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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Catherine Lloyd 

Teacher ref number:  

Teacher date of birth:   

NCTL case reference: 15684  

Date of determination: 28 July 2017 

Former employer: Knottingley St. Botolph’s C of E Academy, West Yorkshire  

A. Introduction 

A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the National College for Teaching and 

Leadership (“the NCTL”) convened on 28 July 2017 at 53 to 55 Butts Road, Earlsdon 

Park, Coventry CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Catherine Lloyd. 

The panel members were Ms Fiona Tankard (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mr John 

Armstrong (lay panellist) and Ms Susan Iannantuoni (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Miss Laura Ellis of Eversheds Sutherland 

(International) LLP. 

The presenting officer for the NCTL was Ms Holly Quirk of Browne Jacobson LLP. 

Mrs Lloyd was represented by Mr Andrew Faux, instructed by the NAHT. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.  
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 3 May 

2017. 

It was alleged that Catherine Lloyd was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that whilst employed as 

the Principal of Knottingley St Botolophs C of E Academy she: 

1. On or before May 2016, failed to follow the Academy’s Safeguarding and Child 

Protection Policy, particularly she: 

(a) Failed to report an incident in relation to the conduct of a teacher, to the 

LADO; 

(b) Failed to adequately investigate a complaint made by a parent, in relation to a 

teacher’s conduct; 

(c) Falsified minutes of a meeting that did not occur, between the teacher in 

question and yourself. 

2. On 19 May 2016, during an Ofsted inspection she instructed a member of staff to 

falsify records of fire drills. 

3. Her conduct at 1.c. and 2 above was dishonest. 

In relation to allegation 1.a., Mrs Lloyd agrees that she did not report an incident in 

relation to the conduct of a teacher to the LADO, but not that this constituted a failure, 

unacceptable professional conduct or conduct that may bring the profession into 

disrepute.  

Mrs Lloyd admits to the facts of allegations 1.b., 1.c., 2 and 3. She also admits that those 

facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

C. Preliminary applications 

Amendment of allegation 

The presenting officer made an application to amend a typographical error in the 

allegation as set out in the Notice of Proceedings, to correct a spelling error in relation to 

the name of the School, so that it is spelt ‘Knottingley St. Botolph’s C of E Academy’.  

Mrs Lloyd did not oppose the application. The panel therefore decided to make the 

amendment, pursuant to paragraph 4.56 of the Teacher Misconduct – Disciplinary 

Procedures for the Teaching Profession (“the Procedures”). This was merely the 



5 

correction of a typographical error that did not change the nature of the allegation and 

caused no prejudice to Mrs Lloyd. 

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 key people – pages 2-3 

Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 5-14 

Section 3: NCTL documents – pages 16-127 

Section 4: Teacher documents – pages 129-154 

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from Mrs Lloyd. 

The panel also heard oral evidence from one of Mrs Lloyd’s previous employers, in 

relation to mitigation on behalf of Mrs Lloyd. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

The panel confirms that it has read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance 

of the hearing.  

Mrs Lloyd was employed as the principal of Knottingley St. Botolph’s C of E Academy 

(the “School”) from September 2014 to September 2016. On 3 May 2016 a parent made 

a verbal complaint to Mrs Lloyd alleging that a teacher had prodded or tapped a child. It 

is alleged that Mrs Lloyd failed to investigate the complaint and inform the LADO, in 

accordance with the School’s Safeguarding and Child Protection Policy. It is also alleged 

that Mrs Lloyd falsified notes of a meeting with the teacher involved.  

Ofsted undertook an inspection of the School on 19 and 20 May 2016 and requested to 

see the School’s fire drill records. Fire drills had not taken place each term and so Mrs 

Lloyd allegedly requested the School’s Business Manager to falsify records to indicate 
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that these had taken place. Following an internal disciplinary investigation and hearing, 

Mrs Lloyd was dismissed from the School. 

Findings of fact 

The panel’s findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for 

these reasons: 

It is alleged that you, Catherine Lloyd, are guilty of unacceptable professional 

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

employed as the Principal of Knottingley St Botolph’s C of E Academy you: 

1. On or before May 2016, failed to follow the Academy’s Safeguarding and 

Child Protection Policy, particularly you: 

b. Failed to adequately investigate a complaint made by a parent, in relation 

to a teacher’s conduct; 

Mrs Lloyd admits this allegation.  

The panel has seen the note that Mrs Lloyd made following the initial referral from the 

parent on 3 May 2016 and the note of her conversation with the pupil on 6 May 2016. 

Mrs Lloyd did not then speak with the teacher concerned until 23 May 2016, which was 

20 days (approximately 3 weeks) after the allegation. The panel considers that Mrs Lloyd 

should have properly investigated the allegation by speaking with the teacher more 

promptly than this.   

The allegation is therefore found proven. 

c. Falsified minutes of a meeting that did not occur, between the teacher in 

question and yourself. 

Mrs Lloyd admits this allegation.  

The panel has seen the note that Mrs Lloyd took of her conversation with the teacher, 

which is dated 11 May 2016. Mrs Lloyd explained that although the note accurately 

recorded the content of the conversation that she had with the teacher regarding the 

allegation, that meeting took place on 23 May 2016, and therefore she had falsified the 

date on the note.  

The allegation is therefore found proven. 
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2. On 19 May 2016, during an Ofsted inspection you instructed a member of 

staff to falsify records of fire drills. 

Mrs Lloyd admits this allegation.  

The panel has seen copies of the text message that Mrs Lloyd sent to the School’s 

Business Manager during the Ofsted inspection, in which she asked the Business 

Manager to create records of fire drills that had not occurred, which could be disposed of 

after the inspection.  

The allegation is therefore found proven. 

3. Your conduct at 1.c. and 2 above was dishonest. 

Mrs Lloyd admits this allegation.  

Following advice from the legal adviser, the panel has considered the two stage test for 

establishing dishonesty in proceedings such as these (which consists of both the 

objective and subjective limbs). The panel is satisfied that in relation to allegations 1.c. 

and 2, Mrs Lloyd 1) acted dishonestly by the standards of ordinary and honest members 

of the teaching profession, and 2) it is more likely that not that Mrs Lloyd realised that 

what she was doing was, by those standards, dishonest. 

The allegation is therefore found proven. 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, 

for these reasons: 

It is alleged that you, Catherine Lloyd, are guilty of unacceptable professional 

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

employed as the Principal of Knottingley St Botolph’s C of E Academy you: 

1. On or before May 2016, failed to follow the Academy’s Safeguarding and 

Child Protection Policy, particularly you: 

a. Failed to report an incident in relation to the conduct of a teacher, to the 

LADO. 

Mrs Lloyd agrees that she did not refer the incident to the LADO when it was reported to 

her by the parent, but disputes that this constituted a failure, as alleged. 

The panel notes that the School’s Safeguarding and Child Protection Policy required Mrs 

Lloyd as the headteacher to “liaise with the [LADO] where an allegation is made against 

a member of staff”, and that Mrs Lloyd did not do this in this instance. However, the panel 

does not accept that Mrs Lloyd had a professional duty to report every single allegation 

made against a teacher, and considers that Mrs Lloyd did have an element of 

professional discretion to decide whether to report this to the LADO. The initial allegation 
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reported to Mrs Lloyd was that the teacher concerned had ‘prodded and/or tapped’ the 

pupil. Mrs Lloyd said that when she subsequently spoke with the pupil, he demonstrated 

that the teacher had tapped him with one finger. The panel does not consider that this 

allegation was sufficiently serious to merit a referral to the LADO.  

The panel considers that the word ‘failed’ in the allegation means that Mrs Lloyd had a 

professional duty to make the report. As the panel considers that she did not on this 

occasion, it does not find the allegation proven on the facts.  

Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute 

In relation to allegations 1.b., 1.c., 2 and 3, the panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs 

Lloyd in relation to the facts found proven, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. 

The panel considers that by reference to Part Two, Mrs Lloyd is in breach of the following 

standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour… 

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

practices of the school in which they teach... 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Lloyd fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. In particular, the panel considers that Mrs Lloyd’s dishonesty 

regarding the conduct under allegations 1.c. and 2 fell below the standards of a 

headteacher. 

The panel has also considered whether Mrs Lloyd’s conduct displayed behaviours 
associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice  
‘Teacher misconduct: The prohibition of teachers - October 2015’. The panel has found 
that none of these offences are relevant. 
 
The panel is satisfied that Mrs Lloyd is guilty of unacceptable professional conduct. 

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

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

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

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

way they behave. 

The findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would likely have a 

negative impact on Mrs Lloyd’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception. 
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The panel therefore finds that Mrs Lloyd’s actions constitute conduct that may bring the 

profession into disrepute. 

In summary, having found the facts of particulars 1.b., 1.c., 2 and 3 proved, the panel 

further finds that Mrs Lloyd’s conduct amounts to both unacceptable professional conduct 

and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, it is necessary for the panel to go 

on to consider whether it would be appropriate to recommend the imposition of a 

prohibition order by the Secretary of State. 

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 a punitive effect.   

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

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

namely the maintenance of public confidence in the profession, declaring and upholding 

proper standards of conduct, and the interests of retaining Mrs Lloyd in the profession. 

The panel’s findings against Mrs Lloyd involved falsifying the date on a meeting note and 

requesting a colleague to falsify a fire drill record during an Ofsted inspection. The panel 

considers that it is in the public interest to ensure that teachers act honestly during their 

careers, as they are in a position of significant responsibility over the young people in 

their care and therefore it is important that they are trustworthy. However, the panel also 

considered that there is a strong public interest in retaining Mrs Lloyd in the profession, 

as it has heard compelling evidence that she is a very talented teacher and an asset to 

the profession. 

In view of the public interest considerations that are present, the panel considered 

carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to impose a prohibition order, taking 

into account the effect that this would have on Mrs Lloyd.   

In carrying out the balancing exercise, the panel has taken into account the public 

interest considerations both in favour of and against prohibition, as well as the interests 

of Mrs Lloyd. The panel took further 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, those that are relevant in this case are:  
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 a serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

 dishonesty, especially where there have been serious consequences, and/or it has 

been repeated and/or covered up. 

In relation to the former, the panel considers that Mrs Lloyd’s misconduct was at the 

lower end of the spectrum of seriousness, particularly in terms of its consequences and 

impact upon anyone other than Mrs Lloyd. However, the panel acknowledges the 

potential impact upon the two colleagues that Mrs Lloyd sought to engage in the matter.  

Mrs Lloyd stated in evidence that she had sincerely apologised for this and the panel 

accepted her account.  

In relation to the latter, although the panel found that Mrs Lloyd was dishonest, it did not 

consider that in this case there were serious consequences, that the incidents had been 

repeated or that they had been covered up. The panel also noted that Mrs Lloyd was 

honest about her conduct during the internal investigation, voluntarily provided the text 

messages that supported allegation 2 to the School’s internal investigator, and admitted 

all of the allegations that have been found proven. 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to the appropriateness of a 

prohibition order, the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient 

mitigating factors to militate against the appropriateness and proportionality of the 

imposition of a prohibition order, particularly taking into account the nature and severity of 

the behaviour in this case. The panel accepted that although Mrs Lloyd’s actions were 

deliberate, they were in response to a great deal of pressure that she felt during her first 

Ofsted inspection as a headteacher. The panel heard evidence that the inspection was 

particularly difficult for a number of reasons and that Mrs Lloyd was dealing with several 

other serious issues at the School at the time. Mrs Lloyd was also relatively new to the 

School and had set about making many changes to improve it, which were not supported 

by some members of her staff. Mrs Lloyd’s dishonesty was not pre-meditated and 

appeared to be a one-off reaction to the pressure under which she found herself during 

the Ofsted inspection. The panel also understands that Mrs Lloyd had a previously good 

record as a teacher. 

The panel heard compelling oral evidence from the previous headteacher under whom 

Mrs Lloyd worked (Witness A), who said that Mrs Lloyd’s episode of dishonesty was 

completely out of character. Witness A also said that Mrs Lloyd had a real talent and 

passion for teaching, that she was an asset to the profession, and that she went “above 

and beyond” what many teachers would do to make lessons enjoyable for children. 

Witness A also said that Mrs Lloyd was capable and supportive in her previous role as a 

deputy headteacher. In addition to Witness A’s evidence, the panel has also read a very 

supportive witness statement from a classroom assistant who previously worked with Mrs 

Lloyd. 
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The panel carefully considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case 

with no recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the 

findings made by the panel is sufficient.   

The panel is of the view that applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, 

recommending no prohibition order in this particular instance is a proportionate and 

appropriate response. Given that the nature and severity of the behaviour are at the less 

serious end of the possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors that are present 

in this case, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will 

not be appropriate in this case. The panel considers that the publication of the adverse 

findings it has made is sufficient to send an appropriate message to Mrs Lloyd, as to the 

standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and meets the public interest 

requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession. The panel also considers 

that Mrs Lloyd has shown considerable insight and remorse into the seriousness of the 

allegations against her. She has stated that she will ensure that she will not repeat the 

behaviour in the future and the panel is convinced by this reassurance. 

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of State 

I have given very careful consideration to this case and to the recommendation of the 

panel in respect of sanction. 

In considering this case I have given very careful attention to the advice that is published 

by the Secretary of State concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case the panel has found the majority of the allegations proven and found that 

those proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute. The panel did not find the first part of allegation 1 

proven and I have put this matter from my mind in considering this case. The panel has 

made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Mrs Lloyd should not be the 

subject of a prohibition order.   

In particular the panel has found that Mrs Lloyd is in breach of the following standards:  

 Teachers uphold public trust in the profession and maintain high standards of 

ethics and behaviour… 

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

practices of the school in which they teach... 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Lloyd fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession. In particular, the panel considers that Mrs Lloyd’s dishonesty 



12 

regarding the conduct under allegations 1.c. and 2 fell below the standards of a 

headteacher. 

These findings of misconduct are serious as they include a finding of dishonesty on the 

part of a headteacher and also involves the provision of instructions to another member 

of staff to conduct themselves in a way which Mrs Lloyd knew to be wrong.    

I have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in 

the public interest. In considering that for this case I have considered the overall aim of a 

prohibition order which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the 

profession. I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would 

achieve that aim taking into account the impact that it will have on the individual teacher. 

I have also asked myself whether or not a less intrusive measure, such as the published 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the overall aim. I have to consider 

whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves sufficient. I have 

considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Mrs Lloyd, and the impact that will have 

on her, is proportionate. 

In this case I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 

children. In this case the panel has pointed to the need for headteachers and teachers to 

be trustworthy. I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and 

remorse which the panel sets out as follows, “Mrs Lloyd has shown considerable insight 

and remorse into the seriousness of the allegations against her. She has stated that she 

will ensure that she will not repeat the behaviour in the future and the panel is convinced 

by this reassurance.” I have therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching 

my decision. 

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 

confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “The findings of misconduct are serious 

and the conduct displayed would likely have a negative impact on Mrs Lloyd’s status as a 

teacher, potentially damaging the public perception.” 

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 

all teachers and that failure to impose a prohibition order might be regarded by the public 

as a failure to uphold those high standards. In weighing these considerations I have had 

to consider the matter from the point of view of an “ordinary intelligent and well-informed 

citizen.” 

I have considered whether the publication of a finding of unacceptable professional 

conduct, in the absence of a prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as 

being a proportionate response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this 

case.  
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I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mrs Lloyd herself. The panel 

has taken into account witness evidence including that, “Mrs Lloyd had a real talent and 

passion for teaching, that she was an asset to the profession, and that she went “above 

and beyond” what many teachers would do to make lessons enjoyable for children 

A prohibition order would prevent Mrs Lloyd from continuing that work. A prohibition order 

would also clearly deprive the public of her contribution to the profession for the period 

that it is in force. 

In this case I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning 

insight and remorse. The panel has also said, “the nature and severity of the behaviour 

are at the less serious end of the possible spectrum and in light of the mitigating factors 

that are present in this case, the panel has determined that a recommendation for a 

prohibition order will not be appropriate in this case. The panel considers that the 

publication of the adverse findings it has made is sufficient to send an appropriate 

message to Mrs Lloyd, as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable, and 

meets the public interest requirement of declaring proper standards of the profession.” 

In my view, in this case, it is not necessary to impose a prohibition order in order to 

maintain public confidence in the profession.  

I consider therefore that a published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is sufficient to satisfy the 

maintenance of public confidence in the profession.  

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 8 August 2017 

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

State. 


