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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 2-4 March 2015 at 53-55 Butts Road, 

Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of Mrs Julie Shave.   

The panel members were Mr Steve Oliver (Teacher Panellist), Dr Geoffrey Penzer (Lay 

Panellist – in the Chair) and Cllr Gail Goodman (Teacher Panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mrs Fiona Walker of Eversheds LLP Solicitors.   

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Fiona Butler of Browne Jacobson 

LLP Solicitors. 

Mrs Julie Shave 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:             Mrs Julie Shave 

Teacher ref no:  

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  0011403 

Date of Determination: 2 - 4 March 2015 

Former employer:  Ashwell Academy / Hull City Council 
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B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 10 

November 2014. 

It was alleged that Mrs Julie Shave was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct, in 

that: 

Whilst employed as the Headteacher at Ashwell Pupil Referral Unit and subsequently at 

Ashwell Academy (“Ashwell”), Hull: 

1. She made unauthorised cash withdrawals from the Ashwell Barclays Community 

Account, also referred to as the North Carr Cuisine bank account (“Barclays 

Account”) and failed to account for the money on the following occasions:- 

a. Withdrawal of £100.00 at approximately 11.03 on 10/12/11 at YourCash 

AMF Bowling, also incurring a £1.95 withdrawal fee; 

b. Withdrawal of £200.00 at approximately 12.58 on 10/12/11 at Jet 

Stoneferry, also incurring a £1.75 withdrawal fee; 

c. Withdrawal of £300.00 at approximately 16.14 on 11/12/11 at HSBC 

Hedon; 

d. Withdrawal of £300.00 at approximately 16.51 on 13/12/11 at Asda Bilton. 

2. Staff members, under her instruction, made unauthorised cash withdrawals from 

the Barclays Account and she failed to account for the money on the following 

occasions:- 

a. Withdrawal of £80.00 at approximately 07.51 on 18/06/13 at Asda, Hull; 

b. Withdrawal of £20.00 at approximately 10.21 on 27/06/13 at Asda, Hull. 

3. She made, authorised and/or permitted unauthorised payments to individuals from 

the Barclays Account on the following occasions:- 

a. To one or more members of staff following completion of the Teacher 

Effectiveness Enhancement Programme during 2009; 

b. £300.00 to members of staff on or around 01/07/12; 

c. To Individual A, £79.56 by cheque on or around 08/07/11; 

d. To ‘Nick’, £100.00 by cheque on or around 14/07/10; 
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e. To Individual B, £1,200.00 by cheque on or around 23/09/09; 

f. To Individual C, £450.00 by cheque on or around 07/07/09; 

g. Allowing a member of staff to use the Barclays Account to purchase petrol; 

h. To members of staff at Christmas 2011; 

i. £200.00 to Individual D on or around 25/11/11; 

j. £50.00 to Individual E on or around 10/01/12; 

k. £50.00 to Individual F on or around 15/03/12; 

l. £150.00 to the cleaners on or around 02/04/12. 

4. She purchased, authorised and/or permitted the purchase of gifts to staff using 

funds from the Barclays Account on the following occasions:- 

a. A bottle of vodka for a member of staff in IT; 

b. Biscuits and chocolate for members of staff. 

5. She allowed, or authorised and/or permitted the Barclays Account to be used in 

the following, inappropriate, circumstances:- 

a. For the payment of Ashwell staff’s lottery syndicate; 

b. For a member of staff’s personal PayPal account; 

c. For items which were delivered to staff’s home addresses; 

d. For the cost of a hotel and bar beverage for herself and one member of 

staff in London on 05/03/2013 – 06/03/13. 

6. Acted dishonestly in that she used school funds to purchase items that did not 

benefit Ashwell and/or for her own personal use, including:- 

a. Purchasing a bench with funds withdrawn from the Barclays Account during 

2013; 

b. Instructing and/or allowing a member of staff to purchase solphadine for her 

from funds from the Barclays Account on or around 27/06/13; 

c. An iPad and pink cover case purchased through Ashwell budget; 
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d. Taxis on one or more occasions for her own personal use from the Barclays 

Account and/or the school budget. 

7. Acted dishonestly in that she removed a laptop computer from the school in 

December 2011 for purposes that did not benefit Ashwell and/or for her own 

personal or family use. 

Mrs Shave does not admit the allegations and does not admit that they amount to 

unacceptable professional conduct.  

C. Preliminary applications 

The panel considered an application by the Presenting Officer to proceed in Mrs Shave’s 

absence. The panel was satisfied that the National College had complied with the service 

requirements of Regulation 19 a to c of the Teachers’ Disciplinary (England) Regulations 

2012 (the “Regulations”).  The panel was also satisfied that the Notice of Proceedings 

complies with paragraphs 4.11 and 4.12 of the Procedures.  The panel determined to 

exercise its discretion under Paragraph 4.29 of the Procedures to proceed with the 

hearing in the absence of the teacher. The panel understood that its discretion to 

commence a hearing in the absence of the teacher had to be exercised with the utmost 

care and caution, and that its discretion was a severely constrained one. In making its 

decision, the panel noted that the teacher may waive her right to participate in the 

hearing.  The panel took account of the various factors drawn to its attention from the 

case of R v Jones [2003] 1 AC1.  The Notice of Proceedings was sent to Mrs Shave by 

first class post on 10 November 2014 which is more than the required 8 weeks’ notice of 

the hearing. A letter had previously been received from Mrs Shave in which she 

confirmed that she would not be attending the hearing. Whilst she referred to having 

anxiety, she did not confirm this was the reason for her choosing not to attend the 

hearing. The panel also considered the telephone conversation and the file note of that 

conversation from the National College of 26 February 2015.  Mr Shave confirmed, on 

her behalf, that he and his wife had received the hearing bundle and he re-confirmed that 

they would not be attending the hearing. He also confirmed that “they never wished to 

hear about the proceedings again”. The Panel therefore considered that the teacher has 

waived her right to be present at the hearing in the knowledge of when and where the 

hearing is taking place.  The Panel had regard to the requirement that it be only in rare 

and exceptional circumstances that a decision should be taken in favour of the hearing 

taking place.  There was no indication that an adjournment might result in the teacher 

attending the hearing and both Mrs Shave and Mr Shave have indicated that they will not 

engage in the process. The Panel had regard to the extent of the disadvantage to the 

teacher in not being able to give her account of events, having regard to the nature of the 

evidence against her.  The Panel took into account the letter from Mrs Shave of 13 March 
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2014 and the evidence in the hearing bundle from the disciplinary proceedings in 

ensuring it seeks to understand her position in her absence.  The Panel confirmed that it 

will also test the evidence of the witnesses who are being called to give oral evidence.  

The Panel had regard to the seriousness of this case, and the potential consequences for 

the teacher and has accepted that fairness to the teacher is of prime importance.  

However, it considers that in light of the teacher’s waiver of her right to appear; by taking 

such measures referred to above to address that unfairness insofar as is possible; and 

taking account of the inconvenience an adjournment would cause to the witnesses; that 

on balance, these are serious allegations and the public interest in this hearing 

proceeding within a reasonable time is in favour of the hearing continuing. 

The panel also considered an application under paragraph 4.56 of the Procedures by the 

Presenting Officer to amend the particulars of the allegations to change the initial 

paragraph to “whilst employed as the headteacher at Ashwell Pupil Referral Unit and 

subsequently Ashwell Academy (“Ashwell”), Hull”. This would also necessitate an 

amendment to paragraph 1 to refer to “Ashwell” rather than “Ashwell Pupil Referral Unit”. 

The panel considered the interests of justice and whether prejudice would be caused to 

the teacher by allowing the amendment. The Panel did not consider that Mrs Shave 

would suffer any prejudice given the nature of the amendments and that the nature of 

them did not change the context of the allegations. The panel did not consider that Mrs 

Shave’s response and letter of 13 March 2014 would be any different had the allegations 

been amended previously. The amendments, which the panel allowed, simply record the 

change of status of the school. 

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 2-4 

Section 2:  Notice of Proceedings and response Pages 6-13 

Section 3: NCTL Witness Statements   Pages 15-41 

Section 4: NCTL Documents    Pages 43-683 

Section 5: Teacher Documents   Pages 685-692 

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

hearing. 
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The panel also agreed to accept two further documents:  a file note of a telephone 

conversation between the National College and Mr Shave on 26 February 2015 (added 

at page 693) and the decision from the Case Management Hearing on 24 February 2015 

(added at Section 2 – pages 13a and 13b) 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from: 

Witness A – Teaching Assistant at Ashwell Pupil Referral Unit 

Witness B – Business Manager 

Witness C – Principal Auditor at Hull City Council 

All of the witnesses were called on behalf of the National College.  

E. Decision and reasons  

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

We have now carefully considered the case before us and have reached a decision. 

We confirm that we have read all the documents provided in the bundle in advance of the 

hearing. 

Mrs Shave had been employed as the Headteacher of the Ashwell Academy (formerly 

the Ashwell Pupil Referral Unit) for over 14 years. On 19 September 2013, Mrs Shave 

was suspended from her position as Headteacher of Ashwell pending an investigation 

into alleged misconduct. It is alleged that during the period 2009 to June 2013, Mrs 

Shave had made various unauthorised cash withdrawals from a School bank account 

and failed to account for the money; instructed staff members to make cash withdrawals 

from the account and failed to account for the money withdrawn; made/authorised/or 

permitted payments to several individuals from the same bank account; permitted the 

purchase of gifts for staff using the same bank account; permitted the use of the bank 

account in inappropriate circumstances and acted dishonestly in using school funds to 

purchase items for personal use and not for the benefit of the school. Mrs Shave 

resigned from her position on 11 February 2014 and her resignation was accepted on 13 

February 2014.  
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Findings of Fact  

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these 

reasons: 

1. Whilst employed as the Headteacher at Ashwell, Hull: 

1. You made unauthorised cash withdrawals from the Ashwell Barclays 

Community Account, also referred to as the North Carr Cuisine bank 

account (“Barclays Account”) and failed to account for the money on the 

following occasions:- 

a. Withdrawal of £100.00 at approximately 11.03 on 10/12/11 at YourCash 

AMF Bowling, also incurring a £1.95 withdrawal fee; 

b. Withdrawal of £200.00 at approximately 12.58 on 10/12/11 at Jet 

Stoneferry, also incurring a £1.75 withdrawal fee; 

c. Withdrawal of £300.00 at approximately 16.14 on 11/12/11 at HSBC 

Hedon; 

d. Withdrawal of £300.00 at approximately 16.51 on 13/12/11 at Asda 

Bilton. 

The panel has found the facts of this allegation to be proven. The panel considered the 

evidence from Mrs Shave provided during an interview on 12 December 2013 (pages 

225-226 of the hearing bundle) as part of Ashwell and Hull City Council’s investigation. 

Mrs Shave confirmed that, in respect of each of the cash withdrawals at 1a-1c, she did 

withdraw these amounts from the account. The panel also noted the extracts from the 

bank statements in the hearing bundle showing the amounts having been withdrawn from 

the account. In relation to 1a, Mrs Shave confirmed during that interview that she 

withdrew the £100.00 to give to staff who had been working long hours as a thank you 

gesture. In relation to 1b, Mrs Shave confirmed that this was also withdrawn and used to 

reward staff who had been working long hours. Mrs Shave confirmed the same was the 

case for the £300.00 at 1c although she could not recall why the £300.00 referred to in 1d 

was withdrawn by her. Mrs Shave went on to confirm during her interview that she did not 

consider making the payments to staff through payroll and nor did she consider the 

National Insurance or tax implications of giving staff money in this manner. Witness C 

(the interviewer from Hull City Council and Principal Auditor) confirmed to the panel 

during oral evidence that she understood Mrs Shave’s belief that the money was, in 
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effect, hers and she regarded Ashwell as hers and therefore she did not really see 

anything wrong with the withdrawals. 

Witness C gave evidence to the panel that whilst Mrs Shave confirmed to her during 

interview that the money was withdrawn to reward staff, she did note that the cash 

withdrawals were for greater amounts than those sums which were recovered from staff 

which they returned (as particularised in allegation 3h). There was no actual evidence 

found during the investigation by Ashwell and Hull City Council that the sums withdrawn 

were actually used in their entirety for staff rewards.  

In relation to the Barclays account generally, Witness C confirmed that the Barclays 

account was used like a current account. Witness C further confirmed that she had not 

found the bank mandate during the audit (either from Ashwell or the bank itself) although 

it was clear there were two debit cards in the names of Individual G and Witness A. There 

was no available information showing the limits on the account for example or the 

signatories for cheques.  The account was to be used for the functioning of North Carr 

Cuisine and, initially, to hold various grant monies received and which were used to open 

the account. It was apparent during the audit that it was used for many other reasons, 

entirely unconnected with North Carr Cuisine. Although the local authority officer to whom 

Mrs Shave reported had agreed to establishing the account, there had been no approval 

by the Section 151 officer at Hull City Council as there should have been.   The account 

was used, amongst other things, for cash withdrawals to reward staff, national lottery 

payments and other payments to staff. Witness C confirmed to the panel that, in addition 

to the account not being set up in accordance with Hull City Council’s procedures, there 

was also, in her view, a general lack of transparency, management and accountability for 

the account and, as headteacher, Mrs Shave would have been expected to oversee that 

account and take ultimate responsibility for it. It certainly appeared, on the evidence of 

Witness C, that the use of the account evolved and it was used for convenience by Mrs 

Shave and other members of the administration staff at Ashwell.  

The panel find, on the balance of probabilities, that the allegation is proven. There is 

evidence that the cash withdrawals were made and Mrs Shave herself accepted that she 

made 1a-1c and did not deny the withdrawal at 1d.  On the basis that the account was 

set up for the running of the North Carr Cuisine business, which the panel accepts was 

the case, and to facilitate purchases for it, the panel find that the withdrawals by Mrs 

Shave were unauthorised and she failed to account for the sums withdrawn.  

2. Staff members, under your instruction, made unauthorised cash withdrawals 

from the Barclays Account and you failed to account for the money on the 

following occasions:- 

a. Withdrawal of £80.00 at approximately 07.51 on 18/06/13 at Asda, Hull; 
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b. Withdrawal of £20.00 at approximately 10.21 on 27/06/13 at Asda, Hull; 

The panel has found the facts of this allegation to be proven. The panel considered the 

evidence from Mrs Shave provided during the interview on 12 December 2013 (pages 

227-228 of the hearing bundle) as part of Ashwell and Hull City Council’s investigations. 

Mrs Shave accepted that she instructed two members of staff at Ashwell to withdraw the 

£80.00 and £20.00. The panel also noted the bank statement extracts at pages 304, 306, 

310-312 of the hearing bundle showing the withdrawals.  

In relation to the £80.00, Mrs Shave confirmed during her interview that the money was 

to be used to purchase benches for Ashwell. Her idea had been to ask a father of a child 

at the school to make the benches although when this did not prove possible, she herself 

purchased two benches from a garden centre. Mrs Shave went on to confirm that the 

benches were, however, still in her garage at home and had not been provided to the 

school.  Witness A also gave evidence to the panel that Individual L had come to speak 

to her at this time because he felt uncomfortable that he had been asked by Mrs Shave 

to withdraw the £80.00 cash. However, Witness A gave evidence that she had told 

Individual L that if Mrs Shave, as headteacher, had asked him to do that, then he ought 

to do it. Witness A expressed her opinion to the panel which was that she felt that Mrs 

Shave could not be challenged about financial matters such as this and she felt 

intimidated by her. Witness A said that Mrs Shave believed she could do as she wished 

because she felt the school was, in effect, “hers”. Witness A further confirmed to the 

panel in her oral evidence that, in her opinion, the North Carr account should not, in any 

event, have been used to purchase benches for the school and purchases like this 

should have been made in the usual way and authorised following consultation with staff. 

In relation to allegation 2b, Witness B gave evidence to the panel that Individual A had 

spoken to her and had said that Mrs Shave had asked her to withdraw £20.00 and 

purchase some Solphadine tablets and to leave the change with her. Witness B 

confirmed that she did not question Mrs Shave about it and confirmed to the panel that 

she felt that Mrs Shave could not be questioned about matters such as this and she was 

“difficult about such things”.  

The panel find, on the balance of probabilities, that these sums were withdrawn and that 

they constituted unauthorised withdrawals from the account made on the instruction of 

Mrs Shave and there was no evidence found during the audit that these monies were 

accounted for by Mrs Shave.  

3. You made, authorised and/or permitted unauthorised payments to 

individuals from the Barclays Account on the following occasions:- 
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a. To one or more members of staff following completion of the 

Teacher Effectiveness Enhancement Programme during 2009; 

  c. To Individual A, £79.56 by cheque on or around 08/07/11; 

d. To ‘Nick’, £100.00 by cheque on or around 14/07/10; 

e. To Individual B, £1,200.00 by cheque on or around 23/09/09; 

f. To Individual C, £450.00 by cheque on or around 07/07/09; 

g. Allowing a member of staff to use the Barclays Account to 

purchase petrol; 

h. To members of staff at Christmas 2011; 

The panel considered the evidence from Mrs Shave provided during her interview on 12 

December 2013 as part of Ashwell and Hull City Council’s investigations. Specifically, in 

relation to 3a, Mrs Shave could not recall authorising the TEEP (Teacher Effectiveness 

Enhancement Programme) payments, either made through the North Carr bank account 

or through payroll. Witness C confirmed in her evidence to the panel that she had 

checked during the audit whether the payments were made to staff (in accordance with 

the Variations Forms submitted to Hull City Council at pages 422-436 of the hearing 

bundle) and she was satisfied that those payments were made. Mrs Shave accepted, 

however, during her interview that most of the signatures on the samples of the forms 

authorising the payments were her signatures, albeit she said that individual I would have 

completed the forms and asked her to sign. The panel noted that many of the TEEP 

payments were in fact made to staff who were not teachers, including Witness B and 

Individual G, who would therefore not ordinarily be entitled to such payments as non-

teaching staff. The panel also heard oral evidence from Witness B that she did not 

receive the payments.  

Witness C confirmed to the panel that she would have expected the headteacher, Mrs 

Shave, to know why staff had received TEEP payments, not insignificant amounts of 

money, and to check that those were proper payments. Mrs Shave, as headteacher, was 

the authorising signature on the forms. 

The panel find, on the balance of probabilities, that the payments were in fact made to 

Witness B and the other members of staff and they did not find Witness B to be credible 

in her evidence in denying that the payments were received by her. In view of the 

authorising forms and the evidence of Witness C which is that she, as auditor, checked 

the payments were made, the panel find that the payments were indeed made. Some of 

the payments were made by Hull City Council as part of payroll but the panel also saw 
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evidence (pages 438-442 in the hearing bundle) that some TEEP payments were made 

from the Barclays Account.   

In relation to allegations 3c and 3d, payments to Individual A and “Nick”, Mrs Shave 

confirmed (page 237 of the hearing bundle) that she could not recall these payments and 

could not say what they were for. Witness C confirmed that she understood Individual A 

to have been Mrs Shave’s nail technician who then became staff at Ashwell and she 

confirmed in her witness statement at Paragraph 20 (page 18 of the hearing bundle) that 

there was a cheque to Individual A for £79.56. In relation to the cheque to “Nick” 

(allegation 3d), the panel were referred to the cheque stub at page 472 of the hearing 

bundle and also considered the evidence of Witness B which was that she thought it was 

a payment to an individual called Individual J who, at the time of the cheque being 

issued, would have been a volunteer at Ashwell. In the absence of an explanation to the 

contrary from Mrs Shave or otherwise, the panel accepts the evidence of Witness C 

(whom the panel found to be a credible witness) that these sums were made out of the 

Barclays Account and were unauthorised.  

Insofar as allegation 3e is concerned and the cheque to Individual B for £1,200.00, Mrs 

Shave confirmed in her interview (page 237 of the hearing bundle) that she had nothing 

to do with this particular payment but thought it could have been made because of a 

problem with Individual B’s pay coming through. Witness B gave oral evidence to the 

panel that she believed it was a payment in respect of Individual B’s salary. In relation to 

allegation 3f and the cheque to Individual C, the panel again noted Mrs Shave’s evidence 

which is that she did not know about it but the panel accepted the evidence of Witness C 

(paragraph 20 of her witness statement) which was that the payments to both Individual 

B and Individual C were made from the Barclays account and were unauthorised. 

Insofar as allegation 3g is concerned, the panel noted the receipts for petrol contained in 

the bundle (for example at page 534 of the hearing bundle) and Witness C confirmed to 

the panel that, as part of her investigation, she was satisfied that petrol purchases were 

going through the Barclays account and the usual procedures for travel/fuel purchases in 

place at Hull City Council should have been used. Ashwell was not using the ordinary 

channels for mileage claims which would be through the payroll system. Mrs Shave 

confirmed during her interview that she could only recall one occasion when petrol was 

purchased through the Barclays account and could not explain why it was done through 

that account rather than using the correct procedures in place. The panel therefore find 

this allegation to have been proved.  

In relation to allegation 3h, Mrs Shave confirmed during her interview (page 242 of the 

hearing bundle) that she did give some members of staff cash gifts for Christmas in 2011. 

She confirmed that the money was the cash which she had withdrawn referred to above 
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in allegation 1. She confirmed that the cash was given as a reward and she did not 

consider the tax and National Insurance implications of making such cash gifts. The 

panel heard oral evidence from both Witness A and Witness B which was that they, along 

with others, received the cash gifts from Mrs Shave in their Christmas cards at the end of 

term. They said that some of the staff who received cash gifts, after discussion with each 

other, decided that they could not keep the cash and, following their return to school in 

the January, they placed the cash in envelopes in two safes within school and it 

remained there until the Local Authority’s investigation, some 18 months later. Witness C, 

the Principal Auditor, confirmed to the panel during her oral evidence that she did find the 

envelopes containing cash during the audit. She confirmed that the 5 envelopes (all the 

same – A5 white envelopes) containing the cash, matched the individual staff member’s 

evidence of how much money was in each one. Witness C confirmed that she did not 

know when the staff put the cash in the envelopes in the safe and accepted that it could 

possibly have been shortly before the investigation in September 2013.  

The panel therefore find, on the balance of probabilities, that allegations 3a, 3c, 3d, 3e, 

3f, 3g and 3h are proven.  

4. You purchased, authorised and/or permitted the purchase of gifts to staff 

using funds from the Barclays Account on the following occasions:- 

a A bottle of vodka for a member of staff in IT; 

b Biscuits and chocolate for members of staff. 

The panel considered the evidence of Mrs Shave during her interview in which she 

confirmed that she did purchase a bottle of vodka for a member of staff in IT and she also 

purchased the biscuits and chocolates for members of staff from the Barclays account 

(page 239 of the hearing bundle and the receipt at page 508 of the hearing bundle). The 

panel also heard oral evidence from Witness B that she was aware that Mrs Shave had 

purchased these gifts for staff. Witness C confirmed that Mrs Shave explained during her 

interview that these gifts were to say thank you to staff.  

The panel therefore find, on the balance of probabilities, that Mrs Shave did purchase, 

authorise and/or permit the purchase of gifts for staff using funds from the Barclays 

account.  

5. You allowed, or authorised and/or permitted the Barclays Account to be 

used in the following, inappropriate, circumstances:- 

 a For the payment of Ashwell staff’s lottery syndicate; 

 b For a member of staff’s personal PayPal account; 
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 d For the cost of a hotel and bar beverage for yourself and one member of 

staff in London on 05/03/2013 – 06/03/13. 

The panel considered the evidence of Mrs Shave, during her interview with Ashwell and 

Hull City Council, in which she confirmed (page 233 of the hearing bundle) that she did 

not know that the Barclays Account was used for the purposes of the staff lottery 

syndicate. Witness B and Witness A both gave evidence to the panel that they were 

aware that the account was used for the staff’s lottery payments but they confirmed that 

the money was repaid into the account. The panel noted however that there was no 

evidence of any sums being paid into the Barclays account to cover the sums taken out 

for the lottery. Witness C confirmed that there was no evidence found during the audit of 

receipts back into the account. The panel find, on the balance of probabilities, that Mrs 

Shave did permit the use of the Barclays account for the payment of the Ashwell staff’s 

lottery syndicate or, at best, turned a blind eye to it. 

In relation to the PayPal account (allegation 5b), this was a personal PayPal account 

although Witness C accepted during her oral evidence that, conceivably, the goods 

purchased could have been goods for the school. The panel considered the PayPal 

invoices and receipts and that the PayPal account was a personal account. The panel 

therefore find, on the balance of probabilities, that Mrs Shave did purchase, authorise 

and/or permit the Barclays account to be used for a member of staff’s PayPal account. 

In relation to Allegation 5d, the panel have seen the evidence of the cost of the hotel and 

bar beverage and accept that these costs came out of the Barclays Account and that this 

was both inappropriate and unauthorised given the nature of the account. Mrs Shave 

confirmed during her interview (page 235) that it was “easier” to use the Barclays 

Account. The usual procedures for claiming back expenses were not followed and for 

that reason, the use of the account was unauthorised. The panel therefore find this 

allegation proven.  

6. Acted dishonestly in that you used school funds to purchase items that did 

not benefit Ashwell and/or for your own personal use, including:- 

b Instructing and/or allowing a member of staff to purchase solphadine for you 

from funds from the Barclays Account on or around 27/06/13; 

In relation to allegation 6b, the panel considered the evidence of Mrs Shave during her 

interview and her acceptance that a member of staff was asked, by her, to withdraw 

£20.00 and to buy her some Solphadine. There is no confirmation from Mrs Shave or 

other evidence that she reimbursed the school for these sums. Whilst Mrs Shave 

suggests that she used the remainder of the £20.00 for items for school, there is no 

evidence that this was in fact the case.  
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The panel considered that, whilst it may have been the culture and practice at Ashwell 

under the headship of Mrs Shave, it was dishonest to use school funds to purchase 

personal items. 

The panel therefore find, on the balance of probabilities, this allegation to have been 

proved. 

We have found the following particulars of the allegations against you not proven, for 

these reasons: 

3. You made, authorised and/or permitted unauthorised payments to individuals 
from the Barclays Account on the following occasions:-  

b) £300.00 to members of staff on or around 1/07/12; 

In relation to 3b, Mrs Shave accepted (page 237 of the hearing bundle) that she paid the 

£300.00 to staff and it was for individual members of staff who had worked on the Four 

Winds curriculum resources, as a reward.  However, the panel saw no evidence of the 

money having been taken out of the Barclays Account. The panel therefore do not find, 

on the balance of probabilities, this allegation to have been proved. 

3. You made, authorised and/or permitted unauthorised payments to individuals 
from the Barclays Account on the following occasions:-  

i) £200.00 to Individual D on or around 25/11/11; 

 j) £50.00 to Individual E on or around 10/01/12;  

k) £50.00 to Individual F on or around 15/03/12;  

l) £150.00 to the cleaners on or around 02/04/12; 

In relation to allegations 3i to 3l, Mrs Shave confirmed that she was aware of these 

payments but could not recall the detail/amounts of them (page 242 of the hearing 

bundle). She could recall that they were one-off payments to these individuals for jobs 

done at the school. Witness B gave oral evidence to the panel that it would have been 

Mrs Shave who set the amounts to be paid to these individuals, one of whom was Mrs 

Shave’s daughter.  

Witness C confirmed that Ashwell had a petty cash receipt book and this contained the 

records in these instances of these payments at allegations 3i-3l (page 570-584 of the 

hearing bundle) and these payments were from the Barclays account. Witness C 

confirmed that there were corresponding withdrawals or cheques from the Barclays 

account which linked the payments and cash having come out of that account. Mrs 

Shave, during her interview, denied however that she had the card for the Barclays 
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account in November and therefore the conclusion reached by the audit was that there 

was no way of proving who had withdrawn the money from the Barclays account. The 

same was the case for the other payments at 3j-3l so the audit was unable to conclude 

that it was indeed Mrs Shave who actually withdrew the cash required to make these 

payments. Mrs Shave did accept however that her daughter (allegation 3k) did the work. 

The panel find, on the balance of probabilities, that these allegations are not proven. 

5. You allowed, authorised and/or permitted the Barclays Account to be used in the 
following, inappropriate, circumsances:-  

c) For items which were delivered to staff’s home addresses. 

In relation to the goods delivered to a member of staff’s home address, the panel 

considered the invoices and receipts for the goods purchased and noted that they all 

appeared to have the delivery address as Ashwell rather than any individual staff 

member’s home address. The panel have seen no evidence that goods were delivered to 

any staff’s home address and therefore cannot find this allegation to have been proven.  

6. Acted dishonestly in that you used school funds to purchase items that did 

not benefit Ashwell and/or for your own personal use, including:- 

a Purchasing a bench with funds withdrawn from the Barclays Account during 

2013; 

c An Ipad and pink cover purchased through the Ashwell budget; 

d Taxis on one or more occasions for your own personal use from the 

Barclays Account and/or the school budget; 

In relation to allegation 6a and the purchase of a bench, the panel considered the 

evidence of Mrs Shave during her interview at page 277 of the hearing bundle. The panel 

find that it was likely that Mrs Shave authorised the withdrawal of the money for the 

purchase of a bench but, as explained above in relation to allegation 2a, her initial idea 

could not be implemented.  However, the panel could not find, on the evidence available, 

that Mrs Shave acted dishonestly. 

In relation to allegation 6c, Witness C gave oral evidence to the panel that, during her 

investigation, it was found that Mrs Shave had purchased an Ipad and pink cover case 

(receipts for which appear at pages 342 and 344 of the hearing bundle). Mrs Shave 

confirmed during her interview that it was for her own use and that she reimbursed the 

monies taken out of school funds. Witness C confirmed to the panel in her oral evidence 

that the Ipad and cover were not paid for from the Barclays account but from the school 

budget. Mrs Shave confirmed that she had taken the Ipad for her own use but Witness C 
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confirmed that there was in fact no evidence during the audit (in any of the school’s 

accounts) of the money being paid back by Mrs Shave.  

The panel find the allegation not proven on the basis that Ashwell’s records were 

insufficiently reliable to demonstrate that the Ipad was purchased for Mrs Shave and that 

she did not reimburse the school as she claims. The panel noted the conflicting evidence 

between Mrs Shave and Witness B as to the reimbursement for these purchases and 

was not able to make a finding as to what actually took place.  

In relation to the use of taxis and allegation 6d, Witness C confirmed that, by reference to 

the records at pages 558 of the hearing bundle, it was apparent that the taxis were used 

for Mr or Mrs Shave because the records showed that the taxis were to and from their 

home address on occasion. Mrs Shave, when asked about these taxi payments during 

her interview (page 240 of the hearing bundle), confirmed that the sums were reimbursed 

although no evidence of receipts were found during the audit. The panel could not, 

however, be satisfied on the balance of probabilities that Mrs Shave did not reimburse 

the school and do not find the allegation to have been proven.  

7. Acted dishonestly in that you removed a laptop computer from the school in 

December 2011 for purposes that did not benefit Ashwell and/or for your 

own personal or family use. 

The panel noted the evidence of Witness A which was that she was spoken to by an 

individual at school who had been asked by Mrs Shave to put some software onto a 

laptop computer, in order that she could take the laptop and use it at home. However, 

Mrs Shave, during her interview, denied that she had removed the laptop for her personal 

home use and she confirmed that it was used for her work at home and has since been 

returned to Ashwell. 

Witness C gave oral evidence to the panel that, during her investigation, it was clear from 

discussions with staff that Mrs Shave did remove the laptop computer from school and 

that it had been said that her intention was that it was for her daughter. Witness C said 

that there was a general lack of records for Ashwell’s assets so it was difficult to trace this 

laptop as part of Ashwell’s assets. The conclusion of the audit was an “unsound” opinion 

which is the worst outcome for an audit. One of the areas in the audit report was the lack 

of records of assets.  

The panel does not find, on the balance of probabilities, this allegation to have been 

proved. It noted the evidence of Mrs Shave and did not find that there was sufficient 

evidence, other than the witness evidence of Witness C of her findings during the audit, 

to prove on the balance of probabilities that Mrs Shave dishonestly removed the laptop 

computer.  
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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 Mrs Shave in relation to the facts found proven, 

involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards in that a teacher is expected to 

demonstrate consistently high standards of professional conduct and as a headteacher 

act as a role model for their colleagues.  The panel considers that by reference to Part 

Two, Mrs Shave is in breach of the following standard: 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel have taken into account the evidence of Witness C, Principal Auditor at 

Hull City Council, which was that there was a lack of process, checks and 

management of finances at Ashwell.  It was expected that the North Carr Barclays 

account was to be used for this business. The reality was, however, that the account 

was being used for many other purposes including cash withdrawals for matters 

unrelated to the North Carr cuisine function. There was a lack of accountability for the 

spending and what the account was being used for. In addition, there was a lack of 

documentation and records and this account was used for a number of years in this 

manner. It was frequently used, for example, for the staff’s national lottery syndicate 

payments and Witness C confirmed that the audit did not find any corresponding 

receipts into the account for those outgoing payments and nor did the audit find that 

the money was replenished in any other way, for example, put into petty cash. In 

relation for example to the issuing of cheques, there was no bank mandate with the 

cheque books so the authorisation process could not be checked. In relation to the 

various payments to staff, they did not go through payroll as they ought to have and 

Mrs Shave was vague in her recollection and explanation of the payments and why 

they had been made in the manner they had. Witness C confirmed that she would 

certainly have expected the headteacher to at least have an overview of the Barclays 

account and what it was being used for, even if she did not have the detailed 

knowledge of the transactions. The panel concur with that view.   

The panel considered that a number of allegations (1-5) related to Mrs Shave’s 

alleged financial mismanagement and involved no explicit suggestion of dishonesty. 

However, the panel considered that the extent of the financial mismanagement which 

it found from the facts proven, reflected on Mrs Shave’s integrity and as such, 

involved conduct which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the 

profession. In addition, as headteacher, her conduct set a bad example to her 

colleagues. The other allegation (allegation 6b) which the panel found proven 

involved dishonesty and therefore clearly, in the panel’s view, involved conduct falling 

significantly short of that expected.  The panel have taken into account the fact that 
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Mrs Shave was a headteacher having many years’ experience yet she showed a lack 

of accountability and a wholesale failure to follow procedures, directly and indirectly, 

in her management of the finances at Ashwell. Mrs Shave was the headteacher and 

should have led by example.  The panel take into account that there appeared to be a 

culture at Ashwell of poor financial management by a number of people although this 

does not detract from the fact that Mrs Shave, as headteacher, was ultimately 

responsible for that. The panel find it inconceivable that Mrs Shave, given her 

experience as a headteacher, was unaware of the practices and procedures that 

should be followed for financial management. 

The panel has also considered whether Mrs Shave’s conduct displayed behaviours 

associated with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Guidance and we 

have found that none of these offences are relevant in that the allegation found 

proven involving dishonesty does not, in the panel’s view, involve “serious 

dishonesty”. It related to the use of school funds to purchase solphadine tablets for 

personal use.  

The panel is therefore satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Shave fell significantly short of 

the standards expected of the profession. Accordingly, the panel is satisfied that Mrs 

Shave 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 

Teacher Misconduct – The prohibition of Teachers 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 and declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mrs Shave, which involved financial 

mismanagement and dishonesty although the panel did not find it to be serious 

dishonesty, there is a strong public interest consideration in upholding proper standards 

of conduct and maintaining public confidence in the profession. Similarly, the panel 

considers that public confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if conduct 

such as that found against Mrs Shave were not treated with the utmost seriousness when 

regulating the conduct of the profession. 
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The panel considered that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 

standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 

Mrs Shave was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

Notwithstanding the clear public interest considerations that were 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 Shave. 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 Mrs Shave. 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.  In the list of such 

behaviours, those that are relevant in this case are:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

teachers’ standards 

Even though there were behaviours that would point to a prohibition order being 

appropriate, the panel 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 noted and considered that there was no evidence that 

Mrs Shave’s actions were deliberately done for her own personal gain and it seemed to 

be the culture at Ashwell which had been the case for many years and had continued 

despite the involvement of the local authority. Mrs Shave did have a previously good 

history as a headteacher including a succession of good Ofsted reports for the Ashwell 

Pupil Referral Unit.  In addition, Mrs Shave in her letter of 13 March 2014 accepts full 

responsibility for the financial management at Ashwell and so for the weaknesses in 

practices and procedures which were identified in the unsatisfactory audit outcome in 

autumn 2013.  Nevertheless, it is the Panel’s clear view, based on some of the 

documents in the bundle and on the testimony of the three witnesses who provided oral 

evidence, that Mrs Shave did not always receive good support and guidance on financial 

matters from the local authority when Ashwell was a pupil referral unit under the 

authority’s direct control, nor from some of her colleagues, employed by Ashwell, who 

accepted delegated financial responsibilities. 

Taking account of all the circumstances, the panel is not of the view that prohibition is a 

proportionate and appropriate response and that the panel considers the clear and public 

finding of unacceptable professional conduct to be sufficient to maintain public 

confidence in this case.   
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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. The panel has found a number of facts in this case proven and the panel has also 

been clear as to where they find the facts proven to amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

This case involved, for the most part, failures to follow correct financial procedures. In 

addition the panel did find some dishonesty but they have set out very clearly that this did 

not amount in their view to “serious dishonesty.” Indeed there was one incident only that 

fell into this category.  

Nonetheless, the finding of the panel as to unacceptable professional conduct is a 

serious finding.  

I have also considered very carefully the recommendation of the panel in this case. The 

panel is very clear that a finding of unacceptable professional conduct is a serious 

finding. The panel are clear that a public finding of unacceptable professional conduct is, 

in this case, sufficient to maintain public confidence.   

I support this view. I have taken into account the need to be proportionate and to balance 

the public interest and the interest of the teacher.  

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Alan Meyrick 

  

Date: 5 March 2015 

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

State.  

 

 

  

 


