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NATIONAL COLLEGE FOR TEACHING AND LEADERSHIP 
 

Decision of a Professional Conduct Panel and the Secretary of State 
 
Teacher: Mrs Carolyn Wilson 

 
Teacher ref no: 

Teacher date of birth: 

TA Case ref no: 9262 
 
Date of Determination: 1 May 2013 

 
Former Employer: Beanfield Primary School, Corby 

 

 
 

A.        Introduction  

 
A Professional Conduct Panel (“the Panel”) of National College for Teaching and 
Leadership convened on 29, 30 April and 1 May 2013 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon 
Park, Coventry, CV1 3HH to consider the case of Ms Carolyn Wilson. 

 
The  Panel  members  were  Mr  David  Longson  (Teacher  Panellist  –  in  the  Chair), 
Mrs Kathy Thomson (Teacher Panellist) and Mr Martin Pilkington (Lay Panellist). 

 
The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Christopher Alder of Blake Lapthorn Solicitors. 

 
The Presenting Officer for National College for Teaching and Leadership was Ms Sarah 
Harris of Kingsley Napley LLP. 

 
Mrs Wilson was not present but was represented by Mr Andrew Faux, Counsel, briefed 
by Mr Richard Winterbottom of the NAHT. 

 
The hearing took place in public and was recorded. 

 

B.  Allegations  
 
The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 30 
January 2013. 

 
It was alleged that Mrs Carolyn Wilson is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

 
 

1. On,  or  around,  15  February  2011,  she  provided  inaccurate  and  misleading 
financial records relating to the spending of the Disadvantaged Subsidy Fund to 
the Corby Learning Partnership. 

 

2.       She falsified and/or asked others to falsify pupil attendance records, providing an 
inaccurate and misleading picture of pupil attendance. 
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3. During the 2010/2011 school year, she made wilful attempts to mislead the Local 

Authority and the Interim Executive Board (IEB) relating to pupil progress at the 
school, in that she: 

 
a) Put pressure on teaching staff to increase the teacher assessment levels 

b) When teachers refused, she increased the levels herself 

c) She reported the false data to the Local Authority and Interim Executive 
Board (IEB) 

 
4. Her actions at 1 – 3 above were dishonest. 

 
Mrs Wilson denied the facts of the allegation. 

 

 

C.  Preliminary Applications  
 

There were no preliminary applications. 
 

D.  Summary of Evidence  
 

Documents 
 

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

Section 1 Chronology Pages 1 - 5 

 

Section 2 
 

Notice of Proceedings & Response 
 

Pages 6 - 13 

 

Section 3 
 

National College for Teaching & Leadership 
Statements 

 
 

Pages 14 - 48 

 

Section 4 
 

National College for Teaching & Leadership 
 

 Documents Pages 49 - 694 

 

Section 5 
 

Teacher's Documents 
 

Pages 695 - 723 
 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept a letter from Mrs Wilson's GP. 
 

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

 
During the hearing, the Panel accepted better / clearer copies of documents already 
submitted. 

 
Brief summary of evidence given 

 

Please note that this is intended to be a summary – it does not reflect the complete 
evidence given. 

 
The  Presenting  Officer  called  Witness A,  School  Governance  and  Workforce 
Adviser, Northampton   County   Council, to   give   evidence.   The Panel   accepted 
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Witness A's statement, found at pages 15-32 of the bundle, and took it as read.   In 
answer to questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's Representative and, 
subsequently, the Panel, Witness A gave additional evidence regarding the background 
to her investigation. She confirmed that there were no policies regarding the 
Disadvantaged Subsidy Fund (DSF) and no specific system for monitoring the Fund. 
She  explained  the  background  to  her  analysis  and  colour  coding  of  the  SATS 
assessment criteria and teacher performance assessment. She confirmed her view that 
there was a significant difference between the teacher assessment and the final pupil 
attainment. She accepted that there were some improvements, but that more could have 
been done to ensure closer alignment of the data. Witness A explained her view of the 
School's Bursar, who had been on sick leave at the time the Tracker Grid, was due to be 
sent to the Corby Learning Partnership (CLP). She explained the background to the 
School's pupil registration system and how teachers and administrative staff should 
complete the attendance record. Witness A confirmed that Mrs Wilson appeared 
distressed during the interview. 

 
The  Presenting  Officer  called  Witness B,  former  Deputy  Head  teacher  of  the 
School, to give evidence. The Panel accepted Witness B's statement, found at 
pages 33-37 of the hearing bundle, and took it as read. In answer to questions from the 
Presenting  Officer,  the  Teacher's  Representative  and,  subsequently,  the  Panel, 
Witness B expanded upon her career and professional responsibilities. She had had a 
very difficult working relationship with Mrs Wilson and often was the, "piggy in the 
middle", between Mrs Wilson and staff. She did not raise concerns with Mrs Wilson 
about changing data. Lots of staff at the school were demoralised and she, Mrs Wilson, 
was also demoralised. She (Witness B) was concerned for Mrs Wilson's well-being. Mrs 
Wilson did put pressure on staff to assess children at the highest level. She felt that Mrs 
Wilson had been under a lot of pressure and her behaviour had resulted from cracking 
under that pressure. She stated that Mrs Wilson had not had as much support as   she   
would   have   felt   necessary   given   the   pressure   she   was   under.   She (Witness 
B) would challenge Mrs Wilson, but would generally try to steer her in a certain 
direction. Mrs Wilson's behaviour had not, specifically, changed following her return from 
sick leave. 

 
The Presenting Officer called Witness C, Parent Support Adviser at the School, to give 
evidence. The Panel accepted Witness C's statement, found at pages 38-40 of  the 
hearing bundle, and took it as read. Witness C answered questions from the Presenting 
Officer, the Teacher's Representative and, subsequently, the Panel. She gave further 
evidence regarding the background to her role, providing pastoral support that included 
maintaining pupil attendance data, safeguarding, and child protection. She had attended 
a training session with Individual A and Mrs Wilson regarding the DSF - when they 
returned to School Mrs Wilson had run the budget for this Fund. She provided detail 
about Mrs Wilson telling her to change pupil attendance data. Witness C also provided 
evidence about Mrs Wilson's emotional state around the time of the incident. She 
explained how the effect of changing the attendance data impacted upon the ability to 
liaise with parents and the Local Authority about children who may have been a 
safeguarding risk. 

 
The  Presenting  Officer  called  Witness D to  give  evidence.  The  Panel  accepted 
Witness D's statement, found at pages 41-43 of the hearing bundle, and took it as 
read. Witness D, when answering questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's 
Representative and, subsequently, the Panel, described the moderation process at the 
School. She was concerned that it was suggested that pupil assessment data should be 
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revised, because this impacted upon the view taken of her professional judgment. 
Teachers were being asked to reassess pupil attainment levels, when these levels had 
been assessed and completed. She refused to go to a  Progress Evaluation Group 
(PEG) meeting convened by the Local Authority because she was not clear about how 
some of the data had been collated. Mrs Wilson had asked staff to change the levels to 
1A from 2c in respect of six pupils. Mrs Wilson had met with another colleague and they 
had reviewed the pupil list and the teacher assessment level for those pupils. They 
discussed which pupils might reach 1A and it was those pupils' assessments which had 
been changed. Witness D had at first refused to reassess the levels, but then agreed to 
change the data and made the manuscript changes to the list. Mrs Wilson then took 
the list and input the data onto the Pupil Progress Toolkit (PPT). Witness D was clear 
that Mrs Wilson's request to change the data had been an instruction. She believed that 
Mrs Wilson was exhausted-she was always friendly until she was in the School. She 
behaved in a different way when they had been at the Infant School, before the 
amalgamation. Mrs Wilson had been under phenomenal pressure at the School. Her 
personality had been mesmerizing and she (Witness D) had done what she had been 
told. 

 
The  Presenting  Officer  called  Witness E  to  give  evidence.  The  Panel  accepted 
Witness E's statement, found at pages 44-46 of the hearing bundle, and took it as 
read. When answering questions from the Presenting Officer, the Teacher's 
Representative and, subsequently, the Panel, Witness E expanded upon her evidence 
that the writing levels for a number of pupils were not correct. Teachers were expected 
to hand in pupil assessment data every six weeks, with targets sent to the PEG. She 
gave additional evidence about the context of the e-mails sent to her on Saturday 2 
April 2007 by Mrs Wilson. Mrs Wilson had spoken to Witness E in a meeting, and she 
had asked her to support her (Mrs Wilson). She described how Mrs Wilson had been in 
the room, sitting at the computer and had been inputting data into the PPT. Witness E 
had not told anyone about this.  She had raised concerns about the assessment levels 
with the Chair of the IEB, who had told her to rely upon her own assessments and 
that teachers could re- base pupils' levels in line with their own assessments. 

 

E.  Decision and Reasons  
 

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. 

 
Summary 

 

Mrs Wilson was the Head teacher of Beanfield Primary School, Corby, ("the School"), 
from September 2003 until her resignation on 20 February 2012. Following her 
appointment as Head teacher of the Beanfield Infant School, Mrs Wilson oversaw the 
amalgamation of the Infant and Junior schools. In July 2011 Witness A, a School 
Governance and Workforce Adviser employed by Northamptonshire County Council, 
was  instructed  to  investigate  an  allegation  made  by  Witness B,  the  then Deputy 
Head Teacher, that Mrs Wilson had changed pupil achievement data and had falsified 
pupil progress reports which were subsequently presented to the Interim Executive 
Board, ("IEB"). 

 
The IEB had been put in place at the School by the Local Authority to replace the 
Governing Body following an Ofsted report. Ofsted had concluded that governance at 
the School was inadequate.   The IEB was responsible for monitoring, supporting and 
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improving  the  School's  performance.  Given  the  concern  which  had  been  raised, 
Ms Bushell  visited  the  School  and  instigated  an  investigation.   As  part  of  the 
investigation, Ms Bushell interviewed members of staff at the School; during her 
discussions she identified further concerns which related to the accuracy of financial 
records relating to the Corby Learning Partnership, ("CLP"), Disadvantaged Subsidy 
Fund, ("DSF"), and accuracy of pupil attendance records. The latter was brought into 
question  when  the  School  Parent  Support  Adviser,  Witness C,  stated  that Mrs 
Wilson  had  instructed  her  to  change  attendance  data  and  that  she  had  been 
instructed to report the changed data to the Council's Education Welfare Officer. 

 
During the interviews with staff, it was alleged that Mrs Wilson had pressurised staff to 
increase the teacher assessment levels. A number of teachers had refused to do so, but 
it was subsequently alleged that the School's Progress Evaluation Group in April 2011 
had been given altered assessment data. Mrs Wilson was the only individual at the 
School who had the ability to change data on the School's electronic Pupil Progress 
Toolkit and, during an interview with Witness A on 4 August 2011, she accepted that 
she had changed assessment information. 

 
Mrs Wilson denied the allegations and maintained that she delegated a number of tasks 
to senior staff and she had relied upon the data which had been provided to her by her 
Leadership Team. Mrs Wilson maintained that there had been confusion about how 
financial and assessment data needed to be expressed and that, with respect to the 
pupil attendance figures, she had withdrawn from direct involvement with Pupil Progress 
Meetings and relied upon senior staff to manage and deliver on these aspects. 

 
The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 30 
January 2013. 

 
It was alleged that Mrs Carolyn Wilson is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 
and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

 
1. On or around 15 February 2011, she provided inaccurate and misleading 

financial records relating to the spending of the Disadvantaged Subsidy Fund 
to the Corby Learning Partnership. 

2. She falsified and/or asked others to falsify pupil attendance records, providing 
an inaccurate and misleading picture of pupil attendance. 

3. During the 2010/2011 school year, she made wilful attempts to mislead the 
Local  Authority  and  the  Interim  Executive  Board  (IEB)  relating  to  pupil 
progress at the school, in that she: 
a) Put  pressure  on teaching staff  to increase the teacher assessment 

levels 
b) When teachers refused, she increased the levels herself 
c) She reported the false data to the Local Authority and Interim Executive 

Board (IEB) 
4. Her actions at 1 – 3 above were dishonest 

 
We have carefully considered all of the evidence in this case, which has included the 
oral evidence of Witness A, Witness B, Witness C, Witness D, Witness E and the 
statement provided by Mrs Wilson. We have considered all of the relevant evidence 
contained within the hearing bundle. 

 
Our findings of fact are as follows. 
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Particular 1 

 

We considered the evidence of Witness A regarding her investigation into the concerns 
raised at the School. We have also considered the evidence of Witness C, the School's 
Parent Support Adviser. We have also reviewed Mrs Wilson's statement. 

 
The Corby Learning Partnership was responsible for managing the allocation of funds in 
relation to the Disadvantaged Subsidy Fund. The DSF was a subsidy available to the 
School and to be used for the benefit of disadvantaged pupils at the School. 

 
We have reviewed the relevant documents which include a copy of the DSF Tracker 
Grid. We have not been referred to any School or CLP rules, procedures or financial 
record keeping policy. However, given the evidence of Witness C and Witness A, we are 
satisfied that Mrs Wilson did have overall responsibility for the DSF at the School and for 
ensuring that the financial or audit records were accurate. Witness C stated that she had 
attended training with Mrs Wilson and Individual A in relation to the DSF. 

 
We have reviewed the email which Mrs Wilson sent to Individual B at CLP on 15 
February 2011 by which she sent a copy of the Tracker Grid. We have also reviewed the 
Grid which is a one page document setting out financial information relating to the 
School's management and allocation of DSF funds. 

 
During her investigation, Witness A reviewed the DSF Tracker Grid and underlying 
documentation. She interviewed Individual B. Witness A's conclusions were that the 
financial records were inaccurate. The Grid also contained reference to provisions which 
should not have been included within the DSF. We have considered the inclusion of the 
School's Breakfast Club costings which were inaccurate; the records which related to 
yoga which were inaccurate; the School's football fund provision which had not been 
solely targeted at disadvantaged pupils; and the School's pantomime outing which, 
similarly, had not been an event solely targeted at disadvantaged pupils. Witness A's 
evidence was that she was unable to follow the Tracker Grid or establish the accuracy of 
the figures. 

 
Having considered the relevant evidence we are satisfied that the financial records for 
this Fund were inaccurate.  We are also satisfied that the information provided within the 
Grid included records which could be misleading. Accordingly, we find the facts of 
particular 1 proven. 

 
We went on to consider Particular 4 which alleges that, in providing inaccurate and 
misleading financial records in relation to the DSF, Mrs Wilson's actions were dishonest. 

 
We have considered the evidence in relation to Particular 1 very carefully. We have 
considered the context of the events and the statement which Mrs Wilson has provided. 

 
At the time of preparation of the Tracker Grid we are aware the School bursar was away 
from the School on sick leave. Whilst Mrs Wilson did attend training in relation to the 
DSF, there did not appear to be any policy or guidance in place relating to its 
management or relating to the preparation of the financial records. 

 
We have carefully considered Mrs Wilson's email to the CLP in which she attached the 
records. Her email indicates a degree of uncertainty about the contents of the Grid. 
There is no available evidence which suggests that Mrs Wilson believed that the funds 
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which she had referred to as part of DSF were not legitimately submitted or incorporated 
and we note that the College does not allege that the funds were misappropriated. The 
College does not allege that Mrs Wilson benefitted personally or professionally from the 
DSF, or benefitted through the use of the inaccurate information. There is no evidence 
which suggests that Mrs Wilson intended to mislead CLP or the School nor that she was 
motivated by any intention to mislead or deceive. 

 
In relation to the allegation of dishonesty, we have considered the suggested two stage 
test for dishonesty. Given our review of the context of Mrs Wilson's actions and the 
background to the inaccurate financial records, we are not satisfied that Mrs Wilson 
acted in a manner which reasonable and honest people would find to be dishonest. 

In so far that it relates to this particular, we do not find particular 4 proven. 

Particular 2 
 

We considered the statement of Mrs Wilson and the evidence of Witness A regarding 
her investigation. Mrs Wilson denies that she asked any member of staff to alter 
attendance records. We also heard the oral evidence of Witness C who was responsible 
for parent liaison and safeguarding at the School. 

 
Witness C gave clear evidence, which was tested through cross examination, that she 
had been told by Mrs Wilson to alter pupil attendance records at the School. She was 
clear in her evidence that Mrs Wilson had instructed her to alter attendance records for 
some pupils. Mrs Wilson had instructed her to change the records for a number of pupils 
who had been marked as being, "absent", to show those pupils as being, "in". During her 
investigation, Witness A interviewed Individual C. Although we did not hear direct 
evidence from Individual C, her written evidence corroborates that of Witness C in that 
she, too, was asked by Mrs Wilson to alter pupil attendance records. 

 
We found Witness C's evidence to be clear and we found her to be a credible 
witness. 

 
The evidence which has been presented by Witness C and Witness A was that the 
attendance records which had been altered were, therefore, inaccurate and could have 
created a misleading impression about the level of pupil attendance at the School. 
Witness C described how the inaccuracies in the data impacted upon her ability to liaise 
with the Local Authority's Education Welfare Officer and parents about issues of pupil 
attendance. 

 
It is clear to us that altering the pupil attendance data in the manner suggested by 
Witness C would amount to the falsification of attendance records. 

 
We are not satisfied that there is evidence to indicate that Mrs Wilson falsified any 
attendance records, but we are satisfied that she did ask Witness C and Individual C to 
falsify pupil attendance records, which provided an inaccurate and misleading picture of 
pupil attendance. Accordingly, we find these elements of this particular proven. 

 
In relation to this particular we considered the allegation in Particular 4, that Mrs Wilson's 
actions were dishonest. 

 
We have found it proven that Mrs Wilson asked two members of staff to falsify pupil 
attendance records. We have noted that ensuring higher pupil attendance was a key 
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target identified as part of the Ofsted inspection report and as set out in its letter to the 
School of November 2009. Having also heard the evidence of Witness A and Witness C, 
we are satisfied that Mrs Wilson asked for the attendance information to be changed in 
order to suggest that the pupil attendance figures were higher than was, in fact, the 
case. We are satisfied that this is an irresistible inference which can be drawn from Mrs 
Wilson's request to falsify these records. 

 
We have considered the two stage test in relation to the question of dishonesty. We are 
satisfied, on the basis of the facts we have found proven, that reasonable and honest 
people would conclude that Mrs Wilson's actions were dishonest. Having considered the 
subjective element of the test, we are also satisfied that Mrs Wilson must have known 
that asking staff to alter pupil attendance data was dishonest. 

Accordingly, we find it proven that Mrs Wilson acted dishonestly. 

Particular 3 
 

We have considered the wording of this allegation and the evidence which is offered in 
support of it very carefully. For the reasons set out below, we do not find this allegation, 
in its entirety, proven. In our decision, there is insufficient evidence available to prove 
that Mrs Wilson made wilful attempts to mislead the Local Authority and IEB in the 
manner alleged. 

 
The evidence we heard during the hearing included the oral testimony of Witness B, and 
Witness D who, during the academic year 2010 / 2011, was a Phase Leader for Years 1 
and 2 at the School.  We also heard evidence from Witness E, a Year 6 teacher and Key 
Stage 2 SENCO, and Witness A. We found these individuals to be credible witnesses   
who   gave   fair   and   open   evidence.   Their   evidence   assisted   us   in 
understanding the culture and environment at the School as well as the nature and 
content of their discussions and relationships with Mrs Wilson. 
The witnesses indicated that Mrs Wilson pressurised a number of staff to increase the 
assessment levels for a number pupils. Witness D was able to recall the pupil level 
assessments which she had prepared and the discussion  which she had had  with 
Mrs Wilson in May 2011. During that meeting, Witness D indicated that she, Mrs Wilson 
and a colleague looked at the pupil list and  Witness D’s assessment levels. They 
agreed that there were a number of pupils for whom they could raise the assessment 
level. They also discussed a number of pupils who, Witness D stated, could not justify 
an increased assessment level. Levels for those pupils were not changed. Mrs Wilson 
then asked Witness D to raise the assessment levels for a number of children from 1A 
up to 2C. Witness D agreed that she made manuscript changes to the pupil list which she 
then handed to Mrs Wilson. Mrs Wilson then input the changed data on the School's 
computerised Pupil Progress Toolkit, ("PPT"). Mrs Wilson accepted that she was the 
only individual at the School who could have altered data on the PPT. 

 
In her evidence, Witness E stated that she was also asked to reconsider her assessment 
levels by Mrs Wilson but refused to do so. We have carefully considered the content, 
tone and nature of the emails which Mrs Wilson sent to Witness E on 2 April 2011. These 
emails are suggested to be evidence of pressure from Mrs Wilson to change the 
assessment levels and amounted to an instruction from her to do so. However, on 
reviewing those emails and in clarifying the issue with the witnesses, we are not satisfied 
that those emails do show a clear instruction to staff to change assessment data or pupil 
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attainment levels. In our view, the emails do not evidence the fact that Mrs Wilson 
imposed inappropriate pressure on staff to reassess or revise earlier assessment levels. 

 
Given the evidence of the witnesses, we are satisfied that Mrs Wilson did put pressure 
on staff to raise pupil assessment levels, and she appears to accept that she changed 
pupil assessment levels on the PPT. However, we have considered the evidence very 
carefully  and  have  concluded  that  it  is  insufficient  to  support  a  suggestion  that 
Mrs Wilson's request that teaching staff should reassess their pupil assessment levels 
was excessive, inappropriate or unreasonable. 

 
In our view, the evidence does not identify an intention on Mrs Wilson's part to change 
the pupil assessment levels other than legitimately to improve the level of an individual 
pupil's attainment. Witness E and Witness D appeared to us to be confident individuals, 
both of whom were able to express their views to Mrs Wilson. Both refused to take steps 
which they felt to be inappropriate. They were both articulate individuals who appeared 
to us to be able to, and did, withstand pressure. Furthermore, both witnesses used 
language about Mrs Wilson's approach which included her being, "mesmerising", and, 
"baffling"  but  neither  used  language  in  their  oral  testimony  which  suggested  that 
Mrs Wilson had been intimidating, bullying or hectoring. 

 
We are not satisfied that there is sufficient evidence to prove that Mrs Wilson put 
pressure on teaching staff to increase the teacher assessment levels as a wilful attempt 
to mislead the Local Authority or the IEB relating to pupil progress at the school. 

 
We have considered the evidence presented by Witness A, who referred to an email 
sent by Mrs Wilson to Witness E, and others, on 1 June 2011, in which she (Mrs Wilson) 
stated that she had changed assessment levels. However, the email goes on to request 
that the recipients confirm that they are content with the change – stating, "Hope that is 
OK". Witness E confirms that she was with Mrs Wilson when she did alter a number of 
assessment levels on the PPT. 
It does not appear that Mrs Wilson attempted to conceal her actions or to change the 
data covertly. Furthermore, we are not satisfied that the evidence is clear or sufficient in 
relation to the extent to which teachers refused to increase assessment levels. The 
evidence is also not clear regarding the context in which the process was discussed with 
them by Mrs Wilson. Witness D's evidence was unclear in that respect and we noted 
that her oral evidence was that, contrary to her earlier statement, she agreed to, and did, 
make  changes  to  the  assessment  levels.  In  addition,  the  evidence  indicated  that 
Witness E was with Mrs Wilson when she (Mrs Wilson) input data onto the PPT which 
related to Witness E’s assessments. 

 
It is suggested, in particular 3 c, that the data reported to the Local Authority and IEB 
was false. The wording and structure of this allegation implies that Mrs Wilson's actions, 
as set out in particulars 3 a and b, had caused the creation of false data. We have 
considered this issue carefully. We are not satisfied that there is sufficient evidence 
available which proves that the data reported to the Local Authority by Mrs Wilson was 
objectively false. 

 
The assessment of pupil attainment levels is, by its nature, a subjective exercise. The 
witnesses  have  suggested  that  they  were  concerned  about  the  manner  in  which 
pressure was put on teaching staff by Mrs Wilson and it is clear that in 2010 / 2011 she 
had a directional management style. However, the scope of Mrs Wilson's meetings with 
Witness E and Witness D appear to have been discussions about pupil assessment 



10  
 

 
levels and appear to have been professional discussions of whether the pupils' levels 
could be improved, rather than a unilateral instruction to change data. There is no 
evidence that the levels put forward were not legitimate assessments of pupil 
performance. Whilst Mrs Wilson's changing of data may have resulted in putting forward 
assessment levels which were in practice unsound, lacking in rigour or were aspirational, 
this does not prove that the data was false nor that Mrs Wilson acted in a manner which 
amounted to a wilful attempt to mislead the Local Authority and IEB. 

 
The evidence in this case indicates that the assessment process at the School was 
chaotic and lacked clarity. There appears to have been poor communication between 
Mrs Wilson and her senior leaders. The assessment process was apparently flawed and 
there appears to have been a breakdown of communication and trust between the IEB, 
staff and Mrs Wilson. This chaotic process seems to have been contributed to, in part, 
by the IEB. We noted from the evidence of Witness E that she was told by the Chair, 
Individual D,   that   she   could   keep   her   own   assessment   data   and   that 
Individual D permitted Year 6 teachers to work from levels other than those which had 
been formally recorded. 

 
It is unfortunate that we have not had an opportunity to hear from, and to be able to ask 
questions of, Individual D or the IEB to clarify these issues, but the evidence that we have 
seen and heard indicates that the confusing assessment system was exacerbated by  
the  interaction  between  the  IEB,  staff  and  Mrs  Wilson.  However,  whilst  the 
assessment process was confused and chaotic, we are not satisfied that the evidence 
proves that the data which was submitted was false or represented a wilful attempt by 
Mrs Wilson to mislead the Local Authority and IEB. 

 
It follows from our findings in relation to Particular 3 that we do not find it proven that 
Mrs Wilson's actions, as alleged in Particular 4, were dishonest. 

 
Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or bringing the profession into 
disrepute 

 

We have considered the current Teacher's Standards. For completeness, we also took 
into account the GTCE Code of Conduct and Practice for Registered Teachers effective 
from 1 October 2009. We are clear that it has been a consistent expectation of the 
profession that teachers are required to set high standards which inspire, motivate and 
challenge pupils and that they work as part of a whole-school team. Teachers must 
uphold  public  trust  in  the  profession  and  maintain  high  standards  of  ethics  and 
behaviour, within and outside school. 

 
We are satisfied that Mrs Wilson submitted financial records which were inaccurate and 
misleading. As set out previously in relation our findings as to dishonesty, Mrs Wilson did 
not intend to mislead or deceive CLP or others. She did not benefit from the inaccurate 
information and we are clear that the information resulted from poor administration, 
rather than an attempt to mislead others. It is an important responsibility for Head 
Teachers and budget holders that they ensure the accuracy and integrity of the financial 
information which they maintain and provide. We do not condone Mrs Wilson's conduct, 
but we are not satisfied that the behaviour in relation to this issue is of a serious nature, 
falling significantly short of the standard of behaviour expected of a teacher. 

 
We have found it proven that Mrs Wilson asked staff members to falsify pupil attendance 
records and that, in doing so, she acted dishonestly. We are satisfied that such actions 
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do represent misconduct of a serious nature, falling significant short of the standards of 
behaviour expected of a teacher. 

 
Teachers  have  a  responsibility  to  demonstrate  honesty  and  integrity;  this  includes 
honesty and integrity in their management and administrative duties and in upholding 
public trust and confidence in the teaching profession. Mrs Wilson's actions show a 
failure to maintain these expectations. 

 
Accurate pupil attendance records are a fundamental aspect of a School's responsibility 
towards the protection and safeguarding of pupils. By instructing others to falsify these 
important records, Mrs Wilson has failed to have regard to the professional expectation 
upon teachers to understand that their duty is to safeguard children and young people 
and to have regard for the need to safeguard pupils' well-being, in accordance with 
statutory provisions. Teachers must understand and always act within the statutory 
frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

 
Asking others to falsify pupil records is misconduct of a serious nature falling significantly 
short of the standard expected of a teacher. Beanfield Primary School is a school with 
infant and junior children and therefore an accurate record of their attendance is 
absolutely essential. This is part of the framework for safeguarding and ensuring 
children's safety and security.  Teachers are role models for pupils, parents and others 
in the community and, in our view, Mrs Wilson's actions had the potential to undermine 
the reputation of the profession. 

 
Accordingly, on the basis of the facts we have found proven, we find that Mrs Wilson's 
conduct amounts to unacceptable professional conduct and is conduct which may bring 
the profession into disrepute. 

 

Panel’s  Recommendation  to  the  Secretary of  State                                                    
 

Given our findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute it is necessary for us to go on to consider 
whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a Prohibition Order by 
the Secretary of State. 

 
We had particular and specific reference to the relevant advice in respect of the public 
interest  considerations  that  should  be  considered.  In  light  of  our  findings  against 
Mrs Wilson, which included a finding that she had acted dishonestly, we found a number 
of public interest considerations that were relevant. These were the need to maintain 
public confidence in the profession as well as the need to declare and uphold proper 
standards of conduct. 

 
We considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if 
conduct such as that found against Mrs Wilson were not treated with utmost seriousness 
when regulating the conduct of the profession. We considered that a strong public 
interest consideration exists in declaring proper standards of conduct in the profession. 

 
We have considered the circumstances which surrounded Mrs Wilson and the School at 
the time of the events. We have considered her mitigation, which has included reviewing 
the medical evidence which she has presented. We have noted that Mrs Wilson has not 
shown specific remorse for her actions and that she has retired from teaching. However, 
she does wish that she could turn the clock back and behave in a different way.  She 
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apologised for any distress which she may have caused to pupils, staff and others 
connected to the School. 

 
Given  the  clear  public  interest  considerations  that  are  present  in  this  case,  we 
considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a Prohibition 
Order, taking into account the effect that this would have on Mrs Wilson. In forming a 
judgment in this respect we took particular account of the substantial mitigation evidence 
that Mrs Wilson presented. We were also cognisant of the fact that, prior to these 
findings being made against her, Mrs Wilson was considered to be a woman of good 
character and that she had provided significant service to the profession for over 30 
years. For a professional of such standing as Mrs Wilson, we do recognise that a finding 
of unacceptable professional conduct and bringing the profession into disrepute has real 
signficance. 

 
In weighing up the public interest considerations, we took account of the Advice which 
suggests that a Prohibition Order may be appropriate if certain behaviours of a teacher 
have been proven. In the list of such behaviours of relevance to this case are a serious 
departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the Teacher 
Standards; Mrs Wilson acted dishonestly; and she abused her position of trust. In light of 
the Panel's findings these behaviours, set out in the Advice, are clearly all engaged and 
we paid particular attention to these. 

 
Even though, in this case, there were behaviours that would indicate that a Prohibition 
Order would be justifiable and appropriate, we went on to consider whether or not there 
were mitigating factors to militate against a Prohibition Order being a proportionate 
measure for the Secretary of State to impose. 

 
We have carefully considered the issue of public perception. On the face of this case, 
which involves a Head Teacher being in a position of trust who went on to seek to 
mislead others through the manipulation of pupil attendance records, we are clear that 
such a teacher might expect that a Prohibition Order would be appropriate. However, 
there are factors in this case which, exceptionally, mean that in our view, we do not 
recommend to the Secretary of State that a Prohibition Order would be appropriate or 
proportionate. 

 
The factors which we have decided are relevant and exceptional in this case are that 
Mrs Wilson's actions did not result in any harm being caused to pupils.  Mrs Wilson did 
not attempt to conceal her actions before her colleagues and her motivation was not 
personal gain. Mrs Wilson's actions were not part of a planned, systematic or sustained 
course of dishonesty or fraud and, in fact, appear to be an isolated matter set against an 
unblemished career which exceeded 30 years. 

 
We are clear that the evidence indicates that Mrs Wilson's actions were not driven by a 
desire  to  be  calculatingly  dishonest.  Instead,  her  behaviour  appears  to  have  been 
caused by her reaction to a highly stressful situation whilst trying to improve standards at 
the School. In our view, the concerns in this case have resulted from Mrs Wilson's lack 
of professional competence to deal with the intense management situation in which she 
found herself after the amalgamation of the Infant and Junior Schools, rather than as a 
result of a deep seated attitudinal issue. We are confident that Mrs Wilson does not, and 
would not, present a risk to pupils or children. 
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Having considered all of these matters carefully and closely the Panel decided that it 
would not to be appropriate or proportionate to recommend that a Prohibition Order be 
imposed. 

 

Secretary of State’s  Decision and  Reasons                                                                 
 

I have given very careful consideration to this case. The Panel have set out very 
meticulously their consideration of the facts, the matter of unacceptable 
professional conduct and their thinking about sanction. 

 
The Panel has found unacceptable professional conduct in this case, and the 
Panel has also found some elements of dishonesty. That is a serious matter, and 
it is evident from the care that the Panel has taken to set out their thinking across 
the allegations, that they have treated this case with rigour. 

 
Asking others to falsify pupil records is misconduct of a serious nature falling 
significantly short of the standard expected of a teacher. The Panel are clear 
about that and clear that ordinarily a prohibition order would be the appropriate 
sanction. 

 
However the Panel has also set out very carefully their consideration of the public 
interest issue and the need to be proportionate. A regulatory sanction is not 
primarily intended to be punitive, although its effect may be that. In addition the 
Panel are clear that their consideration of mitigating factors in this case has also 
been measured and balanced. 

 
A finding of misconduct is a serious matter. However, it is clear that overall this 
misconduct was not a systematic or sustained course of dishonesty. Indeed the 
Panel has concluded that Mrs Wilson does not represent a risk to children and 
that there are no deep-seated attitudinal issues to address. 

 
Having therefore given this matter careful consideration I concur with the view 
that, on balance, a Prohibition Order is not appropriate in this case. 
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