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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 28, 29 and 30 January 2014 at 53-55 

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

Elliott. 

The Panel members were Mrs Fiona Tankard (Teacher Panellist – in the Chair), Mr 

Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist)  and  Ms Gail Goodman (Teacher 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 Ms Melinka Berridge of Kingsley 

Napley LLP Solicitors, London. 

Ms Jennifer Jane Elliott was not present but was represented by Mr Tony Ashford, lay 

representative. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision  

Teacher:   Ms Jennifer Jane Elliott 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  9538 

Date of Determination: 30 January 2014  

Former employer:  Norfolk County Council 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 17 

October 2013.   

It was alleged that Ms Jennifer Jane Elliott was guilty of Unacceptable Professional 

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

Whilst employed at North Denes Junior School, Great Yarmouth she:- 

1. Did not ensure compliance with the Financial Regulations for Norfolk County 

Council and uphold School policies and procedures in relation to financial 

management, in that she:- 

 a. Did not raise official pre-numbered orders and obtain accurate quotations in 

advance of the redecoration of the School corridors being commenced; 

 b. Did not obtain at least three competitive quotations for the redecoration of 

the School corridors; 

 c. Did not obtain prior approval of the Governors for expenditure on the 

redecoration of the School corridors; 

 d. Did not raise official pre-numbered orders and obtain accurate quotations in 

advance of the works to the front entrance of the School being commenced; 

 e. Arranged for H & M Commercials to split invoices so that the amounts were 

kept within the Head Teacher’s signing authority, namely:- 

  i. Invoices 145 and 146 dated 31 October 2010; 

  ii. Invoices 154, 155, 156 and 157 dated 13 January 2011; 

 f. Did not manage the Tuck Shop in accordance with School policy in that:- 

  i. No records were kept; 

  ii. Money was not banked; 

  iii. Income was used as “petty cash”; 

 g. Provided money from a non-uniform event and a School disco to use as 

“floats” at the Christmas fair without first ensuring that the money had been 

properly accounted for; 

 h. Paid for a Musician who played at a staff party out of School funds without 

seeking prior authorisation to make this payment; 
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2. Did not exercise her responsibilities in a fair and transparent way, in respect of 

her:- 

 a. Promotion of the Caretaker to Senior Caretaker; 

 b. Appointment of a member of her family, Person A to reception duties; 

3. Did not comply with Norfolk County Council policy in authorising payment of her 

son, a member of her family, Person A in that she:- 

 a. Did not pay him  Person A through the Council payroll; 

 b. Reimbursed him for his travel expenses. 

The Panel determined that, the teacher herself being absent, it would be proper to treat 

the case as contested. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The only preliminary application related to an error in particular 3 which referred to 

Norfolk City Council. The Presenting Officer applied for the Word “City” to be replaced by 

the word “County”. The application was not opposed by the Teacher’s representative. 

The Panel determined that this was an error of form only and did not alter the nature of 

the case faced by the Teacher so there would be no prejudice to the teacher. The 

application was granted by the Panel. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

In advance of the hearing, the Panel received a bundle of documents and other 

documents were added as indicated below. The full set of case papers ultimately 

comprised:- 

Section 1 Chronology - pages 1 - 5      

Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and Response -  pages 6 - 15 and 453 - 457  

Section 3 NCTL Witness Statements. -  pages 16 - 40   

Section 4 NCTL Documents  -  pages 41 - 422    

Section 5 Teacher Documents – pages 423 -  452 and 458     
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Various additional documents were submitted at the Hearing by both the Presenting 

Officer and the Teacher’s representative. No objection was taken by either side to the 

admission of those documents which were accepted by the Panel and are included in the 

paginations indicated above. 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from:- 

 Witness A  -  Investigating Officer with Norfolk County Council. 

 Witness B  -  Chair of Governors at North Denes Primary School. 

 Witness C  -  Previous Finance Officer at North Denes Primary School. 

 Witness D  -  Finance Support Officer. 

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.  

The case concerns an allegation that in autumn 2010/early 2011, shortly after being 

appointed to the Headship of North Denes Primary School, Ms Elliott arranged for work 

to be undertaken including redecoration of the School corridors and other works to the 

front entrance of the School without complying with Norfolk County Council Financial 

Regulations and other School policies and procedures in relation to financial 

management.  In particular it is alleged that Ms Elliott failed to obtain the requisite 

number of quotations in advance of redecoration of the School corridors being 

commissioned and failed to obtain the prior approval of the Governors for this 

expenditure.  It is said that in order to comply with the financial approval limits imposed 

upon the Head Teacher she arranged for invoices to be split when, in reality, those 

invoices covered one contract of work and should have been referred to and approved by 

the Board of Governors.   

It is further alleged that Ms Elliott set up the Tuck Shop within the School in a way that 

was ad-hoc and haphazard and that monies taken and expended for the purpose of the 

Tuck Shop were not appropriately recorded or banked. Income was used as petty cash 

with no records being kept.  It is further alleged that on a specific occasion Ms Elliott 
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inappropriately arranged for monies to be used as floats at the School’s Christmas fair 

without ensuring that the monies had been counted and proper records kept.  In addition 

it is said that payment was made to a Musician who played at the staff party out of 

School funds without complying with School policies and procedures in relation to that 

payment and without seeking prior authorisation.   

Further the National College alleges that at a time when the School Caretaker was a 

tenant of Ms Elliott as a lodger she was promoted to Senior Caretaker with an enhanced 

salary package in a way that was neither fair nor transparent and not in compliance with 

established procedures.  Similarly it is said that Ms Elliott arranged for her son  Person A 

over a period of three months to undertake reception duties at the School and that he 

was paid as a self employed person on invoices submitted rather than transparently 

through the Council payroll as should have occurred.  Finally it is alleged that he was 

inappropriately paid for travel expenses to which he was not entitled.   

In response to the allegations Ms Elliott appears to accept that there was not strict 

compliance with Financial Regulations and School polices in relation to the work 

undertaken on the School corridors and front entrance and that the arrangements which 

she put in place for management of the School Tuck Shop were inadequate.  She says 

that she received limited guidance and advice in relation to some of these matters which 

occurred during her first appointment as a Head Teacher.  She further asserts that she 

made numerous improvements in a short period of time at the School and received very 

little assistance from the School’s Finance Officer. She says that the Board of Governors 

was inadequately constituted at the time.  She denies that the promotion of the School 

Caretaker was unfair or lacking transparency and makes the same assertion in relation to 

the appointment of her son Person A, on a temporary and emergency basis, as 

receptionist for the School over a period of three months.   

She acknowledges that in relation to the payments made to Person A he was not paid 

through the Council payroll which was in breach of Norfolk Council policy and that he was  

reimbursed for travel expenses which he claimed. 

Findings of Fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against Jennifer Jane Elliott 

proven, for these reasons:- 

Whilst employed at North Denes Junior School, Great Yarmouth she:- 

1. Did not ensure compliance with the Financial Regulations for Norfolk County 

Council and uphold School policies and procedures in relation to financial 

management, in that she:- 
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 a. Did not raise official pre-numbered orders and obtain accurate quotations in 

advance of the redecoration of the School corridors being commenced; 

 In her response to the Notice of Proceedings Ms Elliott indicates that she admits 

this particular.  At Page 78 of the record of her investigation interview with  

Witness A which was conducted on 22 November 2011 it is recorded that Witness 

A “Wished to know why estimates rather than quotations had been sought”. 

 We understand this refers in part to the work undertaken on the corridors which 

was completed by H & M Commercials Limited around early September 2010.  

Various estimates for that work are exhibited in the case papers at Pages 104 to 

107 but these estimates are all dated in October and do not tally with the invoices 

actually submitted. 

 Ms Elliott did not contend that she had ever obtained accurate quotations for this 

work and thus we find this particular proved but in relation only to the failure to 

obtain accurate quotations. 

 We heard no evidence in the course of the case in relation to the alleged failure to 

raise official pre-numbered orders and we find that, that element of this particular 

has not been proved. 

 b. Did not obtain at least three competitive quotations for the redecoration of 

the School corridors; 

 Ms Elliott indicates in her response to the Notice of Proceedings that she admits 

this particular.  We have relied upon the notes of her interview with  Witness A on 

22 November 2011.  The case papers show that those documents were amended 

in accordance with suggestions made by her then Union Rep who had attended 

the interview with her.  We conclude that the notes of the interview are therefore 

accurate and can be relied upon.   

 At Page 78 under the heading “Painting of Corridors in the School” the notes 

record that  “JE admitted that she did not get Governor approval for this work.  She 

also did not obtain quotes for the work.” 

 c. Did not obtain prior approval of the Governors for expenditure on the 

redecoration of the School corridors; 

 Ms Elliott indicates in her response to the Notice of Proceedings that she admits 

this particular.  It is therefore proved on the same basis as 1.b above given the 

admission that she made in the interview with  Witness A which is recorded at 

Page 78 of the case papers.   

 e. Arranged for H & M Commercials to split invoices so that the amounts were 

kept within the Head Teacher’s signing authority, namely:- 
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  i. Invoices 145 and 146 dated 31 October 2010; 

 Ms Elliott admits this particular in her response to the Notice of Proceedings.  In 

addition in her interview at Page 80 of the case papers there is the following:-    

 “Split Invoices.  Invoices had been split without reference to the Governing Body.  

JE had not done this on purpose.  Corridors were done one by one to enable the 

School to function.” 

 We note Invoices 145 and 146 are both dated 31.10.10 and refer to decorating the 

front corridors.  Both invoices are in the sum of £1,170 plus VAT.  Taken together 

they would have exceeded the Head Teacher’s authority limit.   

 In addition at Page 434 of her own submission in the case papers Ms Elliott says,  

“I was unaware that I was contravening Regulations in having each corridor 

decorated separately.”  She goes on to say,  “If I am now being told that this is in 

breach of School Regulations then I accept that it was but with no intent to break 

Regulations.” 

 We believe that the evidence establishes that the redecoration of the corridors 

must be regarded as one Contract and that to split the invoices for this work was 

inappropriate and brought the individual invoices within the Head Teacher’s 

authorisation limit.   

 We also feel able to rely on  Witness C evidence at Paragraphs 9 and 10 where 

she deals in detail with Ms Elliott’s practice of always ensuring,  “That the invoices 

she received were for less than £2,000.” Witness C was clear in her written 

statement that this occurred  “frequently”.  We had the benefit of hearing  Witness 

C give evidence in person and her account was tested in cross examination and 

by questions from the Panel.  We assessed her to be a truthful witness on whose 

evidence we could rely.   

 The evidence of  Witness C is also supported in answers given by  Person B in his 

investigation interview on the 15 November 2011 which is recorded at Page 187.  

He said that the Head Teacher  “had asked for a separate price for each corridor”.  

He did not find this unusual as separating costings/price was common in the 

private sector.  He further believed that the Head Teacher asked for separate 

invoices as these were below the level of Governor approval.   

  ii. Invoices 154, 155, 156 and 157 dated 13 January 2011; 

 Ms Elliott also admits this particular in her response to the Notice of Proceedings.   

 She had also, in our finding, previously split the invoices itemised above under 

1.e(i).  An examination of the invoices 145 to 157 drives us to conclude that they 

reflect work done under one Contract and we cannot find any reason to justify the 
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cost of the work itemised being split into separate invoices other than to keep the 

figures within the Head Teacher’s authority. 

 Given the evidence of  Witness C that this occurred frequently we find this 

particular also proved.   

 f. Did not manage the Tuck Shop in accordance with School policy in that:- 

  i. No records were kept; 

  ii. Money was not banked; 

  iii. Income was used as “petty cash”; 

 This particular is admitted in Ms Elliott’s response to the Notice of Proceedings.  At 

Page 81 of the case papers which records her investigation interview she 

describes the Tuck Shop as being run in a “haphazard way”.  She acknowledges 

that cash from the Tuck Shop was in her room in a box under the sink and that 

there had been no records of amounts transferred.  She also said that after the 14 

February she did not do petty cash records every day.  At Page 435 of the case 

papers which is part of her own submission she says:-  “I did not feel that it was 

right to expect staff members to purchase stock with their own money and submit 

a claim, which could have taken up to three weeks to be repaid to them.  The Tuck 

Shop money therefore was not banked but was kept as a petty cash facility to 

ease the funding problems for the newly started Tuck Shop.  It was not my 

intention to have the Tuck Shop run in this manner indefinitely only until it could be 

proven to be financially viable….”  

 We conclude that running the Tuck Shop in this ad-hoc and haphazard way was in 

clear breach of the School Finance Policy which is set out in the case papers at 

Pages 227 to 250. 

 g. Provided money from a non-uniform event and a School disco to use as 

“floats” at the Christmas fair without first ensuring that the money had been 

properly accounted for. 

  Witness B, the Chair of Governors gave evidence by video link and dealt with this 

particular.  It is also covered at Page 33 of the case papers where at Paragraph 16 

of her witness statement she says the following:- 

 “In December 2010, Jennifer Elliott had arranged that the pupils have their School 

Christmas dinner on the same day as the Christmas fair (“the fair”) and the staff 

Christmas party (“the party) which was on Friday.  The School was therefore 

particularly busy that day and there was a stressed atmosphere at the School.  

Approximately one week before the date of the fair, there had been a School disco 

(“the disco”) for the pupils with an entry fee of around £2.  The money raised at the 
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disco had not yet been counted.  I also understand that tuck was sold at the disco 

and that money had also not yet been counted.  However, on the day of the fair I 

needed some “float” money to use on the stalls for the fair.  Jennifer Elliott 

provided me with the money that had come from the disco, however she did not 

count this before giving it to me.  I was concerned that the money from the disco 

had not yet been counted or banked.  I would have expected her to have counted 

this and written down the amount raised in order to keep a check on the School’s 

expenditure and profit.  As a result, there was no way of knowing how much 

money the fair and the disco had raised individually.” 

 Her oral evidence confirmed the description of events in her written statement.  It 

seemed to the Panel that she remembered the day well and was angry about what 

had happened and on the balance of probabilities we believed her account.   

3. Did not comply with Norfolk City Council policy in authorising payment of a family 

member, Person A, in that you:- 

 a. Did not pay him through the Council payroll; 

 The evidence is clear that  Person A was not paid through the Council payroll but 

was treated as self-employed and paid on invoices he submitted.  The documents 

in the case papers demonstrate that Jennifer Elliott approved the invoices and 

signed the cheques in payment – copies are exhibited in the case papers. 

  Witness C told us that the normal procedure for paying temporary staff would 

have been to pay them using a “Council Casual Claim” form.  She says she so 

advised both Jennifer Elliott and  Person A but they both stated that they did not 

think he should be paid like this.  She also said that Jennifer Elliott told her  “she 

did not want to have any involvement in assessing what  Person A was to be 

paid”.   

 We are quite satisfied that in paying  Person A as a self-employed person on 

invoices delivered Ms Elliott breached the Norfolk County Council Policy which at 

Page 263 under Paragraph 14.5 requires payments to be processed through the 

payroll and to “treat a worker as an employee unless you are absolutely certain 

they are self-employed.”  The criteria for assessing whether a person is 

“employed” is set out at Paragraph 14.5.1 and we have no doubt that  Person A 

was an employee and should have been treated as such in accordance with the 

County’s Policy. 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against Jennifer Jane Elliott not 

proven for these reasons:- 

1. d. Did not raise official pre-numbered orders and obtain accurate quotations in 

advance of the works to the front entrance of the School being commenced; 
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 At Page 80 of the case papers the record of the investigation interview of Jennifer 

Elliottt conducted by  Witness A contains the following:- 

 “Works to the front entrance to the School – Witness A asked why no quotations 

had been sought for this work.  JE told her that  Witness C had told her that this 

was within the Head Teacher’s signing limit.  JE admitted that she did not look at 

the Finance Policy but depended upon Witness C.” 

 The allegation is that Ms Elliott did not ensure compliance with the Financial 

Regulations for Norfolk County Council and uphold School policies and 

procedures in relation to financial management and that under this particular issue 

she did not raise official pre-numbered orders and obtain accurate quotations in 

advance of the works to the front entrance to the School being commenced.   

 We note the invoices for the work to the front entrance of the School are listed as 

numbers 165 and 166 and total £1,250 thus well within the Head Teacher’s 

expenditure limit of up to £2,000 set at the Resources Committee Meeting on 19 

October 2007 (Page 109). 

 We identified the requirement in the School’s financial policy for Ms Elliott to raise 

pre numbered financial orders (p161) but heard no evidence in the course of the 

case in relation to the alleged failure to do this. We therefore find that this part of 

the particular is not proved.  The Policy at the same page also provides that “three 

written quotations are obtained for any order whose value is estimated between 

£5000 - £20,000”. We have therefore not found that there was any obligation  

upon Ms Elliott to obtain written quotations and this particular is not proved.  

 

1. h. Paid for a Musician who played at a staff party out of School funds without 

seeking prior authorisation to make this payment; 

 We could not find any policy provision which obliged the Head Teacher to obtain 

any prior authorisation from the Governing Board or anyone else for payment of 

the musician who had performed at the staff party.  Therefore this particular is not 

proved. 

2. Did not exercise her responsibilities in a fair and transparent way, in respect of 

her:- 

 a. Promotion of the Caretaker to Senior Caretaker; 

 We have considered the statement of  Witness B the Chair of Governors and in 

particular Paragraph 18 of her witness statement at Page 34.  It says this:- 
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 “In April 2011 Jennifer Elliott attended a Resources and Committee Meeting (“the 

meeting”).  She explained that the Caretaker was on the incorrect pay level and 

needed to be promoted as she was doing a Site Manager’s job and needed to 

have her salary increased. She explained that  the caretaker worked very hard.  

Jennifer Elliott also informed us that she had looked at the School budget and that 

the School could afford to promote the caretaker. I feel the Governors felt unable 

to say “No” to Jennifer Elliott as she made a good case for the promotion and pay 

rise and we believe that Jennifer Elliott was doing the correct thing for the School 

and the Caretaker.  I therefore did not disagree with Jennifer Elliott’s request and it 

was approved at the meeting.” 

 In the light of these comments we find this particular not proved.   

2. b. Appointment of  a member of her family, Person A to reception  

            Witness C indicated in her evidence that she was not initially made aware of  

Person A’s appointment and was therefore not involved in it but she was absent from 

school at the relevant time.  Witness B also was not made aware of his appointment. 

Although the fact that  Person A was a family member may give rise to some concerns 

we are not clear what would have constituted a fair and transparent process. We were 

not made aware of any policy providing guidance on the process to be followed for 

appointing temporary staff. We recognise that there appeared to be an urgent need to fill 

the reception position and it is asserted by Ms Elliott that the appointment of  a member 

of her family was a cheaper option than using an agency to provide a replacement. 

Taking account of these findings we conclude that this particular is not made out. 

3. b. Reimbursed him for his travel expenses. 

 We have not seen a copy of any applicable Policy which gives guidance as to the 

appropriateness or otherwise of reimbursing travel expenses such as those as 

were paid to Person A. In the absence of any such Policy being submitted in 

evidence provided, this particular is not proved. 

Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute and/or 

conviction of a relevant offence 

In our judgement this is a case of Unacceptable Professional Conduct which is defined 

as “misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour 

expected of a teacher.” We are concerned with the standards which a Headteacher 

should achieve and we have taken into account both the personal and professional 

standards expected of teachers and especially the standards expected of Headteachers. 

We have considered the cumulative effect of all those particulars set out above which we 

have found proved. As Headteacher of the school Ms Elliott was under a duty to ensure 
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compliance with all the policies to which she was subject in her position as leader of the 

school. The financial procedures and policies are, in our view, enormously important as 

she was, in effect, charged with responsibility for the appropriate application of public 

monies and had an overriding duty to ensure that these monies were applied to achieve 

best value.  

The evidence from the Finance Officer Witness C, in particular, established to our 

satisfaction that Ms Elliott was told several times that she was not following required 

procedures yet she continued to disregard those procedures in the face of that clear 

advice. It may be the case that in the early days of her appointment to the Headship Ms 

Elliott was not fully conversant with the detail of the procedures with which she should 

have been complying. However we do not believe that her claimed ignorance can excuse 

Ms Elliott’s conduct. As Headteacher she had an absolute obligation to comply with the 

authorised procedures and, thus, it was her responsibility to familiarise herself with her 

duties both from a Professional and also from a common sense perspective. She was 

dealing with and authorising the expenditure of very substantial sums of money. 

We note particularly that on 2 October 2010  Witness C gave her clear guidance and a 

month later Ms Elliott attended a training session with Witness D. Those meetings 

should, in our view, have alerted her to the need to acquaint herself with the financial and 

accounting responsibilities that are an integral part of a Headteacher’s job. Her 

subsequent failure to mend her ways reinforces our view that this is a case of 

Unacceptable Professional Conduct. 

We make this judgement however well motivated and single minded Ms Elliott may have 

been in her determination to make improvements at the school and to make an impact at 

North Denes in the many areas that seemed to require attention. We would also observe 

that as Headteacher she carried a paramount  responsibility for financial propriety 

whatever other difficulties she may have had to address and no matter how challenging 

some relationships within the school may have been. That responsibility cannot be 

delegated or avoided and is made explicit in the National Standards for Headteachers (p 

177).  

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

We have carefully considered the guidance contained in the recently revised Teacher 

Misconduct: the Prohibition of Teachers document. We have looked at the list of factors 

at page 10 which may lead to the conclusion that Ms Elliott’s behaviour should be 

considered to be incompatible with being a teacher. We conclude that the only factor on 

that list which applies in this case is a serious departure from the personal and 

professional conduct elements of the Teacher’s Standards. 

We take account of the public interest considerations which underpin the making of a 

Prohibition Order. We have no evidence that pupils or other members of the public have 
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been affected adversely by Ms Elliott’s conduct nor do we believe that the maintenance 

of public confidence in the profession is a relevant consideration in this case. Declaring 

and upholding proper standards of conduct does, however, apply.    

We have already made clear that we consider that responsible financial management is a 

key requirement of a Headteacher. 

This was Ms Elliott’s first headship. We believe that she has a good history and no 

previous disciplinary record. We are told she has been a member of the profession for 

approximately 20 years initially starting as a classroom teacher and then becoming a 

School Improvement Officer. 

The evidence demonstrates that Ms Elliot inherited a school which was in disarray. She 

ran into a major and immediate issue with the incumbent Deputy Headteacher. However 

while that grievance was being processed the School had no acting deputy Head. The 

School had no SENCO and the Chair of Governors resigned on the day that she formally 

took up her post. 

We have concluded, also, that she received inadequate support from some colleagues 

and had the County Council intervened earlier than, in fact, occurred her failures may 

have been addressed in a less formal way.  We feel that Ms Elliott faced a number of 

very substantial challenges at this school and her conduct may well have been 

addressed by more assertive advice than she seems to have received. She has been 

described in the course of this hearing as being strongwilled and we have the impression 

from the evidence that she sought to do the best she could for the school but that does 

not excuse her failings in financial management. We note also that she says she was 

very stressed and in early July 2011 when she was suspended without warning by a 

telephone call she was absent from school on sick leave. However we have not seen any 

medical evidence in this case. 

In mitigation, therefore, we take into account Ms Elliott’s previous good history and we 

believe it is fair to conclude that she was, to some extent, acting under duress caused by 

the circumstances of the school on her arrival and the absence of key personnel.  

Witness C very much confirmed this to be the case. 

These circumstances cannot excuse her failings in financial management which has, of 

course led to our finding of Unacceptable Professional Conduct. However there is no 

evidence of direct adverse impact on any persons and, as a consequence, improvements 

to the fabric of the school were made. It has been made clear that it is not alleged by the 

National College that Ms Elliott was behaving dishonestly or derived any personal gain 

from her disregard of the financial regulations. 

For those reasons but by a majority of 2-1 we recommend that no Sanction is imposed in 

this case the majority view being that the finding of Unacceptable Professional Conduct 

is, of itself, a sufficient outcome to establish and mark the seriousness of Ms Elliott’s 
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failings. Such a disposal would also take account of the fact that this case has been 

outstanding for nearly two and a half years and we are told has had a very significant 

impact on Ms Elliott. 

The minority view is that a Prohibition Order with the provison that Ms Elliott should be 

permitted to make a set aside application after 2 years should be imposed as the failure 

to demonstrate close and careful compliance with financial regulations is such a critical 

element of a Headteacher’s responsibilities that no other outcome would be appropriate.   

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have given very careful consideration to both the findings and recommendations 

of the panel, particularly as they were only able to come to a majority verdict. 

The panel have found a number of the allegations proven and in aggregate judge 

that those findings amount to unacceptable professional conduct. 

Whilst the panel recognised that this was Ms Elliott’s first headship they have 

established that she was told several times that she was not adhering to 

procedures yet she continued to disregard them in the face of clear advice.  

The panel went on to consider the advice contained within the recently revised 

Teacher Misconduct: the Prohibition of Teachers document. They have considered 

all the factors which may lead to the conclusion that Ms Elliott’s behaviour should 

be considered to be incompatible with being a teacher and concluded that the only 

relevant factor is her serious departure from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards. 

They have taken account of public interest considerations and have judged that 

there is no evidence that pupils or members of the public have been affected 

adversely by Ms Elliott’s conduct. 

The panel have acknowledged that this was Ms Elliott’s first headship and that she 

had a good history with no previous disciplinary record. The evidence has shown 

that Ms Elliott inherited a school in some disarray and had a number of challenging 

issues to contend with. They have also concluded that she would have benefitted 

from early support from both colleagues and the County Council. 

Whilst the circumstances cannot excuse her failings in financial management, 

there is no allegation that she either behaved dishonestly or sought to make any 

personal gain. 



17 

In all the circumstances I agree with the majority recommendation that it is 

sufficient that there is a finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

therefore no prohibition order is required in this case.      

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote  

 

Date:  4 February 2014 

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

State.  


