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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 10, 11 and 12 June 2015 at 53 to 55 

Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Ms Tara Moran.   

The panel members were Ms Janet Draper (lay panellist – in the chair), Mr Brian Hawkins 

(teacher panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Thomas Whitfield of Eversheds LLP solicitors.  

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Lucy Coulson of Browne 

Jacobson LLP solicitors. 

Ms Tara Moran was not present and was not represented. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.   

  

Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Ms Tara Moran 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  10815 

Date of Determination: 12 June 2015 

Former employer:  Parlaunt Park Nursery and Primary School, Slough 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 20 

March 2015. 

It is alleged that Ms Tara Moran is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct in that 

whilst employed as the Headteacher of Parlaunt Park Nursery and Primary School 

between 2004-13 she: 

1. Failed to follow safer recruitment and safeguarding practices in that she: 

a. employed members of staff: 

i. without advertising for the role; 

ii. without completing an appropriate interview process; 

iii. before receiving completed application forms; 

iv. without obtaining CRB checks; 

v. without obtaining references. 

b. allowed staff to provide their personal mobile numbers to parents and children 

in relation to the Flour Babies project; 

c. authorised a letter to parents which encouraged children to text members of 

staff between 2am and 4am. 

2. Provided an employment reference in respect of Person A on 12 April 2013: 

a. when Ms Tara Moran was suspended from her post as Headteacher at that 

time; and 

b. despite being aware that Person A had been suspended in 2012 for conduct 

which had brought into question her suitability to work with children, Ms Tara 

Moran: 

i. recommended her unreservedly as being suitable to work with children; 

ii. stated that she had not previously been involved in any disciplinary 

procedures. 

3. Failed to manage staff fairly in that she treated Person C more favourably than other 

members of staff by: 

a. giving her greater autonomy in that she only did work which she chose to do; 

b. allowing her to have more resources than other staff; 
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c. allowing her to have her choice of classroom; 

d. allowing her to miss assemblies, staff meetings and training; 

e. allowing her to make greater pay progression from the main pay scale to the 

upper main scale than other colleagues. 

4. Failed to manage school finances appropriately in that she: 

a. authorised timesheets for Person A for a period (27/03/2012 - 31/05/2012) 

when she was suspended from school; 

b. authorised 45 hours to be paid to Person A as a settlement payment, without 

the governors' authorisation; 

c. authorised her own claim for reimbursement for car hire for the period 

28/12/2011 to 03/01/2012, without the governors' authorisation; 

d. authorised her own claim for reimbursement for taxi fares on 30/01/12, without 

the governors' authorisation; 

e. authorised Person C to be paid for cleaning out a freezer on 27/08/2012 at an 

hourly rate of £27.84 in comparison to Person E who was paid an hourly rate of 

£8.21 for the same task; 

f. engaged Groundtel to provide services for the school (at a value of £9500 per 

annum) without a contract or the governors' authorisation. 

5. Formed inappropriate relationships and acted unprofessionally towards members of 

staff. 

It was not clear from the documents whether Ms Moran admitted the facts of the 

allegations or whether they amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.   

In particular, a Statement of Agreed Facts was contained in the bundle of documents, in 

which each of the allegations, save allegation 1.a.iii., was admitted by Ms Moran.  Ms 

Moran later submitted a document entitled ‘Statement in response to the Statement of 

Agreed Facts’ (the “Commentary”), in which Ms Moran expanded upon the Statement of 

Agreed Facts and in a number of areas contradicted its contents. 

Ms Moran’s position is expanded upon under the relevant allegations below. 

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application from the presenting officer to proceed in the 

absence of Ms Moran. 
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The panel was satisfied from the response to the Notice of Proceedings and from Ms 

Moran’s statement of 27 April 2015 that she had voluntarily decided to absent herself 

from the hearing and voluntarily decided that her representative would not attend.  The 

panel noted that Ms Moran had been represented for most or all of the process up to the 

date of the hearing. 

The panel noted that the rights to attend and be represented had been waived by Ms 

Moran before there was any mention of her health, that Ms Moran had not provided any 

medical evidence of a condition that would prevent her from attending the hearing and/or 

providing instructions to her representative, and that Ms Moran had not requested an 

adjournment or given any indication that she would be able to participate in the hearing if 

an adjournment were granted. 

The panel was mindful that, in considering such an application, fairness to the teacher 

has prime importance, particularly in circumstances where there is an unchallenged 

account of the teacher’s incapacity.  The panel was also mindful that it is only in rare and 

exceptional cases that its discretion can be exercised in favour of a hearing taking place. 

However, given the clear, unequivocal waiver by Ms Moran of her rights to attend and be 

represented, despite having access to representation, the panel decided to proceed with 

the hearing. 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and list of people, with page numbers from 2 to 6; 

Section 2: Notice of Referral, Notice of Proceedings and Response, with page 

numbers from 8 to 19; 

Section 3: Witness statements, with page numbers from 21 to 52; 

Section 4: National College for Teaching and Leadership documents, with page 

numbers from 54 to 628; 

Section 5: Teacher documents, with page numbers from 630 to 693. 

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

hearing. 

In addition, on the application of the presenting officer, the panel admitted the document 

‘Safeguarding Children and Safer Recruitment in Education’ said to be effective from 1 

January 2007. 
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Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

 Witness A – investigating officer; 

Witness B - at relevant times chair of governors of Parlaunt Park Primary School;  

Witness C – at relevant times a teacher at Parlaunt Park Primary School. 

E. Decision and reasons 

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

Ms Tara Moran joined Parlaunt Park Nursery and Primary School (the “School”) on 1 July 

2004, as headteacher.  Ms Moran was employed and worked in this role until 11 March 

2013, when she was suspended, whilst allegations were investigated that were factually 

very similar to those which have been considered by this panel.  On 30 June 2013, Ms 

Moran left her employment under the terms of a compromise agreement. 

Findings of fact 

It was not clear from the documents whether Ms Moran admitted the facts of the 

allegations or whether they amounted to unacceptable professional conduct.   

In particular, a Statement of Agreed Facts was contained in the bundle of documents, in 

which each of the allegations, save allegation 1.a.iii., was admitted by Ms Moran.  Ms 

Moran later submitted a document entitled ‘Statement in response to the Statement of 

Agreed Facts’ (the “Commentary”), in which Ms Moran expanded upon the Statement of 

Agreed Facts and in a number of areas contradicted its contents. 

Ms Moran’s position is expanded upon under the relevant allegations below. 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

1. Failed to follow safer recruitment and safeguarding practices in that she: 

a. employed members of staff: 

i. without advertising for the role; 

The panel finds this allegation not proven. 

Ms Moran admits in the Statement of Agreed Facts that from time to time she employed 

members of staff without advertising for the role.  Ms Moran also admits in the 

Commentary that there were times when she appointed members of staff without 

following all the procedures of safer recruitment.   
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Witness B, at relevant times the chair of governors, gave evidence to the panel that 

teaching assistants were employed without prior notice to the governors. 

In particular, in her statement and oral evidence, Witness B indicated that Person A was 

employed without the role being advertised.  The documentary evidence that was 

available to the panel indicated that Person A was employed from 3 October 2011.  Ms 

Moran, in her evidence to the investigation meeting, stated that Person A was recruited 

by Person B, because Ms Moran was off sick.  However, in the same meeting Ms Moran 

confirmed that she was off sick in November 2011, after Person A had already 

commenced employment at the School.  On these bases, the panel determined that Ms 

Moran was working in School at the relevant time and had responsibility for the 

recruitment of Person A. 

The panel was referred to the Department for Education and Skills document 

‘Safeguarding Children and Safer Recruitment in Education’ (the “Safeguarding and 

Recruitment Guidance”), which came into force on 1 January 2007, several years before 

Person A was employed. 

In addition, Ms Moran admitted that she attended a safer recruitment course on 10 March 

2010 (as well as 26 November 2012). 

Paragraphs 3.18 to 3.21 of the Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance contain 

guidance as to what should be included in the advertisement of a vacancy.  However, the 

panel notes that paragraph 3.10 of the Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance makes 

clear that advertisements may not be required in all circumstances.  Accordingly, the 

panel is not satisfied that Ms Moran failed to follow safer recruitment and safeguarding 

practices, in failing to advertise vacancies.  The panel therefore finds this allegation not 

proven. 

ii. without completing an appropriate interview process; 

Ms Moran admits that from time to time candidates would not attend a proper interview 

but would have a chat with Ms Moran before being offered a position at the School.  Ms 

Moran stated that this would occur if it was “an urgent job”.   

Witness B told the panel in particular that Person A was recruited without an appropriate 

interview, to a role in which she would work with children.  The evidence before the panel 

did not suggest that Person A was recruited to meet an urgent requirement, nor was the 

panel satisfied that urgency justified the approach to interviewing adopted by Ms Moran 

in relation to other candidates. 

The Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance stipulates, at paragraph 3.35 that “The 

selection process for people who will work with children should always include a face-to-

face interview even if there is only one candidate.”  At paragraph 3.40 it states that 

“Although it is possible for interviews to be conducted by a single person it is not 

recommended.”  Further, paragraph 3.43 indicates that “In addition to assessing and 
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evaluating the applicant’s suitability for the particular post, the interview panel should also 

explore: the candidate’s attitudes toward children and young people; his or her ability to 

support the authority or establishment’s agenda for safeguarding and promoting the 

welfare of children; gaps in the candidate’s employment history; and concerns or 

discrepancies arising from the information provided by the candidate and/or a referee.” 

The panel was satisfied that Ms Moran recruited staff to work with children, without 

conducting a proper interview.  The panel noted that Ms Moran’s conducting interviews 

by herself was not recommended and that the evidence indicated that, on the balance of 

probabilities, interviews were not conducted in a manner consistent with paragraph 3.43 

of the Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance.  In these circumstances, the panel was 

satisfied that, in the manner in which she conducted interviews, Ms Moran failed to follow 

safer recruitment and safeguarding practices.  The panel finds this allegation proven. 

iii. before receiving completed application forms; 

Ms Moran admits that from time to time she failed to receive application forms before 

interviews, but does not admit that she employed those members of staff before the 

forms were received.  

The only evidence of Ms Moran’s failing to receive application forms before employing a 

member of staff related to Person A.  The evidence from Witness A to the panel was that, 

upon review of the School’s employment file relating to Person A, only an incomplete 

application form was found, dated 23 November 2011.  The same evidence indicated that 

Person A was employed from 3 October 2011.    

The Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance stipulates, at paragraph 3.22, “Employers 

should use an application form to obtain a common set of core data from all applications 

…” and at paragraph 3.30, “All applications should be scrutinised to ensure that they are 

fully and properly completed ... Incomplete applications should not be accepted and 

should be returned for completion …” 

The panel is extremely concerned about the fact that Person A appears to have been 

appointed and commenced employment before any application form was received by the 

School and that, even upon receipt, the application form was incomplete.  However, the 

allegation that the panel is to determine is that Ms Moran failed to follow safer recruitment 

and safeguarding practices by employing members of staff (in the plural) before receiving 

completed application forms.  The panel has found this to have been proved in only one 

instance and accordingly the panel finds this allegation not proven. 

iv. without obtaining CRB checks; 

Ms Moran admits that from time to time she failed to undertake CRB checks before 

recruiting staff members.  Ms Moran states that this would have been “as a matter of 

urgency” and states that “subsequently a CRB check [would have been] completed”. 
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The Safeguarding and Recruitment Guidance stipulates, at paragraph 4.8, “Those who 

employ people to work in schools … must carry out the following recruitment and vetting 

checks on intended new appointees: … CRB Disclosures …” (original emphasis) and at 

paragraph 4.9, “With the exception of CRB Disclosures, the above checks must be 

completed before a person’s appointment.  In the case of CRB Disclosures, the 

certificate must be obtained before, or as soon as practicable after, appointment.  A 

record must be kept to show that the above checks have been carried out for all relevant 

employees …”  

Accordingly, the panel was not satisfied that employing a member of staff without 

obtaining CRB checks represented a failure to follow safer recruitment and safeguarding 

practices. 

The panel noted the evidence from Witness A that, upon review of the School’s 

employment file relating to Person A, no CRB disclosure was found.  However, no 

evidence was provided to the panel that the School’s single central record was examined 

for evidence of CRB checks being carried out in relation to Person A or others.   

In these circumstances, the panel found this allegation not proven. 

v. without obtaining references. 

The panel finds this allegation not proven. 

The only staff member for whom no reference was found on file was Person C.  In 

particular, there was a reference on file for Person A and one for Person D. 

Person C was recruited from within the School however, at which she had commenced 

employment in 2004.  The panel were not provided with any evidence that safer 

recruitment and safeguarding practices required or even suggested, in 2004, that 

references be obtained before recruiting staff members.  There was therefore no 

evidence that Ms Moran “failed to follow safer recruitment and safeguarding practices” 

when recruiting Person C (or any other member of staff). 

The panel therefore finds this allegation not proven. 

b. allowed staff to provide their personal mobile numbers to parents and 

children in relation to the Flour Babies project; 

The panel finds this allegation not proven. 

Firstly, the panel accepts that the provision of personal mobile numbers to parents and 

children in these circumstances was ill-advised, particularly where one such number was 

of an individual who was not then employed by the School.  However, no evidence was 

provided to the panel that this was contrary to the safer recruitment and safeguarding 

practices that were in place at the time.  Indeed, the Staff Code of Conduct and Policy 
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dated April 2011 (the “Code”) envisaged that personal details could properly be supplied, 

as long as this was agreed with senior management.  No evidence was provided to the 

panel as to the position before April 2011.  It was not clear from the evidence whether the 

event in question occurred before or after the introduction of the Code at the School. 

Secondly, the allegation is framed as if staff wished to provide their mobile numbers to 

parents and children and Ms Moran allowed this to take place.  The panel saw no 

evidence that this was the case.  On the contrary, the evidence suggested to the panel 

that Person C decided to provide those mobile numbers to parents and children.  There 

was no evidence before the panel that the staff members and other individual in question 

consented to, let alone requested, their numbers being used in this way. 

On these bases, the panel finds this allegation not proven. 

c. authorised a letter to parents which encouraged children to text members 

of staff between 2am and 4am. 

The panel finds this allegation not proven. 

Again, the panel accepts that the words in question were ill-advised, whether or not they 

were intended in jest.  They appeared to encourage young children to get up in the 

middle of night, providing them an incentive to do so.   

However, the panel has seen a copy of the letter in question and it did not contain words 

to the effect alleged – the encouragement was to text only one staff member, Person C, 

during these hours, not members of staff in the plural.  The evidence does not therefore 

support the allegation.  On this basis, the panel finds this allegation not proven. 

2. Provided an employment reference in respect of Person A on 12 April 2013: 

a. when Ms Tara Moran was suspended from her post as Headteacher at that 

time; and 

Ms Moran admits this allegation. 

Further, the panel was provided with a copy of the employment reference in question, 

which was dated as completed on 12 April 2013.  The panel was also provided with the 

letter confirming the suspension of Ms Moran, dated 11 March 2013. 

In these circumstances, the panel found this allegation proven. 
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b. despite being aware that Person A had been suspended in 2012 for 

conduct which had brought into question her suitability to work with 

children, Ms Tara Moran: 

i. recommended her unreservedly as being suitable to work with 

children; 

Ms Moran admits this allegation. 

The evidence showed that it was Ms Moran who had suspended Person A and so she 

was fully aware of the circumstances of the suspension.  In her letter of 30 April 2012 

addressed to Person A, Ms Moran recorded that Person A’s conduct “brings into question 

your suitability to work with young children”.   

The panel was provided with a copy of the employment reference in question, in which 

Ms Moran answered “Yes” to the question “Do you recommend this candidate 

unreservedly as being suitable to work with children?” 

On these bases, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

ii. stated that she had not previously been involved in any disciplinary 

procedures. 

Ms Moran admits this allegation. 

The evidence before the panel indicated that Ms Moran was aware of the suspension, 

investigation and departure of Person A and the circumstances surrounding these. 

In the employment reference in question, Ms Moran answered “No” to the question “Has 

this person previously been involved in any disciplinary or capability procedures”. 

On these bases, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

3. Failed to manage staff fairly in that she treated Person C more favourably than 

other members of staff by: 

a. giving her greater autonomy in that she only did work which she chose to 

do; 

The panel heard oral evidence from Witness C and received written evidence from 

Person F, at relevant times a teacher at the School, to the effect that Person C did not 

process certain data, asserting that it was not part of her job.   

The evidence to the panel was clear that other staff were expected to process the data in 

question and that they would report those data regularly to Person B, who was deputy 

head at the relevant time. Moreover, there was nothing to suggest to the panel that 

Person C’s duties differed in any material way to those other staff members.  
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On the basis of the oral evidence from Witness C, the panel were satisfied that Person C 

was able to maintain this stance of refusing to process such data, due to greater 

autonomy being given to her by Ms Moran.  The panel was satisfied that this amounted 

to a failure to manage staff fairly. 

On these bases, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

b. allowing her to have more resources than other staff; 

Consistent evidence was provided to the panel, from numerous staff, which indicated that 

Person C had more resources than other staff.  In particular, it was noted by Witness C 

that Person C’s classroom contained a games console, unlike other classrooms; by 

Person G and Person H that costumes were made for Person C for school productions; 

and by Person F and Person H that Person C received more than the £500 per year 

allocated to each teacher for additional materials. 

The evidence from Person I, at material times the School’s bursar, was that Ms Moran 

“would regularly buy things for Person C's class and on the very odd occasion she might 

buy something for someone else’s class …” 

On these bases, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

c. allowing her to have her choice of classroom; 

Although the panel accepts that Person C was allowed to have her choice of classroom, 

the panel was shown consistent evidence, from both Person C and Ms Moran, that there 

were good reasons for this.  These reasons included requirements arising from the health 

of Person C.  It is also evident from the documents before the panel that this medical 

requirement was supported, at least at one point in time, by an occupational health 

report, although that report was not provided to the panel. 

The panel accepts that to other staff members this could easily have, and did, seem like 

favouritism towards Person C.  Whilst it has to be recognised that Person C’s right to 

privacy in relation to her health curtailed Ms Moran’s ability to explain such decisions to 

other staff members, the evident friendship between Ms Moran and Person C and the 

other matters before the panel that were ostensibly linked to that friendship, meant that 

Ms Moran should have been particularly sensitive to the risk of favouritism being 

perceived and should have agreed with Person C an acceptable form of words to explain 

the position to other staff members. 

Notwithstanding these concerns regarding perception, the panel is not satisfied that 

allowing Person C to have her choice of classroom amounted to her failing to manage 

staff fairly. 

The panel therefore finds this allegation not proven. 
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d. allowing her to miss assemblies, staff meetings and training; 

Ms Moran initially admitted this allegation, although she subsequently qualified this 

admission in relation to assemblies stating that “To my knowledge Person C did not miss 

assemblies but she may have done …” 

The admission was supported by the evidence of Witness C, who made, in the panel’s 

view, every effort to present the panel with a balanced picture of the situation.  Witness C 

was clear in evidence that Person C did not always attend assemblies, having missed 

around 5 per year, and that this was contrary to the expectations that were on all other 

teachers. Witness C also indicated that Person C did not attend all staff meetings and 

that this was allowed by Ms Moran. The evidence was that these meetings frequently 

included training elements. 

On the basis of the admission and the evidence of Witness C, the panel finds this 

allegation proven.  

e. allowing her to make greater pay progression from the main pay scale to 

the upper main scale than other colleagues. 

Ms Moran admits that she allowed Person C to progress to UPS1 earlier than she should 

have done and states that “I had miscounted the number of years she had taught.  This 

was a genuine mistake which I admit.” 

The other evidence before the panel indicated that Person C was promoted from M5 to 

UPS1, ie skipping M6, which was a highly unusual situation.  There was no evidence of 

any other teacher being promoted in this manner. 

On these bases, the panel was satisfied that Ms Moran did allow Person C to make 

greater pay progression from the main pay scale to the upper main scale than other 

colleagues. 

Ms Moran argues that she did not fail to treat staff fairly, because she counterbalanced 

the promotion by not allowing Person C to move to UPS2 at the appropriate time.  

However, no other evidence was provided to the panel of this and it was not apparent to 

the panel that Person C would have been eligible for a move to UPS2 before Ms Moran 

left the School in any event. 

In these circumstances, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

4. Failed to manage school finances appropriately in that she: 

a. authorised timesheets for Person A for a period (27/03/2012 - 31/05/2012) 

when she was suspended from school; 

The evidence to the panel indicated that Person A was suspended from school on 26 

March 2012. 
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The panel is satisfied that Ms Moran did authorise timesheets for Person A for the period 

from 27 March 2012 to 31 May 2012. The panel has been shown the timesheets, bearing 

Ms Moran’s signature, and Ms Moran admits that she did authorise them. 

In her written statement to the panel, Ms Moran indicated that she authorised timesheets 

“following advice from Person J”, senior HR adviser at the local authority.   

Person J’s advice (set out in an email shown to the panel) was that “a period of 

suspension or garden leave would be on full-pay (this would probably be at 15 hours per 

week which [Ms Moran] indicated [Person A] has been working regularly since she has 

been employed, although she appears to have been employed on an ‘as and when’ 

basis).”  This email was sent to Ms Moran on 26 April 2012. 

The timesheets covering the period from 14 May 2012 to 31 May 2012 provided for 15 

hours per week and were authorised by Ms Moran on 29 May 2012. 

However, the timesheets covering the period from 28 March 2012 to 30 March 2012 and 

16 April 2012 to 11 May 2012 were signed by Ms Moran on 26 March 2012 and 25 April 

2012 respectively.  These authorisations were therefore given before Ms Moran received 

the advice from Person J.   

These timesheets were also authorised by Ms Moran before the end of the period to 

which these timesheets related.  Further, these timesheets also provided for Person A to 

be paid 28 hours per week; not the 15 hours per week referred to in the email from 

Person J. 

In summary, Ms Moran authorised timesheets for Person A for the period 28 March 2012 

to 11 May 2012, when Person A was suspended from school.  These timesheets 

provided for Person A to be paid for 28 hours’ work per week, despite there being no 

evidence that Person A had a contract of employment providing for 28 hours’ work per 

week.  Ms Moran has not provided any justification for the timesheets covering this 

period or the payments that resulted from them and it appears that Ms Moran decided to 

authorise such payments without taking advice from an HR adviser. 

In relation to the timesheets covering the period from 14 May 2012 to 31 May 2012, the 

panel accepts Ms Moran’s position that her authorisation of these timesheets resulted 

from the advice from Person J. 

In these circumstances, the panel finds, on the basis of the timesheets covering the 

period from 28 March 2012 to 11 May 2012, that Ms Moran failed to manage school 

finances appropriately.  The panel therefore finds this allegation proven. 
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b. authorised 45 hours to be paid to Person A as a settlement payment, 

without the governors' authorisation; 

There was no evidence of a further 45 hours being authorised to be paid to Person A, in 

addition to the payments covered by the timesheets identified in allegation 4.a. 

Such payments covered pay during a period of suspension; not a payment in settlement 

of a dispute.  No evidence was provided to the panel to suggest that the governors’ 

authorisation was required for such payments. 

The panel therefore finds this allegation not proven. 

c. authorised her own claim for reimbursement for car hire for the period 

28/12/2011 to 03/01/2012, without the governors' authorisation; 

Ms Moran admits this allegation.  Her evidence was that although the car hire receipt 

related to the period alleged, Ms Moran had submitted it in lieu of a receipt (which she did 

not have) which covered a period of car hire during the School’s term time.   

Notwithstanding this explanation, the panel finds that this allegation has been proven, on 

the basis of Ms Moran’s admission. 

d. authorised her own claim for reimbursement for taxi fares on 30/01/12, 

without the governors' authorisation; 

Ms Moran admits that she claimed reimbursement for such taxi fares, but indicates that 

she had no access to a car at the time and that the travel was required for School 

business.  There was therefore nothing inherently improper in claiming such expenses. 

The panel accepts that it is good practice, adopted by most schools, that all expenses be 

approved by a third party (ie Ms Moran should not have approved her own expenses), 

however the National College has not provided any evidence to the panel that any 

policies or guidance applicable to this School required such approval to be obtained from 

the governors. 

In these circumstances, the panel finds this allegation not proven. 

e. authorised Person C to be paid for cleaning out a freezer on 27/08/2012 at 

an hourly rate of £27.84 in comparison to Person E who was paid an hourly 

rate of £8.21 for the same task; 

The document authorising the payment to Person E was not signed by Ms Moran.  

Moreover, the document did not specify that the payment was for work carried out on 27 

August 2012, or for cleaning a freezer.  Moreover, the number of hours claimed by 

Person E and Person C were different.   
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Given that the documents did not carry matching dates, nor matching descriptions of the 

work, it would not have been apparent to the authorising signatory that they were for the 

same work.  Further, the documents appear to have been processed a month apart, 

making comparison even harder.  Moreover, there is no evidence that Ms Moran did 

authorise one of the payments.   

In these circumstances, the panel finds the allegation not proven. 

f. engaged Groundtel to provide services for the school (at a value of £9500 

per annum) without a contract or the governors' authorisation. 

Ms Moran was initially authorised to enter contracts of a value up to £5,000, without the 

authorisation of the governors, with this limit subsequently being increased to £10,000.  It 

was not entirely clear from the evidence when this limit was increased, nor was any 

evidence provided to the panel as to when the arrangement with Groundtel was entered 

into, save that it was believed to have been in force before 2013.  Given the high level of 

uncertainty around both dates, the panel finds this allegation not proven. 

5. Formed inappropriate relationships and acted unprofessionally towards 

members of staff. 

Ms Moran admitted, in the Statement of Agreed Facts, that she formed inappropriate 

relationships with members of staff, showing favouritism to Person A, Person D and 

Person C.   

Ms Moran also admitted in the same document that she acted unprofessionally towards 

other members of staff including Person F, Witness C, Person K, Person L, Person B and 

Person M. 

However, in the Commentary, Ms Moran indicated that when she had difficult 

conversations with people this was done professionally and for the good of the School 

and the children.  Ms Moran also stated that at no time during their working relationship 

did any of the named members of staff complain that Ms Moran had behaved 

unprofessionally towards them. 

As to the relationships with Person A and Person C, the panel finds that those 

relationships were inappropriate, as demonstrated by the more favourable treatment 

given to these individuals as already set out in the panel’s decision. 

The panel has heard evidence about the impact that that unequal treatment had on other 

members of staff, such as the oral evidence from Witness C, in which he indicated that 

other staff members felt unable to approach Ms Moran and in particular to discuss 

matters relating to Person C with Ms Moran.  The panel also heard evidence of the 

impact of this unequal treatment on children, who experienced significantly different 

levels of resources, based on the identity of their teacher. 
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As to Ms Moran acting unprofessionally towards others, the panel noted a range of 

evidence, examples of which included the following.  The evidence of Person K indicated 

that Ms Moran would “take the mick out of” Person N and that Person L was bullied by 

Ms Moran.  The evidence of Witness C and Person E  explained how Ms Moran decided 

to allocate teachers to particular year groups, without consultation, and the panel 

received the evidence of Person L, in which she recalled being told by Ms Moran “I think 

you are in the wrong profession” after a lesson observation.  In her statement to the 

investigating officer, Person G stated that “I felt I had to tread on eggshells sometimes, 

and not knowing where I stand with the Head, which has kept me on edge for the past 2 

years.”  The panel also considered the contents of the letter from Person B to Witness B, 

in which Person B stated that she had been undermined, humiliated and insulted by Ms 

Moran in the presence of colleagues. 

The panel also heard oral evidence from Witness B and Witness C, indicating that they 

felt unable to discuss matters confidentially with Ms Moran, as their experience was that 

private information would be passed by Ms Moran to others, in particular Person C. 

On the basis of the evidence before it, the panel finds this allegation proven. 

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct 

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 Moran in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of Part Two of the Teachers’ Standards.   

Firstly, the facts underlying allegations 3 and 5 demonstrated persistent favouritism and 

inappropriate relationships which breached the requirement in the Teachers’ Standards 

to “uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of ethics and 

behaviour, within and outside school, by … building relationships rooted in mutual 

respect, and at all times observing proper boundaries appropriate to a teacher’s 

professional position”. 

Secondly, the facts underlying allegation 2.b.i and ii breached the requirement in the 

Teachers’ Standards to have “regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in 

accordance with statutory provisions”. 

Thirdly, the facts underlying allegations 3 and 5 were in breach of the School’s own 

Code, which required Ms Moran to treat others with dignity and respect and which gave 

her staff the rights to be spoken to politely, be treated with respect, be treated fairly, be 

listened to and have their opinions considered.  In doing so, Ms Moran breached the 

requirement in the Teachers’ Standards to “have proper and professional regard for the 

ethos, policies and practices of the school in which they teach …” 
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Taking into consideration these breaches of the Teachers’ Standards and drawing on the 

panel’s own knowledge and experience of the teaching profession, the panel is satisfied 

that Ms Moran is guilty of misconduct of a serious nature, falling significantly short of the 

standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. 

The panel has also considered whether Ms Moran’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on page 8 and 9 of the guidance and we have 

found that none of these offences is relevant. 

In all of the circumstances, the panel is satisfied that Ms Tara Moran is guilty of 

unacceptable professional conduct.   

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct, it is 

necessary for the panel to go on to consider whether it would be appropriate to 

recommend the imposition of a prohibition order by the Secretary of State. 

In considering whether to recommend to the Secretary of State that a prohibition order 

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

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

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

they are likely to have punitive effect.   

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

guidance and having done so has found a number of them to be relevant in this case, 

namely the protection of pupils, the maintenance of public confidence in the profession 

and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

The panel has found that Ms Moran recommended Person A as suitable to work with 

children and stated to a future employer that Person A had not previously been involved 

in any disciplinary procedures, despite being aware that Person A had been suspended 

in 2012 for working as a glamour model, which had brought into question her suitability to 

work with children.  In these circumstances, there is a public interest consideration in the 

protection of pupils. 

The panel also considers that public confidence in the profession could be weakened if 

conduct such as that found against Ms Moran were not treated seriously when regulating 

the conduct of the profession.  Similarly, the panel considered that a public interest 

consideration in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession was also present 

as the conduct found against Ms Moran was outside that which could reasonably be 

tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the public interest considerations that were present in favour of a 

prohibition order, the panel considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate 



20 

to impose a prohibition order taking into account the effect that this would have on Ms 

Moran.   

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 

Moran.  The panel took further account of the guidance, which suggests that a prohibition 

order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher have been proven.   

The panel has considered whether the first of such behaviours, “serious departure from 

the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards” (emphasis 

added) was relevant in this case.  The panel has already found that there were 

departures from these elements of the standards in this case and so went on to consider 

whether those departures were serious departures from the standards.  

The panel finds that, although Ms Moran’s misconduct was sufficiently serious to amount 

to unacceptable professional conduct, the departures from the personal and professional 

conduct elements of the Teachers’ Standards were not so significant as to amount to 

serious departures from the specific Teachers’ Standards, for the purposes of the 

guidance. 

The panel then went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating factors 

to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate measure to 

impose, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the behaviour in this 

case.   

The panel determines that Ms Moran’s actions were ill-judged and she had not kept up to 

date with developing standards and management practices. The panel considers 

however that the actions were not deliberate. 

Ms Moran was of previously good history, as both a teacher and headteacher. 

In all of the circumstances, the panel is not of the view that prohibition is a proportionate 

and appropriate response.  It has made a finding of unacceptable professional conduct, 

thereby declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct.  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 panel has determined that a 

recommendation for a prohibition order would not be appropriate in this case.  

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to the findings and recommendations of the panel 

in this case. 

The panel have found some of the allegations proven and have judged that the proven 

facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct.   
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In deciding whether to recommend a prohibition order the panel have properly balanced 

the interests of the public with those of the teacher. They have found a number of public 

interest considerations to be relevant in this case, namely the protection of pupils, the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession and declaring and upholding proper 

standards of conduct. 

The panel then went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating factors 

to militate against a prohibition order being an appropriate and proportionate measure to 

impose, particularly taking into account their judgement that whilst Ms Moran actions 

were a departure from the Teachers’ Standards they did not represent a serious 

departure.   

Whilst the panel have determined that Ms Moran’s actions were ill-judged, they have 

considered that her actions were not deliberate. Ms Moran was of previously good 

history, as both a teacher and headteacher. 

The panel have recommended that a prohibition order would not be an appropriate and 

proportionate response in all the circumstances. I agree that a finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct is of itself sufficient in this case.   

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 

Date: 16 June 2015 

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

State. 


