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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Mrs Diane Drew 

NCTL case reference: 15170 

Date of determination: 6 April 2017 

Former employer: Sandon Business, Arts & Enterprise College 

A. Introduction 

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

Leadership (“the National College”) convened on 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 April 2017 at The 

Ramada Hotel, The Butts, Coventry CV1 3GG to consider the case of Ms Karen Venita 

Castrey and Mrs Diane Drew. 

The panel members were Mr Martin Greenslade (lay panellist – in the chair), Mr Peter 

Cooper (teacher panellist) and Mr Maurice McBride (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Mr Robin Havard of Blake Morgan LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Mr Ben Bentley of Browne Jacobson 

LLP. 

Ms Castrey attended the hearing and was represented by Mr Andrew Faux of Counsel. 

Mrs Drew attended the hearing on 4 and 5 April 2017 and was represented throughout by 

Mr Tim Glover, Solicitor.  

The hearing took place in public and was recorded. The panel's decision was announced 

in public.  

B. Allegations 

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 2 

February 2017. 

It was alleged that Mrs Diane Drew was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 
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Whilst working as a teacher at Sandon Business, Arts & Enterprise College in the period 

2009/10 to 2015 she: 

1. Falsified the School's attendance records and/or requested and/or instructed staff 

members to make false representations on the school's attendance register; 

2. Failed to effectively manage the administration of the school attendance register 

by failing to ensure its accuracy; 

3. Knowingly caused, permitted or allowed inaccurate information relating to school 

attendance to be submitted to the Governing Body of the School and/or the Local 

Authority; 

4. Her conduct as may be found to be proven at allegations 1 and/or 3 was dishonest 

and/or lacked integrity in that she caused a statutory document to be completed in 

a way in which she knew or ought to have known was false and/or misleading. 

Mrs Drew admitted the facts of the allegations. 

Mrs Drew admitted that those facts amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and 

conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute.  

C. Preliminary applications 

Amendment 

With the agreement of the parties, the panel allowed an amendment to allegation 4 by 

the deletion of the words "… and/or lacked integrity ….". 

Late admission of documents 

On 5 April 2017, Mr Faux applied on behalf of Ms Castrey to admit into evidence an 

email from Ms Castrey to Mr Faux's firm dated 6 March 2017 and an extract from the 

school's attendance register. There was no objection from the Presenting Officer and Mr 

Glover on the understanding that Mrs Drew, if advised, could be recalled to deal with any 

issues which arose. 

On this basis, the panel exercised its discretion and allowed the documents into evidence 

D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology and anonymised people list – pages 2 to 5 
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Section 2: Notice of Proceedings and Response – pages 7 to 40 

Section 3: NCTL witness statements – pages 42 to 96 

Section 4: NCTL documents – pages 98 to 322 

Section 5: Teacher documents – pages 361 to 460  

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

hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by the presenting 

officer: 

 Witness A, education welfare officer; 

 Witness B, administration assistant at Sandon Business, Arts and Enterprise College; 

 Witness C, headteacher at Bedlingtonshire Community High School and formerly of 

Sandon Business, Arts and Enterprise College; 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witnesses called by Mrs Drew: 

 Witness D, formerly chair of governors at Longton High School; 

 Witness E, principal of the Co-operative Academy of Stoke-on-Trent; 

 Mrs Drew gave evidence on her own account; 

 Ms Castrey gave evidence on her own account. 

Statement of agreed facts 

The panel considered a statement of agreed and disputed facts which was signed by Ms 

Castrey and the presenting officer on 22 March 2017 and by Mrs Drew on 23 March 

2017. 

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

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

of the hearing.  
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Brief Summary 

Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew started their teaching careers in 1988 and 1992 respectively.  

In September 2009, Ms Castrey was appointed as headteacher of Sandon Business and 

Enterprise College ("Sandon") which had been placed in special measures in 2008.  

In September 2010, Longton High School ("Longton") was amalgamated with Sandon 

and Ms Castrey became headteacher of the combined school. Whilst initially part of the 

school continued to operate from the Longton site at Box Lane, in September 2011, the 

Box Lane site was closed and the school operated from one site at Sandon. 

Mrs Drew had taught at Longton from the outset of her teaching career and was 

appointed deputy headteacher in January 2005. Her responsibilities included the tracking 

and monitoring of attendance.  

On the amalgamation with Sandon in September 2010, Mrs Drew continued as deputy 

headteacher and took on the responsibility of attendance at the combined school.  

In September 2014, anomalies were discovered with regard to Sandon's attendance 

registers. This led to an investigation being undertaken which discovered that, over a 

period of years, the school's attendance records had been falsified repeatedly and very 

substantially. This meant that inaccurate information relating to school attendance was 

submitted to the governing body of Sandon and the Local Authority.  

Mrs Drew has accepted that she was responsible for attendance at the school and was 

directly involved in the falsification of the school's attendance records. She accepts that 

she knew that inaccurate information was being submitted to the governing body and the 

Local Authority.  

Ms Castrey denies any knowledge of the activities of Mrs Drew and other members of 

staff involved in the falsification of the records. 

From September 2014, Ms Castrey was absent from work through illness. 

In April 2015, both Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew ceased being employed at Sandon.  
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Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel has found the following particulars of the allegations against Ms Castrey and 

Mrs Drew proven, for these reasons: 

Whilst working as a teacher at Sandon Business, Arts & Enterprise College in the 

period 2009/10 to 2015 you: 

1. Falsified the School's attendance records and/or requested and/or 

instructed staff members to make false representations on the school's 

attendance register; 

It is not disputed by either Ms Castrey or Mrs Drew that the attendance records of 

Sandon had been falsified and that false representations had been made on the school's 

attendance register. 

Indeed, the panel sets out below the relevant extract from the Statement of Agreed and 

Disputed Facts ("the Statement"): 

"2. Both Ms Karen Castrey and Mrs Diane Drew admit that the School’s attendance 

register was falsified over a substantial period of time, from the period May 2012 until 

the time of the Local Authority investigation in October 2014. 

 

3. Both teachers admit that attendance at the School as submitted to the Department 

for Education via the Pupil Level Annual School Census (“PLASC”) during the 

academic years 2010 to 2015, was as follows: 

a. 2010 / 11 – Attendance 91.2% 

b. 2011 / 12 – Attendance 91.4% 

c. 2012 / 13 – Attendance 94.1% 

d. 2013 / 14 – Attendance 94.3% 

e. 2014 / 15 – Attendance 90.3%  

 

4. Both teachers agree that the number of overall absences recorded, compared with 

the total sessions possible during the academic years 2010 to 2015, was as follows: 

f. 2010 / 11 – 22,180 absences out of a possible 252,186 

g. 2011 / 12 – 20,002 absences out of a possible 232,802 

h. 2012 / 13 – 13,147 absences out of a possible 221,226 

i. 2013 / 14 – 12,626 absences out of a possible 222,271 

j. 2014 / 15 – 19,783 absences out of a possible 203,315 

 

5. It is agreed by both teachers that the fall in the number of reported absences in the 

academic years 2012 – 2014, compared with the 3 academic years in which 

attendance was not falsified, represents the manipulation of at least 5000 pupil 
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records in each year, and that around 1 in 4 pupil absences in those two academic 

years was falsely stated." 

 

At paragraph 6 of the Statement, Mrs Drew admits that she herself made false 

amendments to the school's attendance register. In the Statement, in her written 

statement of 6 March 2017 and in her oral evidence, Mrs Drew also confirmed that she 

requested and instructed others, such as Individual A, Witness B and Individual C, to 

make amendments to the school's attendance register which she knew to be false. 

Consequently, as against Mrs Drew, the panel finds the facts of allegation 1 proven. 

However, Mrs Drew admits this allegation on the basis that she falsified the school's 

attendance records and instructed other staff members to make false representations on 

the school's attendance register at the instruction of the headteacher, Ms Castrey. 

Ms Castrey not only denies instructing anyone, including Mrs Drew, to do so but also 

denies any knowledge of the fact that the school's attendance records were being 

falsified or that false representations were being made in the school's attendance 

register. 

At Sandon, teachers would take an electronic register of pupil attendance, once in the 

morning and once in the afternoon. There are certain codes which would inform the 

status of any particular pupil. If a pupil was present, he or she would be marked as such. 

If the register was marked "N", this meant that the pupil was absent but the reason for 

such absence was unknown. "R" would indicate that the pupil was absent for religious 

purposes. "B" would signify that a pupil was being educated off-site and therefore this 

would count as the pupil being present. "O" represented an unauthorised absence and 

"G" would be inserted if the pupil was on an unauthorised holiday. 

Once the teacher has electronically recorded on the register the status of the pupils, this 

data would be uploaded to the School's Information Management System ("SIMS").  

Administrative staff in student services would then manage the information relating to 

pupil attendance on SIMS. This would include Witness B and Individual A. They formed 

part of a team for which Mrs Drew was responsible as she was in overall control of school 

attendance.  

If a pupil was marked as "N", student services would then make enquiries of that pupil or 

his or her parents, for example by text, to find out the reason for the pupil's absence. It 

was perfectly legitimate for the attendance register to be changed once the actual reason 

for the pupil's absence became known or if an error had been made. The aim was for the 

register to be amended within 14 days to reflect the actual reason for a pupil's absence. 

Individual C was the SIMS manager at Sandon. She also reported to Mrs Drew. Part of 

her role was to produce and submit a document called Pupil Level Annual School 

Census ("PLASC"). This would contain a range of information including, for example, 
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details of pupils eligible for free school meals or those who had come on or off the role. 

Of relevance to this case, it would include detailed information in relation to school 

attendance. It would be submitted to the Department of Education, Governors and the 

Local Authority. It is a statutory requirement to maintain accurate attendance records. 

The PLASC would have to be signed off as approved by the headteacher which, during 

the material time, was Ms Castrey. 

Following the merger of Longton and Sandon in September 2010, attendance at Sandon 

for the academic years 2010/11 and 2011/12 was 91.2% and 91.4% respectively. These 

percentages were drawn from the average figures contained within the PLASCs which 

are produced each term. For example, the PLASC for Autumn 2012 would contain 

information relating to pupil attendance in the Summer Term 2012. It states: "Overall 

(Authorised or Unauthorised) absence as percentage of total possible sessions" as 

9.03%. This leads to attendance for that period of 90.97% which is well below the 

national average. The PLASC for that period was signed, and thereby approved, by Ms 

Castrey on 4 October 2012. 

The information kept on SIMS and contained in PLASC is critical data. It is accepted by 

both Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew that it plays an important part in safeguarding and 

ensuring clarity as to a child's attendance at school. It also provides the necessary 

evidence for education welfare officers to enable them to fulfil their roles.  

The school would receive support from an Education Welfare Officer ("EWO"), Witness 

A, who attended one day per week on behalf of the Local Authority and was then "traded 

in" for a second day following the merger to support the school. Witness A would 

concentrate on cases of persistent absence by individual pupils and would work with a 

group of schools. She would have access to SIMS and would extract information about 

the attendance of a particular pupil. She would meet with the attendance team and 

discuss ideas and plans to incentivise increased attendance. She would also present 

cases in court in relation to parents of children who were persistently absent. Witness A 

stated that there was a concern with regard to marks being changed but they were 

rectified and, having discussed the matter with her line manager, Individual D, no further 

action was taken. Witness A could not comment on the staff at the school as she did not 

attend the staff room nor did she have any contact with Ms Castrey. 

In May 2012, Ofsted carried out an inspection of Sandon. Amongst the areas for 

improvement identified, Ofsted stated that there was a need to improve attendance so 

that it was at least in line with the national average. The panel has been informed that the 

national average was 93%. 

Following the OFSTED visit on 23 and 24 May 2012, two Senior Leadership Team 

("SLT") meetings were held on 25 and 29 May 2012.  

Mrs Drew states that, in front of the SLT, Ms Castrey instructed her to change the marks 

in the attendance registers to improve the data and that it was unforgivable that the 
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attendance was below the national average. Mrs Drew stated that Ms Castrey indicated 

that she had changed the marks when she was deputy head at another school. Witness 

C gave evidence in support of Mrs Drew. Whilst he supported Mrs Drew's version to the 

extent that he maintained that Mrs Drew had told him that Ms Castrey gave her the 

direction to change the marks in the attendance registers, his written statement was 

shown to be incorrect and the panel found his recollection of events unreliable.  

However, the panel heard evidence from Witness B who is, and was at the material time, 

an administration assistant at Sandon. When interviewed in January 2015, Witness B 

confirmed that Ms Castrey telephoned her directly to say that the attendance figures 

were not good enough and to "… get them up as soon as possible". Witness B 

maintained that Ms Castrey rang her directly and was aggressive on the phone. When 

asked what she understood by that instruction, she said that she believed that she was 

required to change the marks and so she went through and changed them. At this time, 

her colleague in Student Services, Individual A was away at a funeral. However, 

Individual A confirmed in her interview that she telephoned Witness B later that day and 

Witness B had told her that Ms Castrey had screamed at her with regard to attendance 

levels. Witness B remained firm in her oral evidence, describing Ms Castrey as "sharp" in 

her tone. Witness B did not challenge Ms Castrey. When cross-examined, Witness B 

confirmed that Ms Castrey said the attendance was not good enough and that she 

wanted them higher and she wanted it done immediately. Her tone was that she wanted 

it done "today". It was accepted by Witness B that it was ordinarily Mrs Drew who would 

give her instructions to change the marks but she definitely remembered the telephone 

call with Ms Castrey.  

Both Witness B and Individual A confirm in their interviews that they spoke to the 

Business Manager at the school, Individual B, and expressed their concern that they 

were being asked to make adjustments to the attendance record. This is confirmed by 

Individual B.  

On balance, whilst denied by Ms Castrey, the panel finds that she did telephone Witness 

B, told her that the attendance figures were not good enough and instructed her to "…get 

them up as soon as possible". From that finding of fact, the panel finds that this was an 

instruction to change the marks in the attendance records to show a higher level of 

attendance than the correct level. Indeed, Witness B was in no position in isolation to 

generate higher attendances by legitimate means in a short space of time of a magnitude 

which would have made a difference to the attendance percentage.  

In responses given in her interview, the PA to Ms Castrey, Individual D, outlined how she 

was aware of Ms Castrey being unhappy with the census (the PLASC) and had asked 

Mrs Drew to come to her office. Individual D states that Ms Castrey told Mrs Drew that 

she was not happy with the figures, that Mrs Drew needed to look at them and that Mrs 

Drew "…was unhappy with the headteacher's request" . 
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As stated, Individual C was the SIMS manager at Sandon. She was not able to attend 

this hearing due to ill health. In her interview, she confirmed that she was responsible for 

preparing the PLASC, otherwise described as the Census. Individual C confirms that she 

would present the Census to Ms Castrey but she would refuse to sign it "…unless the 

figures were what she wanted to read". It was suggested by Individual C that Ms Castrey 

indicated that if she was not prepared to change the figures, her job was at risk. 

Individual C confirms that she would change the figures as she had been told to do so by 

the headteacher and also by Mrs Drew.  

Indeed, Individual D supports Individual C’s account, saying that Individual C had 

confided in her to say that she was not happy with the accuracy of the information 

contained in the census and was concerned at the issue of "improving" the school 

attendance figures". 

Individual D then confirms that she knew that Mrs Drew had been directed to make 

changes by Ms Castrey who "…had come up with the attendance figures required". 

Individual B also says that "…around the Census day or the day after", although she 

could not say which one, she saw Individual C coming out of Ms Castrey's office and said 

"The Head is not happy, I've got to fix it, I don’t know how I am going to do it". 

Mrs Drew maintained that she had been directed by Ms Castrey to change the marks in 

the attendance registers to improve the attendance records of Sandon so that they met 

or exceeded the national average. She did not feel that she had any alternative but to do 

so as she feared for her job. When challenged that the information with regard to pupils' 

attendance was critical with regard to safeguarding and child protection, and why had 

she not whistle blown, Mrs Drew stated that the marks would be changed in advance of 

the submission of PLASC and then would be changed back immediately following the 

submission of the PLASC to reflect the correct position. In this way, child welfare was not 

put at risk. The changing back of the data is supported by the written account of 

Individual A and Individual C.  

Mrs Drew also gave evidence that, on a day when the school had to be closed due to 

snowy conditions, she was unable to drive home and so Ms Castrey gave her a lift. 

During that journey, Ms Castrey again insisted that attendance had to be above 94%. 

Whilst Ms Castrey did not wish to say that Mrs Drew, Witness C, Witness B, Individual A, 

Individual D and Individual C were not telling the truth, she denies that any of the 

conversations as outlined by those individuals relating to attendance, whether on the 

telephone or face-to-face, had taken place. She maintains that she has never instructed 

anyone to make false representations on the school's attendance register. Ms Castrey 

could offer no explanation why the members of staff should say that she did. She does 

not allege that this is, in effect, a conspiracy between the members of staff and Mrs Drew 

to blame Ms Castrey.  
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Ms Castrey denies that she instilled fear into any member of staff. Indeed, Ms Castrey 

states that, following Individual C suffering a family bereavement, she offered Individual 

C a great deal of support, assuring her that if she took time away "she would not lose her 

job". She apologises if Individual C felt that she had been bullied and that Ms Castrey 

would never intentionally bully her.  

In reaching its findings of fact, the panel has taken full account of the fact that Ms Castrey 

is a person of good character and has considered the character references supplied. It 

has also borne in mind that Mrs Drew's evidence has to be assessed in the knowledge 

that she has admitted that she has acted dishonestly. The panel acknowledges that 

neither Individual C nor Individual A nor Individual D had attended to give evidence. 

Therefore their written evidence was hearsay and the panel approaches the amount of 

weight to be placed on such evidence with considerable caution. Also, save for her 

account of the telephone conversation with Ms Castrey about which she was very clear, 

Witness B's memory of events was incomplete. Finally, as stated, the evidence of 

Witness C was not consistent.  

However, there is a common thread which ran through their evidence which is consistent. 

They all state that Ms Castrey was a formidable person who expected her instructions to 

be followed. Indeed, the panel notes that Ms Castrey had reflected on the accounts 

provided by the members of staff and how she had been perceived. The likes of Witness 

B, Individual C and Mrs Drew all talk of how they felt intimidated by Ms Castrey and that it 

was not possible to challenge her.  

Mrs Drew, Witness B and Individual C confirm, and the panel finds, that they received 

direct instruction from Ms Castrey to increase the attendance levels which could only be 

achieved by changing the marks in the registers. In addition, staff changed marks on the 

register on the instruction of Mrs Drew who in turn had been instructed by Ms Castrey to 

change the attendance register to ensure that the attendance of pupils at the school was 

at or above the national average. 

The panel considered whether any of those members of staff had a motive to fabricate 

their evidence. Witness B stated that there was no reason for her to do so. As for 

Individual C, if, as Ms Castrey suggested, she offered Individual C such support at the 

time of her family bereavement, the panel found it unrealistic to suggest that Individual C 

would then provide an entirely false account of being instructed to change the data which 

was included in the PLASC. 

In reaching its findings, the panel considered very carefully the account provided by Ms 

Castrey and finds it to be wholly implausible. As headteacher, she had overall 

responsibility for the accuracy of the information submitted in respect of attendance at the 

school. Indeed, in her capacity as headteacher, she had to sign the PLASC. Whilst she 

stated that she had no idea that the attendance registers were being altered to present a 

false picture, and that it was Maths, as opposed to attendance, which was her priority, 

her evidence suggests that she had a firm grasp on the detail. In her statement, she 

refers to her knowledge of the attendance percentages and the fact that she would be 
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monitoring the attendance trackers which she believed to show the attendance at 93% or 

94%. 

The panel notes that the PLASCs signed by Ms Castrey would have revealed to her that, 

in the academic years 2010/2011 and 2011/2012, the attendance levels were 91.2% and 

91.4% respectively, well below the national average.  

Indeed, the last PLASC signed by her in 2011/2012 shows an attendance level of 

90.97%. 

However, when Ms Castrey signed the next PLASC on 1 February 2013, for the period 

September 2012 to Christmas 2012, the attendance level was 94.06%, in excess of the 

national average. 

Notwithstanding the dramatic improvement, there appears to have been no 

acknowledgment or recognition or, indeed, celebration of such an achievement. 

Therefore the panel does not accept Ms Castrey's evidence that this can all be attributed 

to greater efforts being made by staff to incentivise pupils to attend, or other legitimate 

measures of a similar type. The scale of the turnaround in attendance over such a short 

period of time supports the allegation that it was achieved through a manipulation of the 

data through the falsification of the marks in the attendance registers. The panel finds 

that Ms Castrey was fully aware that this was being done as she had instructed staff to 

do it.  

On the third day of the hearing, Ms Castrey requested the panel to allow into evidence a 

document which she alleged proved that, even after her departure in September 2014, 

Mrs Drew was still changing the register and making false entries. However, on closer 

analysis, the panel concluded that, if anything, this new piece of evidence supported the 

conclusion that, at a time when Ms Castrey was present, the registers were being 

changed in order to mislead and that the changes which were made after her departure 

were in order to correct the false entries. 

The schedule which the panel allowed into evidence related to the attendance record of 

Pupil A in the period from 30 June 2014 to 17 July 2014. For a number of sessions, it 

shows that, on 21 July 2014, when Ms Castrey was still at the school, the register had 

been changed from G (unauthorised holiday) to B (educated off-site which counts as 

present). This would therefore mislead someone looking at the register into thinking that 

Pupil A was present when in fact he was not. 

The marks in the register are then changed again on 9 October 2014 (Ms Castrey having 

left in September 2014) but on this occasion from B to O (unauthorised absence). This 

change would therefore be detrimental to the attendance percentage. The panel accepts 

Mrs Drew's evidence and finds that this was to correct the earlier incorrect entries. 

Taking account of the cumulative effect of the evidence, both oral and written, presented 

by the NCTL, and the implausibility of Ms Castrey's account, the panel finds Ms Castrey 

did instruct Mrs Drew to change the school's attendance records knowing that this would 

lead to false entries being made. The panel also finds that Ms Castrey instructed Witness 
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B and Individual C to change the data knowing that it meant that the data would then be 

false.  

The panel therefore finds that, on the balance of probabilities, whilst there is no evidence 

that Ms Castrey herself falsified the school's attendance records, she did instruct staff 

members to make false representations on the school's attendance register. 

Consequently, as against Ms Castrey, the panel finds the facts of allegation 1 proven. 

2. Failed to effectively manage the administration of the school attendance 

register by failing to ensure its accuracy; 

The panel sets out below the relevant extract from the Statement of Agreed and Disputed 

Facts: 

"8. Ms Karen Castrey accepts that as headteacher of the School, she held 

responsibilities for managing the administration of the attendance register pursuant to 

the duties under Section 434 of the Education Act 1996 and The Education (Pupil 

Registration) (England) Regulations 2006 but denies that she failed to effectively 

manage the administration of the school attendance register by failing to ensure its 

accuracy.  

 

9. Mrs Diane Drew admits that where such duties were delegated to her, she failed to 

effectively manage the administration of the school attendance register by failing to 

ensure its accuracy and by knowingly instructing that this be falsified. 

 

10. Both teachers admit that the accuracy of school registers is of particular importance 

in matters of safeguarding and ensuring clarity as to a child’s attendance at school". 

 

In respect of both Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew, the panel relies on its findings of fact in 

respect of allegation 1 above. 

 

On the basis of such facts and her admission, the panel finds the facts of allegation 2, as 

against Mrs Drew, proven. 

 

With regard to Ms Castrey, who denies the allegation, the panel repeats its finding that 

ultimate responsibility for the management and accuracy of the school's attendance 

register rests with her. 

 

In acting in the way that she did, the panel finds that she failed to manage the 

administration of the school's attendance register by ensuring its accuracy and the panel 

finds the facts of allegation 2, as against Ms Castrey, proven.  

 

3. Knowingly caused, permitted or allowed inaccurate information relating to 

school attendance to be submitted to the Governing Body of the School 

and/or the Local Authority; 
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The panel sets out below the relevant extract from the Statement of Agreed and Disputed 

Facts: 

"11.  Both Ms Karen Castrey and Mrs Diane Drew admit that the falsified data contained 

within the School’s attendance registers was used to submit information to the 

school Governing Body, and the Local Authority, and as part of the Pupil Level and 

School Census data, to report on the attendance at the School. 

 

12. Mrs Diane Drew admits that she knowingly caused, permitted and allowed 

inaccurate information about school attendance to be provided to third parties, in 

that she knew that the attendance figures were falsely stated and misrepresented 

the true position. 

 

13. Ms Karen Castrey denies knowingly causing, permitting or allowing inaccurate 

information to be submitted to the Governing Body, and the Local Authority, and as 

part of the Pupil Level and School Census data". 

 

In respect of both Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew, the panel relies on its findings of fact in 

respect of allegation 1 above. 

 

In addition, in respect of Mrs Drew, the panel relies on her admission and therefore finds 

the facts of allegation 3 proven. 

 

As for Ms Castrey, she denies the allegation but it was Ms Castrey who, in her capacity 

as Head teacher, had the responsibility to sign the PASC. Before doing so, there was a 

duty on her to ensure that its content was accurate and capable of being relied upon. In 

the light of the panel's findings, not only was the PASC not accurate, but also Ms Castrey 

knew, when signing it, that it was not accurate. Consequently, in respect of Ms Castrey, 

the panel finds the facts of allegation 3 proven. 

4. Your conduct as may be found to be proven at allegations 1 and/or 3 was 

dishonest in that you caused a statutory document to be completed in a way 

in which you knew or ought to have known was false and/or misleading.  

The panel sets out below the relevant extract from the Statement of Agreed and Disputed 

Facts: 

"14. Mrs Diane Drew admits that her conduct as admitted in respect to allegations 1 and 

3 was dishonest in that by the standards of ordinary and honest people, including 

members of the teaching profession, it would be considered dishonest to make false 

entries on a school register and to submit these falsified entries to a statutory body, 

and that she appreciated at the time that her conduct was dishonest by those 

standards. 

 

15. Ms Castrey denies falsifying registers, or instructing or requesting others to do so, 

and therefore denies that her conduct was dishonest". 
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In respect of both Ms Castrey and Mrs Drew, the panel relies on its findings of fact in 

respect of allegation 1 above. 

 

In addition, in respect of Mrs Drew, the panel relies on her admission and therefore finds 

allegation 4 proven. 

 

Taking account of its findings in respect of the facts of allegations 1 and 3 as against Ms 

Castrey and that it is accepted that the facts of allegations 1 and 3 would, if found 

proven, amount to dishonest behaviour, the panel finds the facts of allegation 4 as 

against Ms Castrey proved and that she acted dishonestly in causing a statutory 

document to be completed in a way which she knew to be false and misleading. 

 

Findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct 

and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute 

Having found the allegations to have been proven, the panel has concluded that the facts 

of those allegations amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may 

bring the profession into disrepute. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Mrs Drew in relation to the facts found proven, 

involves breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. The panel considers that by reference to 

Part Two, Mrs Drew is in breach of the following standards:  

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

behaviour, within and outside school, by having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ 

well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions; 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel finds that the conduct of Mrs Drew fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are particularly serious as they include a finding of dishonesty 

on the part of a deputy headteacher and involves a course of conduct designed to 

mislead the statutory authorities and the governing body with regard to an important 

element of the school's performance. It also involves the provision of instructions to other 

more junior members of staff to conduct themselves in a way which they knew to be 

wrong.  

Whilst it is maintained that the data was subsequently corrected, the panel is also 

concerned that one of the primary purposes of maintaining an accurate record of 

attendance is for safeguarding reasons. An accurate attendance register is necessary to 

ensure that pupils' whereabouts are known or, if they are not, appropriate child protection 
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measures can then be taken. Conduct of this sort has the potential to damage the 

public's perception of, and trust in, the profession.  

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 

Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and 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 punitive effect.  

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

Teacher misconduct: The prohibition of teachers ("the Advice") and, having done so, has 

found two 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. 

The panel also acknowledged that there is a public interest in a teacher who is able to 

make a valuable contribution to the profession being able to continue in that profession, 

as outlined in the judgment in Wallace v Secretary of State for Education [2017] EWHC 

109(Admin). 

In light of the panel’s findings against Mrs Drew, which involved dishonesty in the 

fabrication of highly important statutory information designed to mislead, and which had 

persisted over a substantial period, the panel considers that public confidence in the 

profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found were not treated 

with the utmost seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel also 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 Drew 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 Drew. In considering the 

issue of proportionality, the panel applied the following test, namely whether a less 

intrusive measure could be used without unacceptably compromising the achievement of 

the relevant objective and whether, having regard to these matters and the severity of the 

consequences for Mrs Drew, a fair balance can be struck between the rights of Mrs Drew 

and the interests of the public. 
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In carrying out the balancing exercise the panel has considered the public interest 

considerations both in favour of and against prohibition. 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:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 

Teachers’ Standards; 

 dishonesty, especially where it has been repeated. 

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 heard evidence relating to Mrs Drew's situation at the relevant time. The panel 

accepts that the amalgamation of Longton and Sandon had been a highly unsettling and 

difficult process. Mrs Drew was deputy head and had a range of areas for which she was 

responsible. The panel heard Witness A say that it seemed as if Mrs Drew was working 

under considerable pressure and that there was only about one hour in any week when 

she could meet with Mrs Drew. 

Mrs Drew also confirmed that she had felt that she had to follow the direction and 

instruction provided by Ms Castrey as she feared that, if she did not do so, she would be 

at risk of losing her job. It was submitted on Mrs Drew's behalf that she acted under 

duress when falsifying the attendance register and when she instructed others to do the 

same. The panel did not consider that the pressure exerted by Ms Castrey amounted to 

duress. There was no evidence, for instance, to suggest that Ms Castrey had said that if 

Mrs Drew did not do as instructed, she would be dismissed. Nevertheless, the panel had 

found that Ms Castrey was a formidable person and clearly Mrs Drew and others found it 

very difficult to question or challenge what was asked of them.  

The panel noted that Mrs Drew is a person of previous good character and, other than 

the circumstances giving rise to the current allegations, she has an excellent record of 

professional performance. The panel had read carefully the testimonials from other 

professional colleagues, all of which are highly supportive and relevant. Furthermore, the 

panel had heard evidence from the Chair of Governors at Longton when the 

amalgamation took place, Witness D. He described how difficult the process was, with 

people fearful for their jobs, and assurances of continued employment having been 

broken. He stated that when he spoke to Mrs Drew at the time, she was close to tears 

and stated how difficult life was at the amalgamated school. By contrast, in his written 

reference, he described how he was not only a Governor at Longton but also a parent of 

a pupil. He confirmed how well-regarded Mrs Drew was amongst the pupils, parents and 

staff, saying that she was dedicated, passionate and had a positive impact on the lives of 
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young people. He said that Mrs Drew struck him as a very honest person who did not shy 

away from difficult situations. He concludes by saying that he was saddened that this 

situation (i.e. the circumstances giving rise to the allegations) has led to Mrs Drew's 

impeccable reputation as an outstanding teacher and exemplary teaching professional 

being put in question. 

The panel had also heard from Witness E, principal of the Cooperative Academy of 

Stoke-on-Trent, where Mrs Drew has worked as a permanent member of staff since 

September 2015. Witness E confirmed that he had been informed of all the 

circumstances which had led to the allegations being made against Mrs Drew. He was 

aware of the fact that Mrs Drew had admitted to dishonestly fabricating school 

attendance records and that it was over a substantial period. 

However, despite that, Witness E had employed Mrs Drew and had absolutely no regrets 

in doing so. Before offering her a position, Mrs Drew had been entirely open and 

transparent with Witness E about what she had done. Witness E had also spoken at 

length with the person who, at the time of the conversation, was the headteacher at 

Sandon, Individual E, who supported the view that Mrs Drew deserved a second chance. 

She no longer has any responsibility for attendance and now works with some of the 

most vulnerable pupils in the country. Her wealth of experience is having a direct impact 

on the well-being and progress of those pupils. She has become a well-respected and 

trusted member of staff. 

It is clear to the panel from oral and written evidence that Mrs Drew has a high degree of 

insight into her misconduct and is deeply remorseful. She indicated that not a day goes 

by without her feeling thoroughly ashamed of what she had done. She had admitted her 

wrongdoing from the very outset and had cooperated fully with the investigation. She has 

taken important, positive steps to address personal issues and move forward 

successfully in her new role. Mrs Drew has maintained her professionalism throughout 

these protracted proceedings. 

Mrs Drew's professional reputation has already been blemished as a result of her 

conduct. In the particular circumstances of this case, the public findings of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute is a 

sanction in itself and will be with Mrs Drew throughout her career as a teacher.  

Whilst not for a moment minimising the seriousness of Mrs Drew's conduct, the panel has 

taken all of the circumstances into account, to include: the extremely difficult 

circumstances that prevailed at the school at the time of the misconduct, her level of 

insight and remorse, the steps she has taken since that time and the valuable 

contribution she is now making. In the panel's judgment, a prohibition order in relation to 

Mrs Drew is neither proportionate nor necessary in order to protect the public interest. 
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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 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 allegations proven and found that those proven facts 

amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession 

into disrepute. The panel has recommended that there should not be a prohibition order 

in this case.  

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

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

ethics and behaviour, within and outside school, by having regard for the need to 

safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance with statutory provisions; 

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

frameworks which set out their professional duties and responsibilities. 

The panel has found that the conduct of Mrs Drew fell significantly short of the standards 

expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are particularly serious as they include a finding of dishonesty 

on the part of a deputy headteacher and involves a course of conduct designed to 

mislead the statutory authorities and the governing body with regard to an important 

element of the school's performance. It also involves the provision of instructions to other 

more junior members of staff to conduct themselves in a way which they knew to be 

wrong.  

I have to determine whether the impostion 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 Drew, 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. The panel has observed “An accurate attendance register is necessary to 

ensure that pupils' whereabouts are known or, if they are not, appropriate child protection 
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measures can then be taken”. A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk 

from being present. I have taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and 

remorse which the panel sets out as follows, “It is clear to the panel from oral and written 

evidence that Mrs Drew has a high degree of insight into her misconduct and is deeply 

remorseful”. In my judgement the evidence that the panel has seen of both insight and 

remorse mean that the risk of repetition of this type of behaviour is significantly reduced. 

This means that I have applied considerable weight to this element in my consideration.  

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

confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “Conduct of this sort has the potential to 

damage the public's perception of, and trust in, the profession”. I am particularly aware of 

the finding of dishonesty in this case and the impact that such a finding has on the 

reputation of the profession. I have also weighed the comments of the panel concerning 

Mrs Drew’s subsequent honesty about her misconduct and their observation that, 

“Witness E confirmed that he had been informed of all the circumstances which had led 

to the allegations being made against Mrs Drew. He was aware of the fact that Mrs Drew 

had admitted to dishonestly fabricating school attendance records and that it was over a 

substantial period”. 

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.  

I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Mrs Drew herself. She has 

subsequently secured work teaching and the panel comment “She no longer has any 

responsibility for attendance and now works with some of the most vulnerable pupils in 

the country. Her wealth of experience is having a direct impact on the well-being and 

progress of those pupils. She has become a well-respected and trusted member of staff”. 

A prohibition order would prevent Mrs Drew from continuing that work and would clearly 

deprive the public of her contribution to the profession.  

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

Drew’s insight and remorse. The panel has said, “She indicated that not a day goes by 

without her feeling thoroughly ashamed of what she had done. She had admitted her 

wrongdoing from the very outset and had co-operated fully with the investigation. She 

has taken important, positive steps to address personal issues and move forward 

successfully in her new role. Mrs Drew has maintained her professionalism throughout 
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these protracted proceedings”. I have attached considerable weight to this evidence of 

insight and remorse. This suggests there will be little risk of repetition. It also supports the 

upholding of public confidence in the profession as it shows evidence of the recognition 

of the importance of high standards in the profession by the teacher. 

In my judgement it is possible to achieve the aim of protecting children and maintaining 

public confidence in the profession by the publication of the finding of unacceptable 

professional conduct and conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. I have 

therefore concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate or necessary in this case.  

 

 

 

Decision maker: Alan Meyrick  

Date: 13 April 2017 

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

State. 


