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Professional conduct panel decision and recommendations, and decision on 
behalf of the Secretary of State 

Teacher:   Miss Leanne Till 

Teacher ref number: 1650640 

Teacher date of birth: 24 May 1989 

TRA reference:  20021 

Date of determination: 19 June 2025 

Former employer:  Lark Hill Community Primary School, Salford 

Introduction 
A professional conduct panel (“the panel”) of the Teaching Regulation Agency (“the 
TRA”) convened on 17 to 19 June 2025 by way of a virtual hearing, to consider the case 
of Miss Leanne Till. 

The panel members were Mr Francis Murphy (teacher panellist – in the chair), Mrs Bev 
Williams (teacher panellist) and Dr Sian Rees-Evans (lay panellist). 

The legal adviser to the panel was Miss Rebecca Hughes of Birketts LLP solicitors. 

The presenting officer for the TRA was Mr David Collins of Capsticks LLP solicitors. 

Miss Till was present and was represented by Mr Jonathan Storey of Cornwall Street 
Chambers. 

The hearing took place in public and was recorded.  
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Allegations 
The panel considered the allegation set out in the notice of proceedings dated 22 
February 2025. 

It was alleged that Miss Till was guilty of unacceptable professional conduct and/or 
conduct that may bring the profession into disrepute, in that: 

1. While employed as a Year 1 classroom teacher at Lark Hill Community Primary 
School (“the School”) between 2019 and 2021, she failed to disclose to the School 
that she was or had been in a relationship with Person A, who had convictions for 
child sex offences. 

Summary of evidence 
Documents 

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

Section 1: Chronology, anonymised pupil list and list of key people – pages 4 to 7 

Section 2: Notice of proceedings and response – pages 8 to 23 

Section 3: Statement of agreed facts – pages 24 to 25 

Section 4: TRA documents – pages 26 to 30 

Section 5: TRA documents – pages 31 to 165 

Section 6: Teacher documents – pages 166 to 235 

In addition, the panel agreed to accept a bundle of documents which contained the 
following character references – pages 236 to 242 

• Character reference dated 12 June 2025 from Individual A 

• Character reference dated 13 June 2025 from Individual B 

• Character reference 14 June 2025 from Individual C 

• Character reference from Individual D, SENDCO and Inclusion Hub Teacher  

The panel members confirmed that they had read all of the documents within the bundle, 
in advance of the hearing and the additional documents that the panel decided to admit. 

In consideration of this case, the panel had regard to the document Teacher misconduct: 
Disciplinary procedures for the teaching profession 2020 (the “Procedures”). 
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Witnesses 

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

• Witness A, head of Lark Hill Community Primary School (‘the School’). 

The panel heard oral evidence from the following witness called by Miss Till: 

• Witness B, Miss Till’s [REDACTED]. 

Miss Till was also present and gave oral evidence. 

Decision and reasons 
The panel announced its decision and reasons as follows: 

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

Miss Till commenced employment at the School on 13 May 2019. 

On 6 January 2021, the School received a Local Authority Designated Officer (“LADO”) 
referral made by a probation officer in relation to Miss Till’s long-term partner being 
[REDACTED] against children. [REDACTED]. 

Miss Till was invited to attend a suspension meeting to discuss the referral on 26 January 
2021. The meeting was held on 28 January 2021 and the conclusion was to impose 
conditions, including that Miss Till: 1) was not to attend School and all work must be 
undertaken at home; 2) was not to undertake any live or Zoom teaching; 3) must refrain 
from undertaking welfare calls with pupils; and 4) must not contact any other work 
colleagues or any person involved with the matter under investigation.  

On 4 February 2021, a review strategy meeting was held, during which the LADO 
confirmed that a previous referral had been made to Tameside LADO when Miss Till had 
been an assistant at another school. 

On 8 March 2021, the School reopened to full capacity, but Miss Till was suspended due 
to the ongoing investigation. 

Miss Till was asked to attend a disciplinary hearing on 22 April 2021, and the School 
wrote to her to confirm that their employment had been terminated on 27 April 2021.  

A referral was received by the TRA on 26 May 2021. 
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Findings of fact 

The findings of fact are as follows: 

The panel found the following particulars of the allegation against you proved, for these 
reasons: 

1. While employed as a Year 1 classroom teacher at Lark Hill Community Primary 
School (“the School”) between 2019 and 2021 you failed to disclose to the 
School that you were or had been in a relationship with Person A, who had 
convictions for child sex offences. 

Miss Till admitted the allegation as set out in the response to the notice of referral, signed 
by Miss Till on 3 February 2023. 

The panel noted the statement of agreed facts (‘the Statement’), which had not been 
signed by Miss Till. The Statement specified that Miss Till admitted that she was in a 
relationship with Person A between 2019 and July/August 2020, while she was working 
at the School. Miss Till further admitted that she knew that Person A had been convicted 
of child sex offences in 2010 and 2018 and that Person A had been placed on the Sex 
Offenders Register throughout the time she was working at the School. Miss Till also 
admitted that she did not disclose her relationship with Person A to the School. 

The panel noted that Miss Till’s representative, on her behalf, confirmed that Miss Till 
denied that this amounted to her having “failed” to disclose Person A’s conviction to the 
School, as she was under no duty to do so. Further, Miss Till denied that her conduct 
amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct likely to bring the 
teaching profession into disrepute. 

The panel noted that the allegation related specifically to Miss Till’s failure to disclose her 
relationship, rather than the fact that she had a relationship outside of work. 

The panel considered the evidence presented to it in the bundle of documents.  

The panel considered Miss Till’s written statement and oral evidence.  

The panel noted that in her written statement and oral at the hearing Miss Till said that 
she had asked numerous people, including [REDACTED], whether she had a duty to 
disclose her relationship with Person A to the School and that their answer had been that 
she had no duty to do so.  

The panel noted that in her written statement to the panel Miss Till stated that in 2018, 
Person A was arrested again for historical offences and was found guilty. She further 
wrote that, although she never formally ended the relationship, she told Person A she 
would not support him during his time in prison. She intended to end the relationship and 
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began distancing herself gradually, making excuses to reduce visits, cutting phone calls 
short, and deliberately booking visits at inconvenient times. She also accompanied his 
mother to visits but limited her own involvement. While Person A began to question the 
situation, she did not disclose the issues due to the control Person A had over her. 

The panel noted that Miss Till joined the School in May 2019 and had been on supply 
there since January 2019, and that during this time Person A was in prison.  Miss Till 
wrote in her written statement that she was still trying to end the relationship at this time.  

The panel noted that Miss Till explained that, during the pandemic, she “built up enough 
strength to finally leave and in August 2020 [she] finally ended the relationship with 
[Person A]”. 

The panel noted in the investigatory interview meeting notes dated 3 February 2020, in 
particular that: 

• When Miss Till had been asked whether Person A was a risk to children she 
replied “Probably, if he was in a position with children alone, possibly”. 

• Miss Till when asked when the last time she spoke to him she stated: “Christmas, 
I think. I think he phoned in January, I was at the farm, I didn’t look who it was I 
just answered it, I think this was when he used the choice words, He tried to call 
Christmas day but I didn’t answer”. 

• She stated that, prior to breaking up, she had been in contact with him weekly or 
a couple of times a week and that “he rang everyday after breaking up, while he 
begged. Now he doesn’t ring at all.” 

• Miss Till confirmed that she was on the friends and family list whilst he was in 
custody, meaning he could phone her.  

• Miss Till had, in response to being asked why she did not inform the School about 
her relationship with Person A, said: “One, because he was in prison, so there 
was no rush, and two, because [she] wanted to get out” meaning from the 
relationship. 

• When Miss Till had been asked whether she thought she had a duty to inform the 
School of her relationship with Person A she stated “Probably, ideally that’s 
probably what should have happened. But knowing I was trying to leave him and 
him being inside, it did not feel imperative. He had the 2nd conviction and time in 
prison, and lockdown helped and talking to people – I would have split up anyway 
even without lock down.” 
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• When Miss Till had been asked why the School would be concerned, she 
responded that “If a teacher or member of staff was in a relationship with a sex 
offender that would be a major concern when trying to safeguard children”. 

The panel noted from Miss Till’s oral evidence that, when questioned on these matters, 
she explained she had been emotional at the time. 

The panel considered the witness statement and oral evidence of Witness A. Witness A 
stated that, whilst Miss Till was employed at the School, she did not disclose much 
information about her personal life, or her relationship.  

Witness A wrote in her witness statement that she became aware of further details 
regarding Miss Till’s relationship as a result of a referral to the LADO, made by Miss Till’s 
partner's probation officer, [REDACTED], as he was due to be released from prison. The 
executive headteacher, [REDACTED], was invited to attend a meeting with the LADO 
and [REDACTED] due to her concerns of Miss Till being in a relationship with Person A, 
Miss Till being a teacher and having access to children. Witness A wrote in her witness 
statement that[REDACTED] was informed that, whilst Miss Till was employed by a school 
prior to joining the School, members of the public had come forward to say they were 
concerned about Miss Till’s relationship with her partner.  

Witness A wrote in her witness statement that she reported being very concerned that 
Miss Till had not disclosed her relationship to her as she was obligated to do so in line 
with the School’s safeguarding policy. Witness A was also concerned that Miss Till had 
decided to remain in a relationship with a convicted sex offender whilst being aware of 
his offences, because she had access to children.  

Witness A explained that at the meeting with the LADO, Witness A spoke to Miss Till and 
asked her if she had been in a relationship with her partner; Miss Till said she had been 
in a relationship with him but was no longer in a relationship or in contact with him. 

On 3 February 2021, Witness A held an investigatory meeting with Miss Till. Throughout 
the meeting, the School asked Miss Till details of her relationship, and it appeared she 
was very aware of her partner’s convictions and the nature of his crimes. Miss Till said 
that he could be a risk if left unsupervised with children. Miss Till further disclosed that 
she felt pressured to remain in the relationship, and her last contact with him at that point 
had been Christmas 2020.   

Witness A was also in contact with [REDACTED] to obtain further information regarding 
the frequency of Miss Till’s visits and communication with Person A. Miss Till had still 
been having contact with Person A in prison via telephone, even though she had 
informed Witness A that she had ceased contact with him.  

Witness A attended a further investigatory meeting with Miss Till on 24 February 2021, 
during which she was asked if she had broken up with Person A. Miss Till clarified that 
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when he went to prison the first time, she had thought it had just ended. Miss Till could 
not remember if she had explicitly said this to him; however, she felt as though she had 
broken up with him. Witness A asked if that was the only occasion in her 12-year 
relationship that she had taken action to end her relationship; Miss Till stated that this 
was correct.  

The panel considered the following extracts from the 2020 School’s Safeguarding and 
Child Protection Policy (“Policy”): 

• “Everyone who comes into contact with children and their families has a role to 
play in safeguarding children. School staff are particularly important as they are in 
a position to identify concerns early and provide help for children, to prevent 
concerns from escalating. Schools and their staff form part of the wider 
safeguarding system for children. This system is described in statutory guidance 
Working Together to Safeguard Children 2018. Schools should work with social 
care, the police, health services and other services to promote the welfare of 
children and protect them from harm. This includes providing a co-ordinated offer 
of early help when additional needs of children are identified and contributing to 
inter-agency plans to provide additional support to children subject to child 
protection plans.” 
 

• “Safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children is everyone’s responsibility 
and contextual. Everyone who comes into contact with children and their families 
and carers has a role to play in safeguarding children. In order to fulfil this 
responsibility effectively, all professionals should make sure their approach is 
child-centred. This means that they should consider, at all times, what is in the 
best interests of the child including the wider environmental factors and influences 
and extra-familial harms that are present in a child’s life, that are a threat to their 
safety and/or welfare.” 

The panel noted the submissions made by Miss Till’s representative, which argued that 
the School’s Policy did not explicitly state that she was required to report having been, or 
currently being, in a relationship with Person A.  

The panel further noted that Miss Till stated in oral evidence that she felt there was a low 
safeguarding risk as Person A was serving a custodial sentence at the time. 

However, the panel considered that the nature of Person A’s conviction, for serious 
offences against children, were highly relevant and could pose a safeguarding risk.  

The panel found that the School’s Policy clearly placed a responsibility on Miss Till to 
protect pupils and to report any potential safeguarding concerns. It reaffirmed the 
principle that safeguarding is a shared responsibility within schools, particularly when 
there is a possibility of harm and the full extent of risk may not be immediately apparent. 
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The panel also took into account Miss Till’s oral evidence, in which she confirmed that 
she had received regular safeguarding training, including during her PGCE course. 

The panel noted that, with effect from 1 September 2018, there was no statutory 
requirement for a teacher to disclose whether they lived with an individual with a relevant 
conviction that may give rise to a safeguarding concern.  The panel considered the 
additional guidance contained within the bundle, namely the School’s Policy.  The panel 
noted that those documents did not contain an explicit obligation on Miss Till to disclose 
Person A’s conviction. However, the panel was of the view that, by failing to inform the 
School of Person A’s conviction, Miss Till did not act appropriately. In particular, the 
panel considered that, in failing to make such a disclosure, Miss Till had deprived the 
School of the ability to take appropriate action (by way of risk assessments or otherwise) 
to satisfy itself that pupils were appropriately safeguarded in line with the School’s Policy.  

The panel found that Miss Till herself knew that she may have been subject to an 
obligation to disclose because she would not otherwise have made enquiries as to the 
circumstances in which a disclosure was triggered. Nevertheless, her wide-ranging 
inquiries show how near to the borderline even she, with understandable reluctance, 
recognised her case to be. 

The panel also reflected on the general safeguarding responsibilities expected within 
schools. It would have been expected that she would have approached someone within 
the School for guidance on this. The panel found that there was a shared view that 
parents, and the wider School community, expect transparency and accountability in 
safeguarding matters. From a parental perspective, there is a reasonable expectation 
that teachers act in accordance with safeguarding policies.  

The panel also noted that Miss Till had previously held a teaching assistant position 
between 2007 and 2015 and had held a lead teacher role as the subject lead for 
Religious Education and PSHE at the school. As such, she had been in an educational 
environment for a number of years and the panel would have expected her to have a 
good understanding of safeguarding and the role every member of staff plays within this. 

The panel agreed that Miss Till was expected to disclose the relevant information of any 
potential safeguarding concern and that she had failed to do this.  

The panel noted that Person A was serving a custodial sentence. While it was not privy 
to the nature of any communications between them, it was possible that he could have 
requested Miss Till to send items or maintain contact. Regardless, this did not remove the 
expectation that she discloses the situation, particularly given that, even as a former 
partner, he could have attempted to contact her at the School, posing a potential 
safeguarding concern. 
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The panel found that the concern was not limited to a single failure to disclose, but rather 
that this failure persisted throughout the period from 2019 to 2021, suggesting a pattern 
of behaviour rather than an isolated oversight. During this time, Miss Till was regularly in 
contact with Person A’s probation officer, which would have served as a continual 
reminder of the circumstances she was in. This ongoing engagement should have 
reinforced the importance of disclosure. 

It was also noted that Miss Till acknowledged being in a relationship with Person A during 
part of this period, and even after the relationship ended, he remained her ex-partner. 
Given the seriousness of his convictions and the potential safeguarding implications, the 
panel considered that this information should have been disclosed. Miss Till’s failure to 
do so represented a significant omission in her professional responsibilities. 

Therefore, the panel found allegation 1 proven. 

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

Having found the allegation proved, the panel went on to consider whether the facts of 
the proven allegation amounted to unacceptable professional conduct and/or conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute. 

In doing so, the panel had regard to the document Teacher misconduct: The prohibition 
of teachers, which is referred to as “the Advice”. 

The panel first considered whether the conduct of Miss Till, in relation to the facts found 
proved, involved breaches of the Teachers’ Standards. 

The panel considered the extract regarding the Disqualification under the Childcare Act 
2006, it stated that: 

• “Schools and local authorities should also ensure that their safeguarding policies 
fully comply with KCSIE, and are clear about the expectations they place on staff, 
including where their relationships and associations both within and outside of the 
workplace (including online) may have implications for the safeguarding of children 
in school.” 

The panel considered that, by reference to Part 2, Miss Till was 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 

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance 
with statutory provisions 
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 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 was satisfied that the conduct of Miss Till, in relation to the facts found proved, 
involved breaches of Keeping Children Safe In Education (“KCSIE”).  

The panel considered that Miss Till was in breach of the following provisions:  

• “Safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children is everyone’s responsibility. 
Everyone who comes into contact with children and their families has a role to 
play. In order to fulfil this responsibility effectively, all staff should make sure their 
approach is child-centred. This means that they should consider, at all times, what 
is in the best interests of the child.” 

The panel acknowledged that Miss Till said she had made efforts to end her relationship 
with Person A and that he was serving a custodial sentence at the relevant time. 

However, the panel concluded that Miss Till had a duty to disclose information regarding 
Person A’s convictions to the School, which would have enabled it to carry out its own 
safeguarding risk assessment. 

The panel considered that safeguarding is a shared responsibility, requiring all individuals 
in a school setting to work collaboratively to protect children. The panel found that Miss 
Till’s failure to disclose relevant information over a sustained period (2019–2021) was 
seen as a serious breach of this expectation and responsibility.  

It was the panel’s view that Miss Till made a deliberate decision not to share this 
information. 

On balance, the panel was satisfied that her conduct fell below the standards expected of 
a member of the teaching profession. Her failure to disclose denied the School the 
opportunity to take appropriate action and to implement any necessary safeguarding 
measures. 

The panel noted that Miss Till claimed she did not perceive a risk, however, the panel 
found that she did not consider what others might have known about Person A, nor did 
she allow the appropriate authorities, such as the LADO, to assess the situation by failing 
to inform the School of the relationship. The panel noted that Person A was in prison, that 
this did not eliminate the potential for risk. Miss Till was not qualified to assess the level 
of threat posed, and by failing to share the information, she denied the School the 
opportunity to involve multi-agency safeguarding partners.  

The panel considered that, in response to the investigatory interview meeting notes, that 
Miss Till acknowledged that she “probably” had a duty to inform the school and that the 
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School would “probably” have been concerned. Miss Till had also acknowledged that the 
situation could have affected the School’s reputation.  

The panel noted that Miss Till had referred to Person A as a “[REDACTED]”, that he was 
“[REDACTED]” [REDACTED] “[REDACTED]” and that she would never know 
“[REDACTED]”. She said she “[REDACTED]”. She was also concerned for the welfare of 
her animals.  

The panel was provided with no medical evidence to suggest that Miss Till’s judgement 
was impaired. 

The panel noted that Miss Till had received safeguarding training and was in a lead 
teacher role. The School had a safeguarding policy in place, which she was expected to 
follow. The panel found that her continuing failure to do so represented a significant lapse 
in professional judgement. 

The panel noted that, while Miss Till had no prior disciplinary history and was of good 
character, her actions, whether intentional or due to a lack of understanding, had the 
unintended consequence of impeding the School’s ability to safeguard its students 
effectively. 

The panel also considered whether Miss Till’s conduct displayed behaviours associated 
with any of the offences listed on pages 12 and 13 of the Advice. The Advice indicates 
that where behaviours associated with such an offence exist, a panel is likely to conclude 
that an individual’s conduct would amount to unacceptable professional conduct. The 
panel found that none of these offences was relevant. 

The panel spent some time considering whether Miss Till’s conduct amounted to 
unacceptable professional conduct.  The panel appreciated that Person A was not living 
with Miss Till during her employment at the School and that he was serving a custodial 
sentence.  

The panel noted that there was no evidence of pupils at the School being exposed to any 
danger as a result of Miss Till’s association with Person A.   

For these reasons, the panel was satisfied that the conduct of Miss Till amounted to 
misconduct of a serious nature which fell significantly short of the standards expected of 
the profession.  

Accordingly, the panel was satisfied that Miss Till was guilty of unacceptable professional 
conduct. 

In relation to whether Miss Till’s actions amounted to conduct that may bring the 
profession into disrepute, the panel took into account the way the teaching profession is 
viewed by others. It considered the influence that teachers may have on pupils, parents 
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and others in the community. The panel also took account of the uniquely influential role 
that teachers can hold in pupils’ lives and the fact that pupils must be able to view 
teachers as role models in the way that they behave. 

In considering the issue of disrepute, the panel also considered whether Miss Till’s 
conduct displayed behaviours associated with any of the offences in the list that begins 
on page 12 of the Advice.  

As set out above in the panel’s findings as to whether Miss Till was guilty of unacceptable 
professional conduct, the panel found that none of these offences were relevant. 

The panel considered that the findings of misconduct are serious, and the conduct 
displayed would be likely to have a negative impact on the individual’s status as a 
teacher. 

The panel considered that Miss Till’s conduct could potentially damage the public’s 
perception of a teacher.  

The panel considered that Miss Till’s actions met a threshold of serious misconduct that 
could have a negative impact on Miss Till’s status as a teacher, potentially damaging the 
public perception.  This was on the basis of Miss Till’s failure to inform the School to 
enable it to conduct its own risk assessment and on the basis that Miss Till had 
committed serious misconduct.  

For these reasons, the panel found that Miss Till’s actions constituted conduct that may 
bring the profession into disrepute. 

Panel’s recommendation to the Secretary of State 
Given the panel’s findings in respect of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct 
that may bring the profession into disrepute, it was 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 had to consider whether it would be an appropriate and 
proportionate measure, and whether it would be 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 had regard to the particular public interest considerations set out in the Advice 
and, having done so, found a number of them to be relevant in this case, namely: the 
safeguarding and wellbeing of pupils; the protection of other members of the public; the 
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maintenance of public confidence in the profession; and declaring and upholding proper 
standards of conduct.  

In light of the panel’s findings against Miss Till, which involved failing to disclose to the 
School being in a relationship with a sex offender, there was a strong public interest 
consideration in respect of the safeguarding and wellbeing of pupils, given the serious 
findings of inappropriate relationships with children. 

Similarly, the panel considered that public confidence in the profession could be seriously 
weakened if conduct such as that found against Miss Till was not treated with the utmost 
seriousness when regulating the conduct of the profession. 

The panel was of the view that a strong public interest consideration in declaring proper 
standards of conduct in the profession was also present as the conduct found against 
Miss Till was outside that which could reasonably be tolerated. 

In addition to the public interest considerations set out above, the panel went on to 
consider whether there was a public interest in retaining Miss Till in the profession. The 
panel found that there was some public interest consideration in retaining Miss Till in the 
profession, since no doubt had been cast upon her abilities as an educator. 

The panel considered carefully the seriousness of the proven allegation, noting that the 
Advice states that the expectation of both the public and pupils, is that members of the 
teaching profession maintain an exemplary level of integrity and ethical standards at all 
times.   

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 Till. 

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 proved. In the list of such 
behaviours, those that were relevant in this case were:  

 serious departure from the personal and professional conduct elements of the 
Teachers’ Standards; 

 misconduct seriously affecting the education and/or safeguarding and well-being 
of pupils, and particularly where there is a continuing risk. 

Even though some of the behaviour found proved in this case indicated that a prohibition 
order would be appropriate, the panel went on to consider the mitigating factors. 
Mitigating factors may indicate that a prohibition order would not be appropriate or 
proportionate. 
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The panel considered Miss Till’s representative’s submissions that she was advised that 
she did not need to disclose the nature of her relationship.  

The panel considered Miss Till’s representative’s submissions that, at the time, she was 
in a  [REDACTED], that she was also [REDACTED], which she said affected her 
judgement.  

The panel found no evidence to suggest that Miss Till’s actions were not deliberate.  

The panel considered Miss Till’s representative’s submissions that the panel should bear 
in mind the controlling and difficult circumstances surrounding this relationship. It began 
when Miss Till was still a teenager, and the challenges she faced in attempting to 
extricate herself from it were significant, and that Miss Till was younger than Person A, 
and there was therefore an imbalance of power. The panel considered this but found 
there was no evidence to suggest that Miss Till was acting under extreme duress, e.g. a 
physical threat or significant intimidation.  

The panel found that Miss Till did not provide any evidence which demonstrated 
exceptionally high standards in her personal and professional conduct or that she had 
contributed significantly to the education sector.  The panel considered that Miss Till did 
have a previously good history, that there was no history of misconduct and that she had 
contributed to the education sector.  The panel did accept, on the evidence available, that 
Miss Till had no concerns raised by the School about her conduct until these events. 

The panel considered that the School’s Policy was clear in its expectations, and the 
panel found it concerning that Miss Till did not seek guidance from the School. 

The panel considered the written statements of Miss Till. In particular, the panel 
considered: 

• “I fully accept that I did not disclose my relationship with Person A… I also 
understand the school’s concern that I did not do so.” 

• “My priority was, however, always and will always be the safeguarding of children 
in my care. The relationship with [Person A] never prevented me from monitoring 
children who were felt to be at risk and I followed the school policy of reporting any 
concerns I had about the children in my care”. 

• “While I accept in retrospect that it would have been better for me to disclose the 
relationship to the school, and I can see how the (somewhat unclear) school 
safeguarding policy might be read such as to give rise to such an expectation” 

• “I am well aware that people who are guilty of sexual offences against children 
pose a risk to the safety of other children both directly and indirectly. I accept that, 
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in principle, there were ways Person A could (when at liberty) potentially have 
used his relationship with me to gain access to children)...”  

• “I accept in retrospect that reporting my connection with him could have enabled a 
serious discussion to take place about how those risks might be mitigated… I do 
sincerely regret my decision (on advice) not to do so.” 

• “also realise I should have been more open generally about my problems and the 
relationship. If I had been more open when talking to others, they may have been 
able to help me end the relationship earlier.” 

• “I have learned from these past 13 years and have now gained confidence in 
myself to ask for help if in need…This is helpful in ensuring I do not enter another 
relationship and become cut off from friends and family again who can help me in 
situations where I lack control. …I know I have people I can turn to. 

• “This process has been a massive wake up call for me. I am determined that if I 
am afforded the opportunity there will be no repeat of the behaviours raised during 
this process.” 

The panel considered that Miss Till was entitled to deny the allegations, and that denial of 
misconduct is not an absolute bar to finding insight. The panel considered that Miss Till 
has demonstrated limited insight into the implications of her conduct. 

The panel considered that, over the course of four years, Mis Till had not provided 
evidence that she had taken sufficient steps to address the issues raised. This absence 
of action further contributed to the panel’s concerns about ongoing risk and lack of 
insight. 

The panel acknowledged that Miss Till had engaged in the regulatory processes. 

The panel saw some evidence that Miss Till had demonstrated remorse.  

The panel considered the character references for Miss Till. In particular: 

• The panel noted a character reference from Witness B, Miss Till’s  [REDACTED], 
and that she had given oral evidence at the hearing.  

• Individual A, [REDACTED] of Miss Till. 

• Individual B, [REDACTED] of Miss Till. 

• Individual C, former colleague. 

• Individual D, SENDCO and Inclusion Hub Teacher. 
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The panel noted the following comments in particular: 

• “My [REDACTED] is one of the hardest working people I know. As for honesty, 
both [REDACTED] have been brought up to be honest and have integrity. I expect 
nothing less of them, same as  [REDACTED] expected from me. At no point in her 
life have I ever had to question it.” 

• “While she was teaching she would have to get up around 6 am to drive cross the 
other side of Manchester to get to work, and set up the class for the daily lessons”. 

• “She often asked for help with buying extra resources for the lessons so the 
children had a good education. If you’re not dedicated you don’t buy extra 
resources that should be provided by the school because you want your children 
to have the best start in life.”  

• “Even on weekends, which are supposed to be a time to rest and recuperate, she 
would spend hours locked in her room working.” 

• “She must have been well thought of in her school as in her first year as a teacher 
she was asked to take on extra responsibilities.” 

• “Her dedication was also shown by often missing [REDACTED] outings for meals, 
cinema etc. She had little time to socialise with her [REDACTED].” 

Individual A, [REDACTED] of Miss Till  

• “I was pleasantly surprised how organised she was from the offset in the 
preparation of children's work, differentiating work for the level groups of children 
were working at....everything was well planned”. 

• “I wished to remain working with Leanne as I found her THE MOST ORGANISED 
and THOROUGH teacher I had worked with. Not only was planning organised but 
she arrived earlier than myself EVERY morning and each set of work sheets was 
sliced and set on top of correct books ready for me to glue in during which time we 
would discuss the day ahead, any children she would like me to work closely with 
and any questions I would like to ask.” 

• “Leanne recognizes quickly when children need additional support and will ask for 
this to be provided, this would usually be raised at phase or SLT meetings.” 

• “I feel Leanne has contributed greatly to the progress/learning of her classes. This 
is due to her true dedication to her job. Planning lessons correctly, SHARING 
PLANNING with TA (only teacher I know who does so without prompt, thus 
enabling TA to work more effectively).” 
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Individual C, former colleague  

• “I have always known Leanne to be extremely professional in her work. She is 
hard working, trustworthy and reliable. I have known her personally and 
professionally and trust her completely. She always fulfilled her professional duties 
fully and completely. She is honest, fair and fastidious. She always had great 
relationships with the pupils in our class and with my own son who has known her 
all his life. Leanne is firm but fair when dealing with unwanted behaviour from 
pupils. She can be sympathetic to children’s individual needs”. 

Individual D, SENDCO and Inclusion Hub Teacher 

• “I have no safe guarding concerns as Leanne regularly looks after my son; 
[REDACTED].” 

• “I supported her with her decision and believe she has learnt from this 
experience.” 

• “cannot see any reason why she cannot be trusted to be around or look after any 
child in the future.” 

Witness B, Miss Till’s  [REDACTED] 

The panel also considered the oral evidence of Witness A, [REDACTED] where she 
stated that Miss Till knew her pupils well and where they were academically and socially. 
That she had good relationships with the families, parents and carers of pupils. Further, 
that Miss Till would go to the pastoral team and share anything that she was unsure of 
and that, as a practitioner, she knew the whole class. Witness A confirmed that she had 
“no concerns” regarding Miss Till as a 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 would be sufficient.   

The panel was of the view that, applying the standard of the ordinary intelligent citizen, it 
would not be a proportionate and appropriate response to recommend no prohibition 
order. Recommending that the publication of adverse findings would be sufficient would 
unacceptably compromise the public interest considerations present in this case, despite 
the severity of the consequences for Miss Till of prohibition. 

The panel was of the view that prohibition was both proportionate and appropriate. The 
panel decided that the public interest considerations outweighed the interests of Miss Till. 
Miss Till’s limited insight and remorse shown, the failure to disclose relevant information 
between 2019 and 2021 and the seriousness of the misconduct were significant factors 
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in forming that opinion. Accordingly, the panel made a recommendation to the Secretary 
of State that a prohibition order should be imposed with immediate effect.  

The panel went on to consider whether or not it would be appropriate for it to decide to 
recommend a review period of the order. The panel was mindful that the Advice states 
that a prohibition order applies for life, but there may be circumstances, in any given 
case, that may make it appropriate to allow a teacher to apply to have the prohibition 
order reviewed after a specified period of time that may not be less than 2 years.  

The Advice indicates that there are certain types of case where, if relevant, the public 
interest will have greater relevance and weigh in favour of not offering a review period.  

None of the listed characteristics were engaged according to the panel’s findings. 

The Advice also indicates that there are certain other types of cases where it is likely that 
the public interest will have greater relevance and weigh in favour of a longer period 
before a review is considered appropriate. 

None of the listed characteristics were engaged according to the panel’s findings. 

The panel decided that the findings indicated a situation in which a review period would 
be appropriate and, as such, decided that it would be proportionate, in all the 
circumstances, for the prohibition order to be recommended with provisions for a review 
period. 

The panel decided that the findings indicated a situation in which a review period of two 
years would be appropriate and proportionate. This would afford Miss Till the opportunity 
to reflect on her actions and develop the necessary insight and remorse to mitigate 
against future repetition of the behaviour should she wish to do so. 

Taking into account the limited evidence provided to demonstrate Miss Till’s remorse and 
the limited evidence of insight shown, the panel also considered that this process had 
been ongoing for four years. This was a key factor in the panel’s decision to impose a 
review period of only two years, given that Miss Till had already been absent from the 
teaching profession during this extended period. 

The panel decided that it would be proportionate, in all the circumstances, for the 
prohibition order to be recommended with provisions for a 2-year review period. 

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 both sanction and review period.   



21 

In considering this case, I have also given very careful attention to the Advice that the 
Secretary of State has published concerning the prohibition of teachers.  

In this case, the panel has found all of the allegations proven and found that those 
proven facts amount to unacceptable professional conduct and conduct that may bring 
the profession into disrepute. 

The panel has made a recommendation to the Secretary of State that Miss Till should be 
the subject of a prohibition order, with a review period of two years.  

In particular, the panel has found that Miss Till 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 

o having regard for the need to safeguard pupils’ well-being, in accordance 
with statutory provisions 

 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 was satisfied that the conduct of Miss Till, involved breaches of the 
responsibilities and duties set out in statutory guidance Keeping children safe in 
education (KCSIE). The panel considered that Miss Till was in breach of the following 
provisions:  

• “Safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children is everyone’s responsibility. 
Everyone who comes into contact with children and their families has a role to 
play. In order to fulfil this responsibility effectively, all staff should make sure their 
approach is child-centred. This means that they should consider, at all times, what 
is in the best interests of the child.” 

The panel finds that the conduct of Miss Till fell significantly short of the standards 
expected of the profession.  

The findings of misconduct are serious as they include a finding which involved Miss Till 
failing to disclose to the School being in a relationship with a sex offender.  

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 a less intrusive measure, such as the published 
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finding of unacceptable professional conduct and conduct likely to 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 Till, and the impact that will have on 
the teacher, is proportionate and in the public interest. 

In this case, I have considered the extent to which a prohibition order would protect 
children/safeguard pupils. The panel has observed, “In light of the panel’s findings 
against Miss Till, which involved failing to disclose to the School being in a relationship 
with a sex offender, there was a strong public interest consideration in respect of the 
safeguarding and wellbeing of pupils, given the serious findings of inappropriate 
relationships with children.” A prohibition order would therefore prevent such a risk from 
being present in the future.  

I have also taken into account the panel’s comments on insight and remorse, which the 
panel sets out as follows, “The panel saw some evidence that Miss Till had demonstrated 
remorse.” The panel also said “The panel considered that Miss Till was entitled to deny 
the allegations, and that denial of misconduct is not an absolute bar to finding insight. 
The panel considered that Miss Till has demonstrated limited insight into the implications 
of her conduct.” 

In my judgement, the lack of full insight means that there is some risk of the repetition of 
this behaviour and this puts at risk the future wellbeing of pupils. I have therefore given 
this element considerable weight in reaching my decision. 

I have gone on to consider the extent to which a prohibition order would maintain public 
confidence in the profession. The panel observe, “the panel considered that public 
confidence in the profession could be seriously weakened if conduct such as that found 
against Miss Till was not treated with the utmost seriousness when regulating the 
conduct of the profession.” I am particularly mindful of the finding of failing to disclose 
information to the school which could have safeguarding implications and the impact that 
such a finding has on the reputation of the profession.  

I have had to consider that the public has a high expectation of professional standards of 
all teachers and that the public might regard a failure to impose a prohibition order 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 and conduct likely to bring the profession into disrepute, in the absence of a 
prohibition order, can itself be regarded by such a person as being a proportionate 
response to the misconduct that has been found proven in this case.  
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I have also considered the impact of a prohibition order on Miss Till and the panel 
comment “The panel found that Miss Till did not provide any evidence which 
demonstrated exceptionally high standards in her personal and professional conduct or 
that she had contributed significantly to the education sector.  The panel considered that 
Miss Till did have a previously good history, that there was no history of misconduct and 
that she had contributed to the education sector.  The panel did accept, on the evidence 
available, that Miss Till had no concerns raised by the School about her conduct until 
these events.” 

A prohibition order would prevent Miss Till from teaching. 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 
lack of full insight. The panel has said, “The panel considered that, over the course of 
four years, Mis Till had not provided evidence that she had taken sufficient steps to 
address the issues raised. This absence of action further contributed to the panel’s 
concerns about ongoing risk and lack of insight.” 

I have also placed considerable weight on the finding that “The panel decided that the 
public interest considerations outweighed the interests of Miss Till. Miss Till’s limited 
insight and remorse shown, the failure to disclose relevant information between 2019 and 
2021 and the seriousness of the misconduct were significant factors in forming that 
opinion.” 

I have given less weight in my consideration of sanction therefore, to the contribution that 
Miss Till has made to the profession. In my view, it is necessary to impose a prohibition 
order in order to maintain public confidence in the profession. A published decision, in 
light of the circumstances in this case, that is not backed up by full insight, does not 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 proportionate and in the 
public interest in order to achieve the intended aims of a prohibition order.  

I have gone on to consider the matter of a review period. In this case, the panel has 
recommended a 2 year review period.  

I have considered the panel’s comments “The panel decided that the findings indicated a 
situation in which a review period of two years would be appropriate and proportionate. 
This would afford Miss Till the opportunity to reflect on her actions and develop the 
necessary insight and remorse to mitigate against future repetition of the behaviour 
should she wish to do so.” 
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I agree with the panel and have decided that a two year review period is proportionate 
and in the public interest in order to satisfy the maintenance of public confidence in the 
profession. 

This means that Miss Leanne Till is prohibited from teaching indefinitely and 
cannot teach in any school, sixth form college, relevant youth accommodation or 
children’s home in England. She may apply for the prohibition order to be set aside, but 
not until 4 July 2027, 2 years from the date of this order at the earliest. This is not an 
automatic right to have the prohibition order removed. If she does apply, a panel will 
meet to consider whether the prohibition order should be set aside. Without a successful 
application, Miss Till remains prohibited from teaching indefinitely. 

This order takes effect from the date on which it is served on the teacher. 

Miss Till has a right of appeal to the High Court within 28 days from the date she is given 
notice of this order. 

 

Decision maker: Sarah Buxcey  

Date: 24 June 2025 

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