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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 18 September 2013 and 7 November 

2013 at 53-55 Butts Road, Earlsdon Park, Coventry, CV1 3BH to consider the case of 

Mrs Tamsin Connolly.   

The Panel members were Janet Draper, Lay Panellist – in the Chair, Peter Cooper, 

Teacher Panellist and Sharon Gimson, Lay Panellist. 

The Legal Adviser to the Panel was Luisa Gibbons of Eversheds Solicitors.  

The Presenting Officer for the National College was Sophie Lister of Kingsley Napley 

Solicitors. 

Mrs Tamsin Connolly was not present and was not represented.   

The hearing took place in private and was recorded.   

  

Professional Conduct Panel decision and recommendations, and 
decision on behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:    Mrs Tamsin Connolly 

Teacher ref no:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL Case ref no:  009549 

Date of Determination: 07 November 2013 

Former employer:  Rushcombe First School 
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B. Allegations 

The Panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 16 July 

2013. 

It was alleged that Mrs Tamsin Connolly was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and / or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute in that Mrs Connolly: 

1. used Class A and Class B drugs including amphetamines, ecstasy and cannabis; 

2. allowed her drugs at 1 above to impact on her ability to undertake her professional 

duties; 

3. withheld information regarding her drug use from the school; and 

4. withheld information regarding her drug use from occupational health. 

Mrs Connolly admitted allegations 1, 3 and 4 but denied allegation 2.   

Mrs Connolly has admitted that her conduct amounted to unacceptable professional 

conduct. 

Mrs Connolly has given an equivocal response to whether or not she admits conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute, and the Panel have therefore taken it to have not 

been admitted.    

C. Preliminary applications 

Proceeding in absence 

Mrs Connolly was neither present nor represented.  The Presenting Officer requested the 

Panel to proceed in the absence of Mrs Connolly.  Notice of Proceedings had been sent 

to Mrs Connolly by letter of 16 July 2013.  Mrs Connolly received the letter as she 

responded to it.  The Panel was satisfied that the College had complied with the service 

requirements of Regulation 19 a to c and was satisfied that the provisions of Paragraph 

4.10 of the Procedures had been complied with.  The Panel was satisfied that it was 

appropriate to proceed in the absence of Mrs Connolly.  The Panel considered the 

representations of Ms Lister and all of the factors highlighted by the Legal Adviser set out 

in R v Jones and carefully and conscientiously considered each of them.  Mrs Connolly 

had declined to attend the hearing and there was no evidence that she would attend if 

the matter were to be delayed.  These are serious matters and therefore it was 

considered by the Panel to be in the interests of the College to proceed.  

Exclusion of the Public 

The Panel considered a request from Mrs Connolly that the hearing should be held in 

private.  It decided to accede to Mrs Connolly’s request given that the facts of this case 
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are so intertwined with private matters relating to the teacher’s health.  It decided that on 

balance, the public interest would be satisfied by the public announcements as to 

whether the facts have been proven, whether those facts amount to unacceptable 

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

any decision of the Secretary of State in due course.   

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1  Chronology       Pages 1-2 

Section 2 Notice of Proceedings and Response   Pages 3 – 11 

Section 3 National College for Teaching and Leadership  Pages 12 – 40 

  Statements 

Section 4 National College for Teaching and Leadership  Pages 41 -  241 

  Documents         

Section 5 Teacher’s Documents     Pages 242 - 249 

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

hearing. 

In addition, the Panel agreed to accept the following: 

Correspondence between Mrs Connolly and the Teaching Agency and undated letters 

from Mrs Connolly regarding her decision not to be present at the hearing 

          Pages 250 – 254 

Letter from Mrs Connolly dated 4 September 2013 with enclosures and letter dated 26 

August 2013 from Mrs Connolly’s therapist with enclosures  Pages 255 - 272 

Witnesses 

The Panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by Ms Lister: 

Witness A, Head Teacher of Rushcombe First School; and 

Witness B, Deputy Head Teacher of Rushcombe First School. 
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The Panel also read a statement provided by Witness C, Safeguarding Manager with 

Dorset Children’s Services.  

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 Connolly had been employed at Rushcombe First School since September 1999.  

Mrs Connolly was responsible for a Year 1 class of 30 children and was the curriculum 

leader for Design Technology.  Whilst employed by the school, she is alleged to have 

used Class A and Class B drugs including amphetamines, ecstasy and cannabis, to have 

allowed that drug use to impact on her ability to undertake her professional duties and to 

have withheld information regarding her drug use from the School and from Occupational 

Health. 

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.  Used Class A and Class B drugs, including amphetamines, ecstasy 
and cannabis 

Mrs Connolly has admitted using Class A and Class B drugs, including amphetamines, 

ecstasy and cannabis in her response to the Notice of Proceedings Form dated 25 July 

2013.       

This allegation is one which was investigated by the Head Teacher of Rushcombe First 

School in conjunction with the Human Resources Team at Dorset County Council.  At the 

conclusion of that investigation a disciplinary hearing was held on 5 December 2011 (the 

“Disciplinary Hearing”) where the governors of the School considered the allegation.  

The evidence from that investigation and Disciplinary Hearing has been produced to this 

Panel by the Head Teacher who has attested to the accuracy of the transcripts of 

interviews and disciplinary hearing.  During that investigation, Mrs Connolly consistently 

denied having used ecstasy, but admitted using amphetamines and cannabis for self-

medicating purposes.   
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The use of ecstasy is referred to in a letter dated 3 June 2011 from the Safeguarding 

Lead at NHS Dorset to Dorset County Council.  That letter was written following a 

disclosure of drug use by Mrs Connolly to her therapist.  That therapist stated in the 

Disciplinary Hearing “Mrs Connolly didn’t specify ecstasy – only speed and cannabis”.  

When asked later in the Disciplinary Hearing about the content of the letter written by the 

Safeguarding Lead, the therapist answered “It was a stressful meeting… I didn’t know if 

Mrs Connolly was demonstrating a safeguarding issue.  No one else considered it to be 

an issue.  Maybe I exaggerated.  Maybe I was stressed”.    

The Panel considered all of the evidence, including the admission by Mrs Connolly in her 

response to the Notice of Proceedings Form, the letter written by the Safeguarding Lead, 

the evidence given by her therapist to the disciplinary hearing and the evidence given by 

Mrs Connolly during interviews and at the disciplinary hearing.  Given Mrs Connolly’s 

consistent previous denial of having taken ecstasy and the statement by her therapist 

that ecstasy had not been mentioned by Mrs Connolly, the Panel does not believe on the 

balance of probabilities that the taking of ecstasy occurred.  The Panel therefore finds it 

not proven that Mrs Connolly used ecstasy, a Class A drug. The Panel finds proven that 

Mrs Connolly used Class B drugs, including amphetamines and cannabis.    

2. Allowed your drugs at 1 above to impact on your ability to undertake 
your professional duties 

Mrs Connolly failed to adhere to the school’s policies and colleagues had to undertake 

professional duties on her behalf. She also displayed erratic behaviour.   The Panel find 

Mrs Connolly’s undisclosed use of drugs impacted on her ability to undertake her 

professional duties, notwithstanding that other factors may also have had an impact.  Her 

failure to disclose her drug use diminished the effectiveness of the substantial help 

available to her.   

The Occupational Health doctor has stated in written correspondence “there could be no 

medical support for the view that use of the drugs mentioned… have no appreciable 

affect upon performance, which they clearly do”.  He also commented that her drug use 

may have exacerbated her health issues, stating, “It could reasonably be understood that 

use of the drugs mentioned would be expected to have an adverse effect upon … health, 

although the extent of this cannot be speculated upon”.  The Panel has also been 

provided with a note produced by the Safeguarding Officer of Dorset Children’s Services.  

This states “there is much evidence that supports the view that the use of drugs impacts 

on behaviour and functioning”.  The Panel has been provided with a letter by Mrs 

Connolly’s therapist which states that Mrs Connolly’s behavioural problems were 

attributable to her health conditions rather than her drug use.  The Panel considered all of 

this evidence and preferred the evidence of the Occupational Health doctor and the note 

produced by the Safeguarding Officer and on the balance of probabilities believes it is 

more likely than not that Mrs Connolly’s use of drugs impacted on her ability to undertake 
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her professional duties.  The Panel is not persuaded that  the impact on Mrs Connolly’s 

ability to undertake her professional duties arose solely as a result of her health issues.  

3. Withheld information regarding your drug use from the school 

Mrs Connolly has admitted having withheld information regarding her drug use from the 

school in her response to the Notice of Proceedings Form dated 25 July 2013 with the 

proviso that she chose to reveal her drug use which led to the school taking disciplinary 

action against her.  In Mrs Connolly’s letter dated 28 November 2012, she admitted 

having withheld information regarding her use of drugs from the school.  The allegation 

has been admitted and the Panel is satisfied on the evidence that this allegation is found 

proven.   

The Panel has gone on to consider the period of time over which the information was 

withheld and the reasons for the non-disclosure and whether the information should have 

been disclosed so that it can make an assessment of the seriousness of this allegation.  

The withholding of information regarding drug use from the school was an allegation that 

was investigated by the Head Teacher and considered at the Disciplinary Hearing.  In an 

investigatory interview conducted by the Head Teacher on 21 June 2011, Mrs Connolly 

was asked  “How long have you been taking drugs for?”, to which the response is noted 

as being, “Mrs Connolly asked (sic) since she has been teaching?”.  It is stated that a 

member of the HR team from Dorset County Council queried how long that was.  It is 

stated that Mrs Connolly replied “for the last five years”.  In an investigatory interview 

conducted by the Head Teacher on 27 September 2011, the notes of that interview state 

that in response to a question whether Mrs Connolly had been using illegal drugs for a 

period of 5 years, she responded “Five years is correct but not constantly”.   

The Panel accepted the evidence given by the Head Teacher that it was not until 7 June 

2011 that Mrs Connolly disclosed to her that she had been taking drugs, and that this 

was the first time that it had come to the attention of the school.  

Mrs Connolly has stated in a letter of 1 August 2012 that her decision to disclose her 

drug use to her Head Teacher was prompted by a clinician, new  to her treatment plan 

who had sought advice from her safeguarding team and who had decided to raise the 

issue with the Local Authority Designated Officer (“LADO”).  Mrs Connolly had provided a 

statement during the course of the disciplinary investigation which stated “I disclosed my 

drug usage to [the Head Teacher] as soon as I knew it was a safeguarding issue.  I 

definitely did not only disclose because LADO had been contacted”.   

Mrs Connolly in her letter of 1 August 2012, said that she had not declared sooner 

because she was under the care of medical practitioners who had been aware of her 

drug misuse and saw no reason to be concerned about her abilities to practise as a 

teacher.  In her response to the Notice of Proceedings Form, Mrs Connolly stated “I hid 

by (sic) drug use because it was not in keeping with my personal values”. 
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The Panel has considered all of the evidence, and considered that Mrs Connolly’s drug 

use, even though outside working hours, should have been disclosed to the school in 

order to maintain the relationship of transparency, trust and confidence between Mrs 

Connolly and the school.   

 4. Withheld information regarding your drug use from Occupational 
Health 

Mrs Connolly has admitted having withheld information regarding her drug use from 

Occupational Health in her response to the Notice of Proceedings Form dated 25 July 

2013 with the proviso that she chose to reveal her drug use which led to the school 

taking disciplinary action against her.  In Mrs Connolly’s letter dated 28 November 2012, 

she admitted having withheld information regarding her use of drugs from Occupational 

Health, although later in that letter stated that her treatment team including her 

occupational therapist were aware of her self-medicating.   The Panel takes this 

reference to an occupational therapist to be separate and distinct from Occupational 

Health referred to in the allegation.  The allegation has been admitted and the Panel has 

been satisfied on the evidence that this allegation is found proven.   

The Panel has gone on to consider the period of time over which the information was 

withheld, the reasons for the non-disclosure and whether the information should have 

been disclosed so that it can make an assessment of the seriousness of this allegation.  

This is also an allegation that was investigated by the Head Teacher and considered at 

the Disciplinary Hearing.  In an investigatory interview conducted by the Head Teacher 

on 21 June 2011, the notes of that interview state that Mrs Connolly had said that she 

had not disclosed that she had been taking drugs to Occupational Health as the medical 

team treating her had advised her not to.    

The notes of the interview conducted on 27 September 2011 state that Mrs Connolly was 

referred to an Occupational Health Assessment she had had on 13 April 2010 and was 

asked whether she had mentioned her drug use to the Occupational Health doctor, and if 

not, why not.   It is stated that Mrs Connolly responded “I hadn’t taken drugs for a few 

months as I was on new sleeping tablets which were working and so I did not think it was 

necessary to inform him”.  The doctor “did not ask me if I was taking any drugs on my first 

two visits but on my third visit…he did asked (sic)”.   

Later in that interview, Mrs Connolly was asked about the Occupational Health 

assessment she had had on 2 March 2011 and whether she had mentioned her drug use 

at that meeting.  It is stated that Mrs Connolly replied: “No.  I didn’t find him approachable 

and he was flippant.  He was not very understanding which made me defensive… I didn’t 

feel comfortable with him at all”.   

Mrs Connolly was then asked about the Occupational Health assessment she had had 

on 10 May 2011 and whether she had mentioned her drug use at that meeting.  It is 
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stated that Mrs Connolly replied “No I did not mention any drug use as I was not taking 

them at the time”.  The notes also state that Mrs Connolly described having disclosed her 

drug use to various medical practitioners and that no one had advised her to disclose, 

and that her doctor had not liked the Occupational Health doctor’s attitude towards her.  It 

is stated that Mrs Connolly’s representative at the interview made the point that the 

Occupational Health doctor was part of Dorset County Council, and that Mrs Connolly did 

not feel he was a ‘safe’ person to disclose the information to.  It is stated that Mrs 

Connolly agreed with the statement. 

The Head Teacher has told the Panel that Mrs Connolly produced a statement during the 

course of the investigation.  This stated that Mrs Connolly did not consider that she had 

withheld information from the Occupational Health doctor as she had not been taking 

drugs for a few months and that she had followed the advice of a health practitioner who 

had accompanied her.  In the same statement Mrs Connolly stated that she had been 

honest all along to Occupational Health when questions have been addressed to her. 

In the notes of the Disciplinary Hearing, it is stated that Mrs Connolly was asked if the 

Occupational Health doctor had asked her if she was taking drugs.  It is stated that Mrs 

Connolly responded that the Occupational Health doctor had said that ‘many teachers 

use drugs to self-medicate, is that what you are doing?’ to which it is stated that Mrs 

Connolly responded “I said no”. 

The Panel has also considered a letter from the Occupational Health doctor dated 12 

July 2011 which stated in response to specific questions asked of him, that there was no 

indication at any stage that Mrs Connolly had taken illegal drugs and there was certainly 

ample opportunity for this to have been disclosed during their meetings.  The 

Occupational Health doctor was unable to state what impact the drug use would have 

had on Mrs Connolly but stated that “there could be no medical support for the view that 

use of the drugs mentioned would be acceptable in the classroom environment, or that 

they have no appreciable affect on performance, which they clearly do”.  He concluded 

“these issues were not disclosed to me and I can only conclude that they were withheld 

as it could not be considered that they were not relevant to Mrs Connolly’s ongoing 

difficulties”. 

The Panel has reviewed the instructions to the Occupational Health doctor and notes that 

he was being asked to report about any underlying health problem, about any impact on 

her ability to carry out her role and about how to best manage the concerns that had led 

to the referral to Occupational Health.  It is apparent from the Occupational Health 

doctor’s letter of 12 July 2012 that the drug use would have been relevant to this 

assessment.   This was contrary to the evidence Mrs Connolly gave during the 

investigation that it was unnecessary to disclose her drug use.  The Panel considers that 

Mrs Connolly should have disclosed her drug use to the Occupational Health doctor, that 

she had ample opportunity to do so and that in failing to disclose her drug use, she 

prevented the Occupational Health doctor from making a reasoned assessment.       
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Findings as to Unacceptable Professional Conduct and/or 

Conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute and/or 

conviction of a relevant offence 

Having found the facts of allegations 1 to 4 inclusive proven, save for the reference to 

ecstasy, we further find that your actions amount to unacceptable professional conduct 

because:  

1) You failed to maintain high standards of ethics and behaviour within and outside 

school by using illegal drugs.   

2) You did not have proper and professional regard for the policies and practices of the 

school in which you taught having been in breach of the school’s disciplinary rules.  Your 

actions in withholding information had the effect of breaking the relationship of trust and 

confidence between you and the school. 

The Panel has considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents and 

others in the community.  The Panel notes that some of the conduct alleged took place 

outside of the education setting, but had an impact on the way you fulfilled your 

professional duties for the reasons set out above and amounted to 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 unprofessional conduct/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. 

The teacher is of previous good character and the Panel has been referred to a number 

of statements in mitigation.  These include a letter from a keyworker dated 20 September 

2011 at page 195 of the Bundle, a letter from her therapist dated 24 September 2012 

(pages 244 – 245 of the Bundle), an undated letter from her therapist stamped as having 

been received on 12 August 2013 (page 248 to 249 of the Bundle) and a letter from her 

therapist dated 23 August 2013 (pages 269 to 272 of the Bundle). 

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 a 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 – Prohibition of Teachers Advice. The Panel considered whether the 
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protection of children and other members of the public is a relevant public interest 

consideration in this case. The Panel found no evidence to suggest that any children 

were harmed or placed at risk by the teacher’s behaviour.   

By making a finding of unacceptable professional conduct and declaring that the 

teacher’s conduct may bring the profession into disrepute, the Panel has underlined the 

importance of upholding proper standards of conduct, with a view to maintaining public 

confidence in the profession.   

The Panel has also considered carefully whether or not it would be proportionate to 

impose a Prohibition Order.  In forming a judgement in this respect, the Panel took 

particular account of the mitigation evidence that was presented to it. The Panel 

recognised that Mrs Connolly had sought a range of therapeutic and medical help over a 

number of years for her underlying health conditions.  She attempted self-medication as 

one solution.   

The Panel took note of a letter from her keyworker dated 20 September 2011 who 

commented on Mrs Connolly’s abstinence from illegal drugs. The Panel has also taken 

account of the letters received from Mrs Connolly’s therapist.  The first two of these 

letters, one dated 24 September 2013, and the other undated, but stamped ‘received on 

12 August 2013’ refer to Mrs Connolly having remained free of illicit substance abuse 

since May 2011 and the progress she has made in her therapy to treat her underlying 

health conditions.  The Panel was also mindful of the fact that prior to these findings 

being made against her, Mrs Connolly was considered to be a person of good character 

with no criminal or disciplinary sanctions recorded against her. 

In making this recommendation, the Panel has considered the public interest 

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

Connolly.  The Panel took further account of the Teacher Misconduct – Prohibition of 

Teachers 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, the only one 

that the Panel finds is potentially relevant is:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

latest teachers’ standards 

The Panel considered those elements and found that whilst there had been a departure 

from the standards, the Panel did not consider it to be at the more serious end of the 

scale.  

The Panel considered other mitigating factors.  The Panel is satisfied that Mrs Connolly 

has demonstrated a significant level of insight and has expressed regret for her actions.  

Her therapist has stated in correspondence that her drug use ceased in May 2011 and 

that she has undergone regular tests to prove this.  Her therapist has also stated that Mrs 

Connolly stopped using illicit substances on the day that an approach was agreed 

between Mrs Connolly and her therapist, indicating that she was not addicted.   It 
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appears that Mrs Connolly’s underlying health conditions have significantly improved, 

and she has stated that she is now well. Mrs Connolly has a previous good history and 

the Panel has seen no evidence of any previous conduct issues. 

In conclusion, the Panel notes the following factors:  

 the significant level of insight demonstrated by Mrs Connolly; 

 Mrs Connolly’s regret for her behaviour;  

 her drug use, which occurred outside the education setting, stopped in May 2011;  

 there is no sign of Mrs Connolly having developed an addiction; 

 Mrs Connolly has actively addressed her health issues through the appropriate 

channels; 

 there has been a marked improvement in her underlying health issues;  

 Mrs Connolly’s drug use came to light as a result of Mrs Connolly’s disclosure  

(albeit that that was a belated disclosure);  

 Mrs Connolly is of previous good history.    

The Panel has therefore decided that it would not be in the public interest, in all the 

circumstances, or proportionate, to recommend a Prohibition Order.    

Decision and reasons on behalf of the Secretary of 
State 

I have carefully considered the findings and recommendations of the panel in this 

case. 

The panel have found the facts relating to all the allegations proven save for the 

allegation relating to the taking of ecstasy. The panel have further found that Mrs 

Connolly’s behaviour amounts to both unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

The panel then went on to consider whether they should recommend that a 

prohibition order be imposed. They have given attention to the public interest 

considerations and have noted the information received from her therapist that 

refers to Mrs Connolly having remained free of illicit substance abuse since May 

2011 and the progress she has made in her therapy to treat her underlying health 

conditions.  The Panel was also mindful of the fact that prior to these findings 

being made against her, Mrs Connolly was considered to be a person of good 

character with no criminal or disciplinary sanctions recorded against her. 
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The panel have taken account of the insight and regret that Mrs Connolly has 

shown. 

In all the circumstances I agree that a prohibition order would not be proportionate 

in this case. By making a finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 

declaring that the teacher’s conduct may bring the profession into disrepute, the 

panel has underlined the importance of upholding proper standards of conduct, 

with a view to maintaining public confidence in the profession.   

NAME OF DECISION MAKER: Paul Heathcote 

 

Date: 8 November 2013  

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

State.  


