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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 

behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Miss Lisa Gulley 

Teacher ref number:   

Teacher date of birth:  

NCTL case reference: 16126 

Date of determination: 22 March 2018 

Former employer: Ball Green Primary School, Staffordshire 

A. Introduction 

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

(“the National College”) convened on 19 March 2018 to 22 March 2018 at the TechnoCentre, 

Coventry University Technology Park, Puma Way, Coventry, CV1 2TT to consider the case of 

Miss Gulley. 

The panel members were Mr Ian Hughes (lay panellist – in the chair), Ms Mick Levens (teacher 

panellist) and Mr Anthony Greenwood (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Ms Surekha Gollapudi of Eversheds Sutherland (International) 

LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the National College was Ms Holly Quirk of Browne Jacobson LLP 

solicitors. 

Miss Gulley was present and was represented by Mr Andrew Faux, Counsel. 

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

The panel considered the allegations set out in the Notice of Proceedings dated 8 January 2018. 

It was alleged that Miss Gulley was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 

that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that she: 

1. Entered into a contract in 2016 on behalf of the school worth approximately £185,000 with 

Foreman’s Relocatable Building Ltd for the nursery build at the school and in doing so 

breached and/or failed to have regard to the following policies and procedures: 

a. Stoke-on-Trent City Council’s Contract Procedure Rules, in particular 3.03; 

b. the Scheme of Financial Delegation; 

2. Attempted to mislead and/or deceive the Governing Body in or around July 2016 in that 

she: 

b. provided a false quotation purporting to be from Seddon Construction Ltd; 

c. provided a false quotation purporting to be from Inspired Building Systems Ltd; 

d. made a false oral statement during a Resource Committee Meeting on or around 

25 July 2016 by stating the school was not financially committed to the playground 

development and/or nursery build; 

e. made a false oral statement during a Resources Committee Meeting on or around 

25 July 2016 by stating that trackway on site at the school was not attributable to 

Foreman’s Relocatable Building Ltd but related to the Inclusion Unit; 

f. made a false oral statement during an Emergency Full Governors Meeting on or 

around 26 July 2016 by stating that the school was not financially committed to the 

playground development and/or nursery build; 

3. In or around 2016, she misused her position of trust, in that she instructed one or more 

staff members to: 

a. assist in falsifying a quote from Seddon Construction Ltd; 

b. assist in falsifying a quote from Inspired Building Systems Ltd; 

c. remove a lever arch file containing documentation after she was suspended that 

was relevant to the school’s investigation; 

d. use the Chair of Governors’ signature stamp to approve an Exemption Certificate 

without the Chair of Governors’ approval; 

4. Her conduct as may be found proven at allegations 2 and/or 3 above was dishonest 

and/or demonstrated a lack of professional integrity. 
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The teacher admits the facts of the allegations 1.a., 1.b., 2.d., 2.f., and 4 and denies the 

remaining allegations. The teacher admits that the admitted facts amount to unacceptable 

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

C. Preliminary applications 

The teacher’s representative made an application to amend the Notice of Proceedings by 

amending allegation 1.a. to clarify that Miss Gulley was not alleged to have entered into a 

personal contract with Foreman’s Relocatable Building Limited. The panel noted it has the power 

to, in the interests of justice, amend an allegation or the particulars of an allegation, at any stage 

before making its decision about whether the facts of the case have been proved.  

The panel considered representations by the presenting officer, by the teacher’s representative 

and had regard to legal advice from the legal advisor. The presenting officer consented to the 

application. 

The panel considered that the proposed amendment did not change the nature, scope or 

seriousness of the allegations. The panel therefore decided to amend allegation 1.a. to “you 

entered into a contract in 2016, on behalf of the school”. 

The presenting officer made an application to discontinue allegation 2.a. on the basis that no 

evidence would be called in support of that allegation. Having received legal advice, the panel 

agreed to the deletion of allegation 2.a.   

The teacher’s representative applied to have the former deputy headteacher give evidence by 

video link.   

The panel noted that pursuant to paragraph 4.18 of the Procedures, the panel may admit any 

evidence where it is fair to do so, which may reasonably be considered to be relevant to the case.  

The panel therefore considered it had a discretion as to whether to allow the former deputy 

headteacher to give evidence by video link, given the witness’ personal commitments. In 

exercising that discretion, the panel balanced its obligation to ensure that Miss Gulley was not put 

at an unfair disadvantage, as against the panel’s duty in the public interest to investigate the 

allegations in so far as possible.  

The panel was satisfied on the evidence that there has been sufficient explanation as to how the 

witness’ personal commitments would prevent her attending in person.   

The panel noted that public interest was in favour of the panel receiving the evidence of this 

witness. The panel realised there may be subtleties of tone or body language lost via the medium 

of video link but considered that such matters could, in any event, be taken into account when 

assessing the weight it attributes to the evidence admitted by video link. 
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D. Summary of evidence 

Documents 

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

Section 1:  Chronology – pages 1 to 4 

Section 2:  Notice of Proceedings and response – pages 6 to 13 

Section 3:  NCTL witness statements – pages 15 to 42 

Section 4:  NCTL documents – pages 44 to 574 

Section 5:  Teacher documents – pages 576 to 700  

In addition, the panel agreed to accept the following: 

Statement of Agreed Facts – Bundle A – pages 1 to 4 

Google map of school – Bundle A - page 5 

Reference – page 701 

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents, including those accepted 

during the course of the hearing. 

Witnesses 

The panel heard oral evidence from the chair of governors, a governor of the school, the 

business manager, the then inclusion leader and the then key stage 2 leader, called by the 

presenting officer. 

The panel heard oral evidence from the former deputy headteacher, called by the teacher. Miss 

Gulley also gave evidence on her own behalf.   

E. Decision and reasons 

The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Miss Gulley was appointed headteacher of the Ball Green Primary School (the “school”) on 16 

April 2012. In July 2016, concerns were raised by the governors of the school that the 

procurement of a new nursery and a playground were not carried out in accordance with relevant 

local authority guidance and procurement rules. It is alleged that Miss Gulley caused quotes to be 

fabricated purporting to be from two different companies, and caused a document to be signed 

with the chair of governors’ signature stamp without his knowledge. It is further alleged that Miss 

Gulley claimed that the school was not financially committed to the playground development and 
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nursery on two occasions to the governors, when she knew it was, and this behaviour lacked 

integrity, or was dishonest.  

Findings of fact 

Our findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel found the following particulars of the allegations against you proven, for these reasons: 

1. You entered into a contract in 2016 on behalf of the school worth approximately 

£185,000 with Foreman’s Relocatable Building Ltd for the nursery build at the 

school and in doing so breached and/or failed to have regard to the following 

policies and procedures: 

a. Stoke-on-Trent City Council’s Contract Procedure Rules, in particular 3.03 

b. the Scheme of Financial Delegation 

This allegation was admitted by the teacher in the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 19 March 

2018 and confirmed in oral evidence by Miss Gulley. The panel gave weight to Miss Gulley’s 

evidence that she was unaware of the local authority’s rules governing procurement at the time of 

procuring the nursery build as they did not have a premises officer from the local authority until 

the school had already invested time in progressing the two projects.  

The panel found Miss Gulley’s evidence to be consistent with the written evidence of the local 

authority’s premises officer who stated that his, “review of the documentation highlighted that the 

school had not considered any other requirement to obtain appropriate permissions and / or 

reports prior to the work commencing. This, I believe, is due to a lack of knowledge of the work 

required to obtain the correct approvals.” 

The panel therefore found allegations 1.a. and 1.b. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

2. Attempted to mislead and/or deceive the Governing Body in or around July 2016 in 

that you: 

d. made a false oral statement during a Resource Committee Meeting on or around 25 

July 2016 by stating the school was not financially committed to the playground 

development and/or nursery build 

This allegation was admitted by the teacher in the agreed Statement of Agreed Facts dated 19 

March 2018 and confirmed in oral evidence by Miss Gulley. 

The panel gave weight to Miss Gulley’s evidence that she, “took the easy route of telling them 

what I thought they wanted to hear in order to avoid conflict” and that at the time of the meeting 

she was “bewildered” and, “just wanted the meeting to end”.  

The panel had regard to the minutes of the meeting on 25 July 2016 which confirmed that Miss 

Gulley stated that the school was not financially committed to the playground development and 

nursery build. This was further supported by the oral evidence of the chair of governors, and a 

second governor.  
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The panel found allegation 2.d. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

f. made a false oral statement during an Emergency Full Governors Meeting on or 

around 26 July 2016 by stating that the school was not financially committed to the 

playground development and/or nursery build 

This allegation was admitted by the teacher in the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 19 March 

2018 and confirmed in oral evidence by Miss Gulley. 

The panel had regard to the minutes of the meeting on 26 July 2016 which confirmed that Miss 

Gulley stated that the school was not financially committed to the playground development and 

nursery build. This was further supported by the oral evidence of the chair of governors, and a 

second governor.  

The panel found allegation 2.f. proven on the balance of probabilities.  

4. Your conduct as may be found proven at allegations 2 and/or 3 above was 

dishonest and/or demonstrated a lack of professional integrity 

This allegation was admitted by the teacher in the Statement of Agreed Facts dated 19 March 

2018 and confirmed in oral evidence by Miss Gulley. 

The panel found allegations 2.d. and 2.f. proven on the balance of probabilities and therefore 

went on to consider whether her actions in making false oral statements to the governing body on 

25 July 2016 and 26 July 2016 were dishonest, or demonstrated a lack of professional integrity.  

The panel considered the legal test for integrity, and found that Miss Gulley’s actions did 

demonstrate a lack of integrity.  

The panel considered the test for dishonesty as set by the Supreme Court in the case of Ivey v 
Genting Casinos (UK) Ltd.  

 
The panel therefore first considered the actual state of Miss Gulley’s knowledge or belief as to the 

facts. The panel noted that Miss Gulley set out within her written statement that she was aware 

that a contract had been entered for the construction of the nursery and that they were “a long 

way down the road to having secured the build” of the playground at the time of making the 

statements to the governing body that the school was not financially committed to either project. 

The panel saw documentary evidence which supported Miss Gulley’s account and admission.  

The panel went on to consider whether Miss Gulley’s conduct was dishonest, using the standards 

of ordinary decent people. The panel noted that there is no requirement that Miss Gulley must 

appreciate that what she has done is by those standards, dishonest.  

Having found allegations 2.d. and 2.f. proven, the panel found that, applying the test in Ivey v 

Genting Casinos (UK) Limited, Miss Gulley’s misleading statements to the governing body, were 

dishonest.  

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

reasons: 
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2. Attempted to mislead and/or deceive the Governing Body in or around July 2016 in 

that you: 

b. provided a false quotation purporting to be from Seddon Construction Ltd 

c. provided a false quotation purporting to be from Inspired Building Systems 

Ltd 

The panel heard oral evidence from Miss Gulley that she provided a black lever arch folder of 

information pertaining to the nursery building and the resurfacing of the playground to the 

governing body. Miss Gulley stated that she later learned that this black lever arch folder included 

two quotes which had been fabricated. The panel placed weight on Miss Gulley’s evidence that 

she was unaware that the two quotes had been fabricated at the time that she provided the black 

lever arch folder to the governing body. 

The panel found Miss Gulley to be a credible, reliable and consistent witness.  

The panel placed far less weight on the evidence of the then inclusion leader, the then key stage 

2 leader and the business manager, that Miss Gulley had been party to the fabrication of the 

documents and therefore knew them to be false when she provided them to the governors.  

Therefore the panel did not find that Miss Gulley intended to mislead the governing body, and so 

found allegations 2.b. and 2.c. not proven on the balance of probabilities.  

e. made a false oral statement during a Resources Committee Meeting on or around 

25 July 2016 by stating that trackway on site at the school was not attributable to 

Foreman’s Relocatable Building Ltd but related to the Inclusion Unit 

The panel heard oral evidence from the chair of governors and a fellow governor that Miss Gulley 

indicated to them that the trackway related to the Inclusion Unit, and not to the build of the 

nursery.  

Miss Gulley confirmed in oral evidence that she did state to the governors that the trackway 

related to the build of the Inclusion Unit (a previous construction project at the school) as this was 

her understanding at the time of the meeting with the governors.  

The panel noted that during the extraordinary full governing body meeting on 26 July 2016, Miss 

Gulley was asked by the chair of governors, “Why the tracking and metal fencing around the 

[Inclusion Unit] was still there?” Miss Gulley confirmed that whilst the majority of the build was 

complete, there were a number of items on the snagging list which were outstanding.  

Miss Gulley gave oral evidence that she had been on holiday when the trackway relating to the 

Inclusion Unit had been removed, and later was unaware that the trackway relating to the nursery 

had been installed.  

The panel accepted Miss Gulley’s explanation that she was mistaken about the nature of the 

trackway at the time of speaking to the governors.  

The panel found allegation 2.e. not proven on the balance of probabilities.   
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3. In or around 2016, you misused your position of trust, in that you instructed one or 

more staff members to: 

a. assist in falsifying a quote from Seddon Construction Ltd 

b. assist in falsifying a quote from Inspired Building Systems Ltd 

The panel considered the oral evidence of the then key stage 2 leader who stated that she 

assisted Miss Gulley in the fabrication of the quotes. The then key stage 2 leader stated that she 

had misgivings about fabricating the quotes but did so at the urging of Miss Gulley, who said they 

would not be looked at by the governors. The business manager also gave oral evidence that she 

was in the room at the time that the quotes were being fabricated.  

The panel saw documentary evidence that Miss Gulley requested that the business manager and 

the then key stage 2 leader at the school assist her with collating information relating to the 

resurfacing of the playground and the nursery, in order to provide the information to the governing 

body. The panel did not find that the language used in this email amounted to an instruction to 

falsify any quotes and found that it supported Miss Gulley’s assertion that the business manager 

and then key stage 2 leader had significant management roles in the two projects.  

Miss Gulley stated in oral evidence that she received verbal confirmation of the detail of the 

quotes from the business manager and relied on this information to inform decisions in relation to 

the builds. This evidence is supported by the job description of the business manager.  

Miss Gulley went on to state that her school laptop was used by members of the senior 

leadership team on a regular basis and that she unequivocally denied falsifying any quotes.  

The panel also had regard to Miss Gulley’s oral evidence that she received a copy of a previous 

quote from Inspired Building Systems Limited from the business manager. The panel noted this 

quote was dated 2015 and related to the build of the Inclusion Unit and accepted Miss Gulley’s 

evidence that she ignored this email as she assumed it was sent in error.  

The panel carefully considered the conflicting oral evidence and preferred the evidence of Miss 

Gulley. The panel noted that there was significant documentary evidence which showed that the 

business manager and the then key stage 2 leader had direct contact with the various contractors 

approached for the quotes. This was supported by the written statement of the local authority 

premises officer who confirmed he corresponded with the then key stage 2 leader on 

requirements and progress of the build.  

Additionally, the panel found there was no credible evidence that Miss Gulley attempted to hide 

the quotes from the governors, supporting her account that she intended for them to be 

considered by the governors. The panel particularly noted the oral evidence of one governor who 

confirmed he had access to the black lever arch file at two separate governing body meetings. 

This is also supported by the meeting minutes.  

The panel found allegations 3.a. and 3.b. not proven on the balance of probabilities.  

c. remove a lever arch file containing documentation after you were suspended 

that was relevant to the school’s investigation 
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The panel had regard to the evidence of the then key stage 2 leader who confirmed that she 

received a phone call from Miss Gulley asking her to “save the file…for her”. The panel did not 

find that this statement amounted to a request for the file to be removed from the school and 

accepted Miss Gulley’s explanation that she felt the black lever arch file could inadvertently go 

missing and it contained important evidence of the school’s due diligence in respect of the 

playground and nursery projects.  

The panel accepted the evidence of the then key stage 2 leader that following this request, she 

did remove the black lever arch file from the Head teacher’s office and put it in a cupboard in her 

own office, where it remained until the local authority investigation officer took possession of it.  

The panel further noted the then key stage 2 leader’s statement in which she confirmed that this 

conversation took place in the morning, before Miss Gulley was suspended by the school later 

that day.  

The panel particularly noted the oral evidence of one governor who confirmed he had opportunity 

to access the black lever arch file at two separate governing body meetings. This is also 

supported by the meeting minutes.  

The panel heard evidence from the business manager who stated that the then key stage 2 

leader told her that Miss Gulley asked her to “remove the file from the school” and that her 

understanding was that the lever arch file was taken home by the then key stage 2 leader. The 

panel placed less weight on this evidence as the business manager was not a direct party to the 

conversation between Miss Gulley and the then key stage 2 leader and her evidence directly 

contradicted the evidence of the then key stage 2 leader who confirmed that the black lever arch 

file did not leave the school premises. The panel also did not consider that a request to remove 

the black lever arch file was consistent with the earlier access provided by Miss Gulley to the 

information contained within the black lever arch file. 

The panel found allegation 3.c. not proven on the balance of probabilities.  

d. use the Chair of Governors’ signature stamp to approve an Exemption 

Certificate without the Chair of Governors’ approval 

The panel heard oral evidence from the business manager that Miss Gulley asked her to use the 

chair of governors’ signature stamp on the exemption certificate.  

The panel had regard to the evidence of Miss Gulley that the copy of the certificate provided to 

the governors at the resource committee on 25 July 2016 was unsigned by the chair of 

governors. The panel noted from the meeting minutes that the governors confirmed it was likely 

to be formally approved, and signed, at the full governing body meeting the following day. 

The panel considered the conflicting oral and documentary evidence and preferred Miss Gulley’s 

evidence that she had not made the instruction to use the stamp, as the governing body had all 

but approved that the chair would sign the exemption certificate the following day.  

The panel found allegation 3.d. not proven on the balance of probabilities.  
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Findings as to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct that 

may bring the profession into disrepute  

Having found a number of the allegations to have been proven, the panel has gone on to 

consider whether the facts of those proven allegations amount to unacceptable professional 

conduct and/or conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel has had regard to the document Teacher misconduct: The prohibition of 

teachers, which the panel refers to as “the Advice”. 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Miss Gulley in relation to the facts found proven, 

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

Two, Miss Gulley 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 

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

of the school in which they teach 

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

which set out their professional duties and responsibilities 

The panel is satisfied that the conduct of Miss Gulley amounts to misconduct of a serious nature 

which fell significantly short of the standards expected of the profession.  

The panel has also considered whether Miss Gulley’s conduct displayed behaviours associated 

with any of the offences listed on pages 8 and 9 of the Advice and found that none of these 

offences are relevant. The panel noted that whilst Miss Gulley did make false statements to the 

governing body on two occasions, it was persuaded that her dishonesty fell towards the lower 

end of the scale in that it was not sustained over a long period of time. The panel therefore did 

not find her dishonesty amounted to serious dishonesty.  

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

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

The panel has taken account of the uniquely influential role that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives 

and that pupils must be able to view teachers as role models in the way they behave. 

Whilst the panel found Miss Gulley’s evidence as to the circumstances she found herself in at the 

school to be credible, the findings of misconduct are serious and the conduct displayed would 

likely have a negative impact on her status as a teacher, potentially damaging the public 

perception.  

Having found the facts of allegations 1.a., 1.b., 2.d., 2.f., and 4. proved, we further find that Miss 

Gulley’s conduct amounts to both unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 

the profession into disrepute.    
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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 a punitive 

effect.   

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

having done so has found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely the maintenance 

of public confidence in the profession; declaring and upholding proper standards of conduct; and 

the interest of retaining the teacher in the profession. 

In light of the panel’s findings against Miss Gulley, which involved misleading governors on two 

consecutive days and not being aware of (and therefore not correctly implementing) procurement 

rules, there is a public interest consideration in declaring proper standards of conduct in the 

profession as the conduct found against Miss Gulley was outside that which could reasonably be 

tolerated. 

Similarly, the panel considers that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 

weakened if conduct such as that found against Miss Gulley was not treated with the utmost 

seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel considered that there was also a strong public interest in retaining the teacher in the 

profession, since no doubt has been cast upon her abilities as an educator and she is able to 

continue to make an extremely valuable contribution to the profession. Miss Gulley’s references 

speak to her excellence as a teacher and as a school leader she achieved an Ofsted rating of 

“good” for the school. The panel also noted that under her guidance, a large budget deficit was 

reversed and the school now operates with a significant surplus. 

In view of 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 Miss Gulley.   

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 Miss Gulley in view of her 

evidence that she was committed to the teaching profession and wished to continue in it. 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 

 abuse of position or trust… 
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 dishonesty… 

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

the panel went on to consider whether or not there were sufficient mitigating factors to militate 

against the appropriateness and proportionality of the imposition of a prohibition order, 

particularly taking into account the nature and severity of the behaviour in this case. The panel 

found that whilst Miss Gulley’s conduct in misleading the governing body caused damage to the 

unique relationship between the governing body and Head teacher, the panel acknowledged 

there were difficult circumstances both in the school, and in the individual meetings which 

impacted on Miss Gulley’s behaviour at the time. The panel also noted that there was no direct 

harm caused to children attending the school as a result of Miss Gulley’s actions.  

The panel considered the teacher’s oral evidence in mitigation that she responded to the 

pressure of the two meetings inappropriately, deeply regretted her actions and now fully 

appreciated that they were unacceptable.  

The teacher did have a previously good history and the panel accepts that misleading the 

governors was out of character, as confirmed in the references which Miss Gulley provided in 

mitigation. Miss Gulley provided twenty-five references, fifteen of which were provided after the 

incidents occurred, and one if which is from her current employer who is fully aware of this 

hearing. The remaining references were from parents, colleagues, other professionals and 

personal contacts, confirming Miss Gulley’s general good character, high level of personal 

integrity and significant contribution to the teaching profession. The panel found that her 

references showed her to be a highly respected and valued classroom teacher, and Head 

teacher.  

The panel first considered whether it would be proportionate to conclude this case with no 

recommendation of prohibition, considering whether the publication of the findings made by the 

panel is sufficient.   

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

recommending no prohibition order is a proportionate and appropriate response. The panel 

carefully considered that whilst Miss Gulley’s dishonesty had consequences on her relationship 

with the governing body, she was operating in exceptional circumstances which contributed to 

her decision making at the time. The panel also noted that when Miss Gulley made these errors 

of judgement, she was attempting to act in the interests of the school and for the benefit of the 

children. There is no suggestion that she was acting for personal gain.  

Given the nature of her dishonesty and that it is at the less serious end of the possible spectrum, 

and in light of the significant mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel has 

determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be appropriate in this case. The 

panel considers that the publication of the adverse findings it has made is sufficient to send an 

appropriate message to the teacher as to the standards of behaviour that are not acceptable. The 

panel considered that this would meet the public interest requirement of declaring proper 

standards of the profession and demonstrate the effectiveness of the regulatory process.  
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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 also 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 allegations 1.a., 1.b., 2.d., 2.f., and 4. proved and where found 
proven that those proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that 
may bring the profession into disrepute. Where the panel has found facts not proven I have put 
these matters from my mind. The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State 
that Miss Gulley should not be the subject of a prohibition order.  
 
In particular the panel has found that Miss Gulley 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 

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

of the school in which they teach 

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

which set out their professional duties and responsibilities 

 

The panel finds that the conduct of Miss Gulley fell significantly short of the standards expected 
of the profession.  
 
I have to determine whether the imposition of a prohibition order is proportionate and in the public 
interest. In considering that for this case I have considered the overall aim of a prohibition order 
which is to protect pupils and to maintain public confidence in the profession. I have considered 
the extent to which a prohibition order in this case would achieve that aim taking into account the 
impact that it will have on the individual teacher. I have also asked myself whether or not a less 
intrusive measure, such as the published finding of unacceptable professional conduct and 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, would itself be sufficient to achieve the 
overall aim. I have to consider whether the consequences of such a publication are themselves 
sufficient. I have considered therefore whether or not prohibiting Miss Gulley, 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 “The panel also noted that there was no direct harm caused to children 
attending the school as a result of Miss Gulley’s actions.” I have also taken into account the 
panel’s comments on insight and remorse which the panel sets out as follows, “The panel 
considered the teacher’s oral evidence in mitigation that she responded to the pressure of the two 
meetings inappropriately, deeply regretted her actions and now fully appreciated that they were 
unacceptable.” I have therefore given this element considerable weight in reaching my decision. 
 
I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 

confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “findings against Miss Gulley, which involved 

misleading governors on two consecutive days and not being aware of (and therefore not 

correctly implementing) procurement rules, there is a public interest consideration in declaring 

proper standards of conduct in the profession as the conduct found against Miss Gulley was 

outside that which could reasonably be tolerated.” 
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I am particularly mindful of the finding of dishonesty in this case and the impact that such a 
finding has on the reputation of the profession. I do note the panel’s view that, “whilst Miss Gulley 
did make false statements to the governing body on two occasions, it was persuaded that her 
dishonesty fell towards the lower end of the scale in that it was not sustained over a long period 
of time.” 
 
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 Miss Gulley herself. The panel note, 
“The panel found that her references showed her to be a highly respected and valued classroom 
teacher, and Head teacher.” The panel saw many references of good character with 15 of these 
being after the incidents took place. The panel also commented, “since no doubt has been cast 
upon her abilities as an educator and she is able to continue to make an extremely valuable 
contribution to the profession. Miss Gulley’s references speak to her excellence as a teacher and 
as a school leader she achieved an Ofsted rating of “good” for the school. The panel also noted 
that under her guidance, a large budget deficit was reversed and the school now operates with a 
significant surplus.” 
 
A prohibition order would prevent Miss Gulley from continuing in the teaching profession. A 
prohibition order would also clearly deprive the public of her contribution to the profession for the 
period that it is in force. 
 
In this case I have placed considerable weight on the panel’s comments concerning the 
seriousness of the dishonesty found and the insight and remorse shown. The panel has said it, 
“carefully considered that whilst Miss Gulley’s dishonesty had consequences on her relationship 
with the governing body, she was operating in exceptional circumstances which contributed to 
her decision making at the time. The panel also noted that when Miss Gulley made these errors 
of judgement, she was attempting to act in the interests of the school and for the benefit of the 
children. There is no suggestion that she was acting for personal gain. Furthermore the panel 
say, “Given the nature of her dishonesty and that it is at the less serious end of the possible 
spectrum, and in light of the significant mitigating factors that were present in this case, the panel 
has determined that a recommendation for a prohibition order will not be appropriate in this case.” 
 
I have given significant weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution that 
Miss Gulley has made to the profession. In my view it is not necessary to impose a prohibition 
order in order to maintain public confidence in the profession. A published decision backed up by 
remorse and insight does in my view satisfy the public interest requirement concerning public 
confidence in the profession.   
 
For these reasons I have concluded that a prohibition order is not proportionate and in the public 
interest in order to achieve the aims which a prohibition order is intended to achieve. I consider 
therefore that a published decision is proportionate to satisfy the public interest and the 
maintenance of public confidence in the profession in this case.  

 

 

Decision maker: Dawn Dandy 

Date: 29 March 2018 
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This decision is taken by the decision maker named above on behalf of the Secretary of State. 


