash although notes were left in the petty cash tin indicating the 

sums involved.  

The evidence also indicates that on 17 February 2011 an Audit of the School’s finance 

disclosed the existence of £5,000 in cash on the School premises which was money that 

should in accordance with the Regulations have been banked.   

In relation to the purchase and installation of a playground at the School it is alleged that 

she failed to comply with the tendering process required and failed to involve the 

Governing Body.   

Further defaults relating to the handling of various substantial cheques are also alleged 

against her in that she is said to have signed a number of cheques for contractor’s 

invoices, avoiding the need to obtain the signature of the Chair of Governors. Finally it is 

submitted by the National College that she breached procedures in awarding work to an 

Architect and Structural Engineer without engaging in a formal tendering process and 

authorised a Solicitors’ Practice, with which she had a connection through her brother-in-

law, to conduct a Health and Safety Assessment without declaring a conflict of interest or 

obtaining a competitive quote. 

The case papers indicate that the majority of the particulars are admitted by Mrs 

Lewendon subject to various matters which are advanced in mitigation of her accepted 

failings.  
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In relation to allegations 4.c and 4.d which relate to the management of payments made 

to a Contractor and an alleged failure to obtain approval from the Chair of Governors in 

relation to cheques in excess of £20,000 Mrs Lewendon questions whether those 

failures, which are admitted to have occurred, can be properly attributed to her. 

Findings of Fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We found the following particulars of the allegations against Mrs Geraldine Lewendon 

proven for these reasons:- 

1. Failed to follow proper procedures in respect of the use of a School Credit Card  

 by:- 

  a. Disclosing the Card PIN to another member of staff; 

  b. Purchasing a meal in June 2009 in the sum of £63.88 and a  

   Christmas meal in 2009 in the sum of £89.30; 

  c. Purchasing petrol for the value of £46.52 and £50.13 between  

   February 2010 and April 2010; 

  f. Obtaining the Credit Card without the prior written authorisation of  

   the Governing Body. 

 

Our reasons are that these particulars are admitted by Mrs Lewendon. 

 

2.       Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations relating to the borrowing  

          of School money for personal usage by:- 

            a.  Using monies from petty cash which was replaced by notes stating  

   that you had borrowed £67, £14 and £40. 

  

Our reasons are that this particular is admitted by Mrs Lewendon. 

 

3. Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations in that on 17 February  

 2011 an Audit identified that there was £5,000 in cash on the School premises. 

 

Our reasons are this particular is admitted by Mrs Lewendon. 

 

4. Failed to comply with Financial Management Regulations with regards to the  

 purchase and installation of a playground by:- 

  a. Failing to initiate a formal Tendering processing when selecting a  

   new playground for School, nor did you seek advice from the  

   Governing Body nor did the Director of Children approve this  

   exemption; 

 

Our reasons are this particular is admitted by Mrs Lewendon. 



 8 

 

  c. Failing to maintain a clear audit or statement of payments made to  

   the Contractor, including seven miscellaneous cheques to the sum of  

   £54,000; 

 

Our reasons are that we are satisfied from a review of the Financial Regulations that, as 

Headteacher Mrs Lewendon carried the ultimate responsibility for ensuring compliance 

with the Financial Regulations. In short she was the accountable person – which she 

accepted in the evidence she gave to the Panel. While it may be the case that she relied, 

to a substantial extent, on the Bursar we are satisfied that in accordance with the 

regulations she was not able to divest herself of that ultimate responsibility. 

 

Paragraph 2.4 of the Financial Regulations provides “The Governors and Headteacher 

are responsible for the proper financial management and financial probity of their school 

….” 

 

Paragraph 16.2 also provides that Headteachers should “ensure clear records of financial 

transactions and decisions are maintained.” and “ensure that financial procedures include 

adequate “internal control.” 

 

The evidence establishes – and it is admitted by Mrs Lewendon – that she signed seven 

cheques on the same day in payment of separate invoices from the playground 

contractors SAC all of which were dated 19/02/09. The invoices totalled £54,100. The 

description on the invoices lacked detail, being described only as “Exeter School Primary 

Area” (3 invoices), “Exeter School Nursery Area Final Account” (1 Invoice) or simply 

“Interim Payment” (3 Invoices) (p114). The uncontested evidence establishes that the 

Invoices would have been attached to the cheques to which they related. 

 

We believe that the fact that the cheques were for rounded amounts, contained no 

detailed narrative, were for significant amounts exceeding £50,000 in total and were all 

dated the same date should have raised concerns on Mrs Lewendon’s part. However it 

seems she simply signed them without further enquiry. 

 

At p 29 of the case papers Witness A in her audit report says that Mrs Lewendon “was 

not able to clarify what the invoices were for, nor was she able to explain why so many 

invoices for the same piece of work had been broken down into individual invoices.” That 

summary seems to be consistent with Mrs Lewendon’s evidence at the hearing and thus 

we are satisfied that there was no clear audit or statement of payments made to the 

contractor. That being ultimately the Headteacher’s responsibility this particular is proved. 

 

5. Failed to follow proper procedures when engaging individuals by:- 

  b. Awarding work to an Architect and Structural Engineer without  

   engaging in a Tendering process; 

  d. Authorising your brother-in-law’s Solicitors Practice to conduct a  
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   Health and Safety Assessment for the sum of £1,443.84, without  

   declaring a conflict of interest nor obtaining a further quote. 

 

Our reasons are these particulars are admitted by Mrs Lewendon. 

 

We found the following particulars of the allegations against Mrs Geraldine Lewendon not 

proven for these reasons 

 

4.   d. Failing to obtain approval and signatures from the Chair of       

Governors in relation to cheques for the sum of £20,000 or more. 

 

Our reasons are that we have been troubled by the wording of this particular which 

seems to suggest that there were cheques for £20,000 or more on which the Chair of 

Governor’s signature had not been obtained. We believe that we cannot properly put any 

other interpretation on this particular. Mrs Lewendon says in her written submission that 

she was not aware there was a problem in relation to cheques over £20,000. We have 

heard no evidence that an issue did exist and we do not find this particular proved.  

 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct  

In determining whether this is a case of Unacceptable Professional Conduct we have 

considered the established particulars individually and then assessed their collective 

effect. We have applied the definition of Unacceptable Professional Conduct and also 

had regard to the personal and professional elements of the Teacher’s Standards as 

published by the Department of Education. In that regard the standards which are most 

relevant to the behaviour with which we are concerned are the following:- 

- “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 statutory duties and responsibilities.” 

In relation to the Particulars under Paragraph 1 which concern the School credit card we 

are concerned with a failure to obtain written authorisation from the Governing Body and 

a number of instances of misuse of the credit card over a substantial period of time. The 

procedures governing the appropriate use of the credit card are in place to mitigate the 

risk of its inappropriate use and to safeguard the application of public monies. In that 

context we believe that the disclosure of  the PIN to another person could potentially 

have led to misuse of the card and we do not understand why the PIN would have been 

required for Internet - based purchasing which had been Mrs Lewendon’s explanation. 

That disclosure coupled with the failure to comply with the requirement to obtain prior 

written authorisation from the Governing Body we do regard as being particularly serious 

and constitutes Unacceptable Professional Conduct principally because of the risks 
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which flow from the failure to observe the written procedures. The purchasing of petrol 

and meals on the card is a matter of further concern. 

In relation to using monies from Petty Cash, we have concluded that Mrs Lewendon’s 

conduct was unacceptable. It occurred on three occasions and post - it notes were left to 

indicate the sums of money taken which in aggregate exceeded £100. Clearly applying 

this money for personal use - even though repaid - was not a proper or justifiable use of 

school money. In the context of Mrs Lewendon’s other failings we consider this to be 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

We find that the fact there was £5000 in cash found on the School Premises on 17 

February 2011 does not expose a level of misconduct on the part of Mrs Lewendon 

sufficient to satisfy the definition of Unacceptable Professional Conduct. There is a 

limited amount of evidence available to the Panel in relation to this particular. We do not 

know what that money represented, how long it had been on the school premises or 

where it had been kept and who was directly responsible for it. While there is an admitted 

breach of Financial Regulations this seems to represent a failure on Mrs Lewendon’s part 

to have checked and supervised the actions of others. We, nonetheless, recognise that 

having such a large sum of money on the School premises in cash is highly undesirable 

as it would have represented a temptation to others and a risk of theft occurring 

particularly in the challenging neighbourhood where we have been told the school is 

located. 

We regard Particulars 4 and 5 as the most serious of the matters proved against Mrs 

Lewendon at this hearing. We were particularly concerned that Mrs Lewendon appeared 

to have given three separate and very different explanations to explain her failure to 

follow a formal tendering procedure and consult as she was required to do in relation to 

the new playground. She explained variously that she had presented the proposal to the 

Governors; she was not challenged regarding other procurements; and “we knew we 

weren’t following the procedure” (interview notes - p73). At p 259 of her original written 

submission in the case papers she said, “I was not aware that a tendering process was 

required, though I should have been.” And, finally, in her subsequent submission at 

p259a and in her evidence to the hearing she told us that she did not believe a tender 

process was necessary as it was effectively a sub contract to the main contract. 

We believe that she knew she should have followed the tender procedure requirements 

but chose not to do so. As such this was a deliberate failure to follow rules that she, as 

an experienced Headteacher, was aware of. We cannot overlook the fact that she was 

responsible for very substantial sums of public money. 

Similarly her failure to properly supervise and check the payments made to the contractor  

- whose business she had some reason to believe was or had been in financial difficulties 

- was a very serious failing falling significantly short of the standards expected of a 

Headteacher. 
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Very much the same considerations apply to the failings itemised at Paragraph 5 of the 

amended particulars which are admitted by Mrs Lewendon. We consider the admitted 

facts of those particulars disclose both a breach of the regulations and procedures and 

serious errors of judgement. This is particularly so where there was a failure to obtain 

alternative quotes before instructing a firm of Solicitors of whom a close family member 

was a Partner. We do not criticise the decision to commission a health and safety 

assessment but we do regard the failure to explore other means of obtaining such a 

review at best value as another example of not ensuring compliance with required 

procedures. 

We therefore find that this is a case of Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

The failings proved against Mrs Lewendon- almost wholly based on her own admissions - 

are restricted to her management of the school finances. Of the factors set out in the 

Prohibition of Teachers guidance the only element that applies in this case is that Mrs 

Lewendon’s conduct represented a serious departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teacher’s Standards. The case has been put on the basis of 

financial mismanagement. It is not alleged that she derived any personal gain from her 

conduct nor was there any allegation of dishonesty. We also have no evidence at all that 

pupils or colleagues have been harmed. 

We recognise that Prohibition Orders are made in the public interest and that conduct 

panels should apply the principle of proportionality. Importantly we have had the 

opportunity to see and assess Mrs Lewendon over the course of this hearing. 

We have been left in no doubt that in many respects Mrs Lewendon has been a very 

good Headteacher. We have read the Ofsted Report on Exeter Primary School following 

an inspection in early March 2009. We have carefully considered the testimonial in the 

case papers from Individual B and Mrs Lewendon’s own personal statement. We have 

also listened carefully to the testimony from her partner  who spoke of her commitment 

and dedication to teaching .We heard Mrs Lewendon on affirmation describe her 

challenges at Exeter School and her determination to improve the lot of the pupils and , 

in her words, she “wanted to give them something they did not have.” We have given 

considerable weight to all those representations. 

We are satisfied that Mrs Lewendon took on a school in very considerable difficulties with 

many challenges in a deprived area and has been single-minded in her endeavours to 

achieve improvements and success – perhaps to the cost of her compliance with 

financial regulations. She had to cope with a high turnover and inexperienced staff, 

limited support and a lack of Governors.  

She has been portrayed by witnesses as a very good teacher and a strong leader. None 

of these considerations can excuse her failure to observe important and necessary 



 12 

financial regulations as we have indicated by our finding of Unacceptable Professional 

Conduct. However we do believe that the finding in itself is a proportionate outcome in 

this case which recognises that Mrs Lewendon has suffered because of and has insight 

into her failures. We have also taken into account her previous unblemished record in the 

profession over 30 years or more. We do not consider this case establishes that Mrs 

Lewendon’s conduct makes her incompatible with being a teacher and thus recommend 

that there be no further sanction – the finding of Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

being sufficient and proportionate. We believe that such an outcome satisfies our duty to 

the public.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have carefully considered the findings and recommendation of the panel. 

The Panel have found proven a number of allegations, all relating to the financial 

management of the school at which Mrs Lewendon was Headteacher. The Panel have 

properly considered Mrs Lewendon’s behaviour against the Teachers’ Standards and are 

concerned in the following areas 

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

practices of the school in which they teach; and 

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

frameworks which set out their statutory duties and responsibilities. 

Given the seriousness of the allegations found proven, the Panel have determined that 

Mrs Lewendon’s actions in aggregate amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Having carefully considered the Prohibition of Teachers advice the Panel conclude that 

Mrs Lewendon’s conduct represents a serious departure from the personal and 

professional elements of the Teachers’ Standards. The case is put on the basis of 

financial mismanagement. There is no evidence that she derived personal gain from her 

conduct nor that she acted dishonestly. There is also no evidence that pupils or 

colleagues have been harmed. 

The Panel have properly recognised that prohibition orders are made in the public 

interest and that the principle of proportionality should be applied. Mrs Lewendon 

attended the hearing in person and the Panel were able to assess see and assess her 

over the course of the hearing. They were left in no doubt that Mrs Lewendon has been a 

very good Headteacher in challenging circumstances. She is portrayed by witnesses as a 

very good teacher and a strong leader. She has shown insight into her failures and has a 

previous unblemished record over more than 30 years. In all the circumstances I agree 

with the Panel’s recommendation that the finding of unacceptable professional conduct is 
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of itself appropriate and proportionate in the public interest and that no further sanction is 

required.   

  

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

Date: 3 March 2014 

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

State.  

 


