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TO: Hon Erica Stanford 

FROM: Lesley Hoskin, Chief Executive Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 
Zealand 

DATE: 28 August 2025 

SUBJECT: Ministerial Request: Report on Council’s action regarding Timothy Fisher 
and consideration of vetting processes  

Sensitivity: CONFIDENTIAL – please do share further without checking with us. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Minister: 

i. Receives this briefing which discusses the actions taken by Matatū Aotearoa | The 
Teaching Council of Aotearoa New Zealand (the Council) in relation to Mr Timothy 
Fisher. 

ii. Note in response to your second briefing request we have undertaken a review of 
the current vetting settings implemented by the Council, in the timeframe provided, 
and have identified areas for legislative change for discussion with the Minister. We 
will continue to consider this matter and provide advice on anything identified.    

iii. Note that the Council is also happy to provide the Minister with additional 
information and more detailed recommendations if needed. 

iv. Agrees that this briefing is not proactively released to protect the privacy of Mr 
Fisher. 

 
Purpose 

1. The purpose of this paper is to brief the Minister of Education on the Council’s actions in 
relation to Mr Timothy Fisher, including why decisions were made and the framework 
and or law the decisions were made under. 

2. The paper also provides an analysis of the current legislative settings and sets out some 
opportunities that we would be happy to discuss with the Minister. 

Background 
 

Mr Timothy Fisher Case  

3. The case in question spans the period 2011 to 2025, and as such relates to decisions 
and actions of the Council (operating under the Education Act 1989), as well as the 
Education Council of Aotearoa New Zealand (now Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 
Zealand) operating under the Education Act 1989 and then Education and Training Act 
2020. 
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4. The paper provides a summary of the Council’s (and its predecessors) actions in 
Appendix One, and detailed timeline of Council’s action in Appendix Two.  
 

5. After careful investigation I believe that in the case of Mr Fisher that the Council and its 
predecessors have been careful and diligent when carrying their statutory functions in 
accordance with the requirements of the Education Act 1989 and Education and 
Training Act 2020.  
 

6. We retrieved and reviewed archived paper-based documents boxes, and from our 
review, it does not appear that any mistakes were made.  
 

7. The details of this case are complex, and involve a number of interventions.  Notably, Mr 
Fisher had an application for a practising certificate declined in 2014 because of a “red 
stamp” on his Police Vet report.  However, this red stamp was removed from subsequent 
Police Vet reports, and the Council was required to issue him with practising 
certificates. This is because Mr Fisher fulfilled all of the requirements specified under 
s.361(2) of the 1989 Act.   
 

8. The relevant section in the 1989 Act has carried through to the 2020 Act, and so should 
the same circumstances arise today the Council would again have no option but to 
issue a practising certificate.   

Review of current vetting settings implemented by the Council   

Registration and certification: ensuring good character and fitness to teach 

9. Under the Education and Training Act 2020 the Council is required to determine whether 
a person is of good character and fit to teach only at the time or Registration. Since 
Registration is for life, this effectively means it is only done once at the beginning of a 
teacher’s career. 

10. The Act says that for the purpose of determining whether a person is of good character 
and fit to be a teacher, the Council must obtain a Police vet of the person, but that it is 
not limited to the results of the Vet when determining character and fitness to be a 
teacher. 

11. Unlike the Registration provisions, the Council cannot independently consider good 
character when considering an application for a practising certificate. Both the 1989 and 
current Act state that the Council must issue a practising certificate to every applicant 
who is: 

a. registered as a teacher; and  

b. has had a satisfactory Police vet within the past 3 years; and  

c. meets the standards and criteria for the issue of practising certificates...  

12. In the case of Mr Fisher, the Council was required to issue him with a new practising 
certificate in 2016 because he was a Registered teacher who met the criteria and had 
received a clear Police Vet. The Act did not allow us to make our own determination of 
good character.  Proa
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13. Because the relevant provisions of the 1989 Act carried into the 2020 Act, the Council is 
still required to issue a practising certificate to an applicant who meets the criteria and 
has had a satisfactory Police vet within the past 3 years.  

14. The requirements of the 2020 Act mean that if the events of 2016 and 2017 occurred 
more recently, the Council would still have been obliged to issue Mr Fisher with a 
practising certificate. 

15. While the introduction of a “good character” test at the point of certification may appear 
to be a solution to this problem, it would not be without issues.  In particular, any test 
would require a natural justice process in making a determination that a teacher is not 
of good character.  Arguably, existing CAC and DT processes already provide a 
mechanism for many of these sorts of determinations to be made. 

16. Further, there is no assurance that having a good character test at the point of 
certification would have made any difference in the case involving Mr Fisher.  The “red 
stamp” that was issued during 2014 was on the basis of an allegation from a member of 
the public in 2010. Presumably the stamp was removed after the Police decided not to 
take further action on this allegation.  In such circumstances, it would be very hard for 
the Council to determine that it had sufficient evidence to decline an application on 
grounds of character. 

17. An issue that does not relate to the case involving Mr Fisher, but may warrant further 
consider, is that the Police Vet process does not capture findings from military court 
martial processes. These processes can often include serious offending resulting in a 
term of detention.  At the moment, there is no process to notify the Council where such 
offending is committed by a person who holds registration as a teacher – even where 
that person subsequently applies for a practising certificate. 

18. An issue that is known to us is that when a teacher has agreed to a voluntary 
undertaking not to teach, the undertaking is limited to only prevent teaching in a 
registered school. Any undertaking not to teach will not cover a teacher working outside 
of a registered school and a person may take employment with children in an 
unregulated environment such as tutoring, or working as a mentor with at risk youth.  

19. A final issue which is also known is that outcomes reached in the complaints 
assessment committee or disciplinary tribunal can only be notified to current employers 
who are registered schools. Similar to the point above if a CAC decision or a DT decision 
is issued the Council is unable to notify other employers who are not registered schools 
even if the teacher is then employed to work with children or young people in 
unregulated environments, or in the education sector in an advisory or policy setting.  

Opportunities for legislative change for discussion: 

20. Amending the Clean Slate Act so that the Council receives all criminal convictions 
in Police Vet reports for teachers. We understand that changes to the Clean Slate Act 
would have a broad impact, including on individual’s right to privacy, employers and 
other regulatory bodies who rely on Police Vet reports.  

21. Amending Military Court information sharing settings to require information about 
registered teachers to be disclosed to the Council.  

22. Amend the Act and the Rules so that the Council can notify relevant parties of 
undertakings not to teach and regulatory outcomes.  
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23. Review regulatory settings for the private tutoring sector with regard to safety 
checking of employees and requirement for teachers to hold a current practising 
certificate or LAT.  

24. Amending the Act to allow or require the Council to determine whether a teacher is 
of good character and fit to be a teacher at the time of each application of a new 
practising certificate (e.g. every 3 years), rather than only at Registration. As noted 
above, such a change should also provide for a natural justice process to allow such 
considerations to be made.  It is also not clear how such a change could have made a 
difference in the case of Mr Fisher. 

Registration and certification: Ensuring teachers and employers meet their legal 
obligations under the Act 

25. Under the Education and Training Act 2020 it is unlawful for schools to employ a person 
in a teaching role who does not have a current practising certificate or Limited Authority 
to teach (LAT). 

26. Provisions of the current Act are clear that a teacher commits an offence for being 
appointed to a teaching position or continuing to teach for more than 20 half-days in any 
calendar year without a current practising certificate and is liable for a fine upon 
conviction of up to $2,000. 

27. The employer also commits an offence for appointing or continuing to employ a person 
in a teaching role without a current practising certificate or LAT for more than 20 half-
days in a calendar year and is liable for a fine upon conviction of up to $5,000. 

28. The Council charges a Late Fee of $50 to teachers who apply to renew their practising 
certificate or LAT after the expiry date of the current authorisation if they are currently 
employed and sends automated reminders to teachers 3 months and 1 month prior to 
their expiry date. The Council monitors the level of Late Fees being paid and the vast 
majority of teachers apply to renew prior to expiry. 

29. Many schools also have automated systems and processes in place to ensure 
compliance with Registration and certification requirements. 

30. The Council and Ministry of Education are authorised under the Act to undertake data 
matching for the purposes of identifying the registration status and the status and 
currency of practising certificates for those people employed as teachers within 
schools. 

31. The data matching occurs on a regular basis and is used by the Council to ensure 
teachers are reminded of their legal obligation to have a current practising certificate or 
LAT. An escalation process to Principals and potentially Boards of Trustees is in place if 
non-compliance is ongoing. 

32. The effectiveness of data matching is limited, given that data matching only 
encompasses those teachers paid via Education Payroll. 

33. The Education and Training Amendment Act 2024 strengthened requirements by 
providing the Council with the ability to prosecute either teachers or employers for non-
compliance with the provisions of the Act in regard to Registration and Certification. 
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Opportunities for legislative change for discussion: 

• Ensuring penalties for non-compliance act as an appropriate deterrent to both 
teachers and employers.  
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Appendix 1. Summary of Council’s Actions 
34. Mr Fisher first applied for Registration and a provisional practising certificate in 2011. 

The Police provided the Council with a clear vet report with no convictions or warnings. 
The Council granted Registration and issued Mr Fisher with a provisional practising 
certificate valid to 30 June 2014. 

35. Mr Fisher applied for new practising certificates in July 2014 and December 2014. These 
applications were declined by the Council because there was a red stamp warning on 
the Police Vet reports received at that time. 

36. Mr Fisher appears to have worked unlawfully, and without a current practising certificate 
for some months in 2014 and 2015. 

37. The Council received a Mandatory Report in April 2015 from Otamatea High School and 
the Complaints Assessment Committee (CAC) conducted an investigation into the 
matters raised, which included Mr Fisher’s failure to disclose convictions and the fact 
that he had been working without a practising certificate.  

38. The outcome of the investigation was that the CAC decided that referral to the 
Disciplinary Tribunal (DT) was not warranted and that the non-disclosure of historic 
convictions concealed under the Clean Slate Act and red stamp warning should be 
dealt with by the Council as a registration / certification issue rather than a conduct 
issue. 

39. In November 2015 Mr Fisher again applied for a new practising certificate. The Police 
provided the Council with a new Police Vet report that contained no convictions or 
warnings of any kind, and the red stamp warning had been removed. In accordance with 
Act, the Council was required to issue Mr Fisher with a new practising certificate. Mr 
Fisher was issued with a new 3-year provisional practising certificate in May 2016. 

40. In February 2017 Mr Fisher applied for a full practising certificate. The Council again 
sought a Police Vet report, and the report received was clear and contained no 
convictions or warnings of any kind. The Council issued Mr Fisher with a new practising 
certificate in February 2017, which expired on 22 February 2020. 

41. In 2017 the Council received a new Mandatory Report relating to conduct matters 
arising from employment as a teacher at Wesley College. The matters raised were 
investigated by the CAC and referred to the DT who found serious misconduct and 
ordered censure and conditions. 

42. In 2019 Mr Fisher gained employment as a teacher with a private tutoring business – an 
environment that does not require teachers to be Registered or to have a current 
practising certificate or a Limited Authority to Teach (LAT). His practising certificate 
expired in February 2020, and he did not subsequently seek to renew this. 

43. In 2024 the Council was advised by the Police of new charges laid against Mr Fisher 
relating to alleged offending. 

44. In 2025 Mr Fisher was convicted, and the Council initiated a process to deregister him, 
as required for any Registered teacher convicted of a specified offence under the 
Children’s Act 2014. 
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Appendix 2. Detailed timeline of Council’s actions 
2011 

45. Mr Timothy Fisher applied for the first time to the New Zealand Teacher’s Council on 4 
May 2011 for Registration and a provisional practising certificate. 

46. As required under the Education Act 1989, the Council obtained a Police Vet report as 
part of ensuring the applicant was of good character and fit to be a teacher1. 

47. As the 2011 Police Vet report received by the Council contained no convictions and no 
warnings, and the applicant met all other requirements for Registration under the Act, 
Mr Fisher was granted Registration and a provisional practising certificate valid for 3 
years ending on 30 June 2014. 

2014 

48. Mr Fisher’s practising certificate expired on 30 June 2014. We have no records of an 
application for renewal having been received before the expiry of his practising 
certificate.  

49. Mr Fisher applied for a new practising certificate in July 2014. 

50. In this application for a new practising certificate Mr Fisher applied for renewal of his 
provisional certification, he did not apply for full certification as his employer (Stratford 
High School) felt that he had not met the requirements for full registration and needed a 
continued advice and guidance programme (with a mentor) for another term.  

51. In July 2014 Stratford High School was aware that Mr Fisher did not have a current 
practising certificate and needed to renew his practising certificate as they wrote a letter 
to accompany his application for renewal, as referred to above, which set out the 
concerns they had about his moving to full certification.  

52. As required under the 1989 Act, the Council applied for a new Police Vet report on 25 
July 2014 as part of ensuring the applicant had a ‘satisfactory Police Vet’ before the 
Council could issue a new provisional practising certificate. 

53. On the July 2014 Police Vet report contained no convictions but included a ‘red stamp’ 
warning stating “Police recommend this person does not have unsupervised access to 
children, young people, or vulnerable members of society”.  

54. The Council did not issue Mr Fisher with a new practising certificate at this point due to 
concerns raised by the Police red stamp warning. At this point Mr Fisher did not have a 
current practising certificate and was not entitled to be working in a school as a teacher. 

55. On 23 December 2014 the Council received two applications from Mr Fisher, the first for 
a renewal of his provisional practising certificate and the second for a move to full 
registration. Both applications noted that his certification had expired on 30 June 2014 
and were signed by the principal of Stratford High School.  

2015 - 2016 

56. Despite the fact that Mr Fisher did not have a practising certificate it appears that Mr 
Fisher continued his employment at Stratford High School unlawfully in a full-time fixed 
term position through to the end of 2014 continuing when he moved to a permanent full-

 
1 S355, Education and Training Act 1989 

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



 

8 
 

[IN-CONFIDENCE - RELEASE EXTERNAL] 

[IN-CONFIDENCE - RELEASE EXTERNAL] 

time position at Otamatea High School on 28 January 2015. When Mr Fisher started at 
Otamatea in January 2015 Mr Fisher did not hold a practicing certificate, this 
employment was unlawful.  

57. On 7 April 2015 the Council received a Mandatory Report dated 31 March 2015 from the 
Principal of Otamatea High School. This report was triggered by the resignation of Mr 
Fisher. Section 392 of the Education Act 1989 required that an employer make a 
Mandatory Report when a teacher resigns following notice that the employer is 
dissatisfied with, or intended to investigate, any aspect of the teacher’s conduct or 
competence.  

58. The information included with the report shows that Mr Fisher failed to inform Otamatea 
High School that he did not have a current practising certificate and that he failed to 
disclose his previous convictions during his interview with the High School.  

59. The information that we know from Otamatea High School shows us that on 17 March 
the principal of Otamatea High School met with Mr Fisher regarding his start to the year 
at the school. It appears during this meeting that Mr Fisher disclosed to the principal 
that he had not yet received his full practising certificate. On 18 March 2015 having 
realised that Mr Fisher did not hold a practising certificate the principal submitted an 
online extension request and rang the Council to check on progress. The principal was 
informed that she needed to submit to the Council that she was aware of the issues 
surrounding the Police report. The principal met with Mr Fisher the following day at 
which Mr Fisher disclosed his previous convictions.  

60. On 19 March 2015 the principal suspended Mr Fisher from teaching as he did not have a 
practising certificate, and the principal was not in a position to verify Mr Fisher’s 
account of the Police report. The principal was provided with a copy of the Police vet 
with the red stamp warning on Monday 23 March from Mr Fisher. Following this Mr Fisher 
chose to resign from the school.  

61. As part of investigating the Mandatory Report, in the period April to June 2015 the  CAC 
undertook an investigation and sought further information from the New Zealand Police 
and Mr Fisher on the red stamp warning. 

62. In response, Mr Fisher disclosed to the Council three convictions in 2002 for committing 
an ‘indecent act’ and a drug offence which had been clean slated and provided his 
explanation of the events that led to the convictions. 

63. The Council asked the New Zealand Police to confirm if the Red Stamp warning was in 
relation to the clean slate convictions or some other matter. On 22 May 2015 the Police 
advised the Council that the red stamp warning was not in relation to Mr Fisher’s 2002 
convictions and was instead in relation to concerns from a member of the public 
reported to Police in 2010. The Police advised that the red stamp warning should have 
more properly comprised of a summary which they then provided and also further 
advised that the 2011 vetting result released no information because the Police record 
of the 2010 incident was incomplete at that time.  

64. On 17 June 2015 the CAC wrote to Mr Fisher to advise that they had met to consider the 
matter and that they had been made aware that the red stamp warning was not in 
relation to his previous clean slate convictions. The CAC asked for further information 
from Mr Fisher. Mr Fisher provided a detailed response as to the allegation contained in 
the red stamp warning denying the allegation.  
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65. The CAC met again following Mr Fishers response on 25 June 2015 where they 
considered the Mandatory Report and the responses received and made a decision to 
take no further action for several reasons: 

66. Mr Fisher's convictions were covered by the Clean Slate legislation, which meant he was 
not required to disclose them to his employer or the Council. 

67. The CAC felt that Mr Fisher had not practised unlawfully and that it was Mr Fisher who 
had alerted the school to delays in obtaining a renewal of his practising certificate as he 
had not received correspondence from the Council due to a change of address. 

68. The CAC concluded that the information in the mandatory report did not warrant further 
disciplinary action and that any concerns raised by the red stamp should be addressed 
by the Council during the renewal of Fisher's practising certificate rather than through 
referral to the New Zealand Teachers’ Disciplinary Tribunal (DT). 

69. The CAC summarised that it had no option but to take no further action on this matter. It 
set out its reasons and the facts relied on in full so this information can be accessed in 
the future should it be relevant to for the Education Council or should any matter of a 
similar nature be referred to the CAC in the future.  

70. At the completion of the CAC investigation, Mr Fisher and Otamatea College were 
advised of the outcome by way of letter dated 21 July 2015.  

71. On 25 November 2015 an application was received from Mr Fisher requesting the 
Council to reconsider his 2014 application for a practising certificate. 

72. As required under the 1989 Act, the Council obtained a new Police Vet in December 
2015. The Vet report provided to the Council on 12 January 2016 contained no 
convictions and no warnings, with the 2014 red stamp warning having been removed 
by the Police. The Vet stated, “this is a response for New Zealand Police to a vetting 
application. This application is now complete and New Zealand Police have no 
information to release on this person under the details supplied”.  

73. Section 361(2) of the 1989 Act stated that the Council must issue a practising to a 
Registered teacher that meets application criteria and has a satisfactory Police Vet. 
Because Mr Fisher met these requirements, the Council was required to issue him with 
a practising certificate.  It therefore issued Mr Fisher with a new 3-year provisional 
practising certificate on 11 May 2016. 

74. In August 2016 Mr Fisher took up employment with Waitakere College in a full time fixed 
term position until December 2016.  

2017 - 2019 

75. On 4 January 2017 the Council received an application from Mr Fisher (dated 16 
December 2016) for the issue of a full practising certificate. The application was 
supported by a letter from Waitakere College which advised that Mr Fisher had been 
employed as an acting Head of Department and Social Studies teacher for a fixed term 
position from 8 August 2016 to 27 January 2017. They had provided the necessary 
mentoring and induction programme, their conclusion was that he was meeting the 
practising teacher criteria, and the principal recommended him for full registration at 
the end of the 2016 school year.  

76. At this time, Mr Fisher’s Police Vet report contained no convictions or warnings of any 
kind. As Mr Fisher met the requirements of s.361(2) of the 1989 Act, the Council was 
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required to issue a practising certificate.  That practising certificate was issued on 22 
February 2017. 

77. On 28 January 2017 Mr Fisher started a permanent full-time position at Wesley College.  

78. In September 2017 the Education Council received a Mandatory Report from principal of 
Wesley College on Mr Fisher, this was submitted due to Mr Fisher having resigned.  

79. The Mandatory report alleged Mr Fisher: 

a. Failed to engage in ethical and professional relationships with learners that respect 
professional boundaries by:  

i. Using inappropriate language in class;  

ii. Making a sexual hand gesture in class; and  

iii. Interacting in an over familiar way with students by discussing personal, 
sexual, and other inappropriate subjects in class.  

b. Failed to demonstrate a commitment to provide high quality and effective teaching 
by:  

i. Failing to record assessment evidence for Year 12 and Year 13 drama 
students;  

ii. Failing to maintain effective classroom control and management and ensure 
students were focused and consistently engaged in structured learning 
during class;  

iii. Failing to get up to date administration records including roll records, course 
outlines and assessment schedules. 

80. The mandatory report writer stated that the recommended outcome was no further 
action as poor health was a contributing factor to the resignation. Therefore, it was 
unclear whether or not the teacher would have been able to make the required 
improvements to teaching practice or if it was the ill-health that caused the issues to 
arise. It was suggested that the report should be stored on the file.  

81. In October 2018, after investigation, the CAC made the decision to refer the matter to 
the DT. 

82. The Disciplinary Tribunal hearing occurred on 10 October 2019. The CAC argued that Mr 
Fisher’s actions brought the profession into disrepute and constituted serious 
misconduct warranting cancellation. 

83. In February 2020 Mr Fishers practicing certificate expired. No application to renew was 
received.  

84. On 18 January 2021 the DT decision issued its decision. Mr Fisher was found guilty of 
serious misconduct, and censure and conditions were ordered. 

85. The conditions placed on Mr Fisher’s practising certificate included:  

86. to undergo professional development regarding both teacher/student boundaries and 
administration and course planning for a period of three years;  

87. to engage supervision both internally and externally (externally by a provider approved 
by the Council) via a support and guidance programme for at least two years;  
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88. not hold any position of managerial responsibility including the role of Principal, Deputy 
Principal, Associate Principal, Head of Department or Dean for a period of three years. 

Post-2019 

89. Mr Fisher’s practising certificate expired on 22 February 2020 and no subsequent 
application for renewal has been received by the Council. 

90. On 7 March 2024 the Council received a phone call from Police about Mr Fisher. At this 
stage, it does not appear that Mr Fisher was aware that Police had initiated a new 
investigation.  

91. On 12 March the Council was notified by Police that Mr Fisher was aware of the 
investigation. 

92. On 12 March the Council’s Triage Committee met to consider whether there is an 
immediate risk to learners if Mr Fisher were to return to teaching. Triage committee 
agreed to seek an undertaking not to teach for Mr Fisher and the matter was put on hold 
pending outcome of court proceedings. Mr Fisher failed to sign the undertaking not to 
teach, however because there was no current practising certificate the Council could 
not consider seeking an interim suspension of his practising certificate.  

93. In August 2025, after receiving notification that Mr Fisher has been convicted of a 
specified offence, the Council initiated the process to cancel Mr Fisher’s Registration.   

Further notes 
94. Between 1 July 2014 and 10 March 2016 Mr Fisher did not have a current practising 

certificate and was not able to be lawfully employed as a teacher under the Act. 

95. After Mr Fisher’s last practising certificate expired on 22 February 2020, he was not able 
to be lawfully employed as a teacher under the Act. 

96. We believe that Mr Fisher was employed by Edu Experts some time in 2019 through to 
2024. Our understanding is that Edu Experts is not a registered school and is a private 
tutoring business. There is no requirement under the Act for persons employed as 
teachers in this context to be Registered or to have practising certificates. 

97. The Council has yet to receive any official information from the Police or Courts 
pertaining to Mr Fisher’s 2002 convictions and sentencing. The only account we have 
has been provided by Mr Fisher. 
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TO: Hon Erica Stanford 

FROM: Lesley Hoskin, Chief Executive Teaching Council of Aotearoa New 
Zealand 

DATE: 12 September 2025 

SUBJECT: Ministerial Request: Weaknesses in the system that allowed Mr Fisher to 
offend 

Sensitivity: CONFIDENTIAL – please do share further without checking with us. 

Recommendations 
It is recommended that the Minister: 

i. Receives this briefing which discusses weaknesses in the system that allowed Mr 
Timothy Fisher to offend. 

ii. Note my suggestion that you engage with the Ministers of Police and Justice and the 
Minister for Children, as well as the Ministry of Education, on expanding the list of 
specified offences currently included in s.4 of the Criminal Records (Clean Slate) 
Act 2004.   

iii. Note the areas for legislative review discussed in my briefing of 28 August 2024, and 
repeated in summary in this paper.  They include: 

a. Amending the Act and the Rules so that the Council can notify relevant 
parties of undertakings not to teach and regulatory outcomes.  

b. Review regulatory settings for the private tutoring sector with regard to 
safety checking of employees and requirement for teachers to hold a current 
practising certificate or LAT.  

c. Ensuring penalties for non-compliance act as an appropriate deterrent to 
both teachers and employers.  

 
Purpose 

1. The purpose of this paper is to brief the Minister of Education on systemic weaknesses 
that may have allowed Mr Timothy Fisher to commit offences against children.   

Background 
 

Mr Timothy Fisher Case  

2. The case in question spans the period 2002 to 2025, and the details are complex and involve 
a number of different possible intervention points  
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3. Notably, Mr Fisher committed offences in 2002.  By the time he sought registration and 
certification with the Teaching Council in 2011, these offences had been “clean slated” 
under the Criminal Records (Clean Slate) Act 2004.  These offences were therefore not 
disclosed by Mr Fisher in applying for a practising certificate, nor reported by Police as part 
of vetting processes. 

 

4. Furthermore, Mr Fisher had an application for a practising certificate declined in 2014 
because of a “red stamp” on his Police Vet report. This red stamp was removed from 
subsequent Police Vet reports.  Because there was no “red stamp”, the Council was 
required to issue him with practising certificates in 2016 and 2017. This is because Mr Fisher 
fulfilled all of the requirements specified under s.361(2) of the 1989 Act.   

Potential weaknesses in the system  

Registration and certification: ensuring good character and fitness to teach 

5. My briefing to you on 28 August 2025 addresses issues related to good character and fitness 
to teacher requirements under the Education and Training Act 2020.  I refer you to that 
briefing for further information. 

6. In short, the Council is required to determine whether a person is of good character and fit 
to teach only at the time of Registration. Since Registration is for life, this effectively means 
it is only done once at the beginning of a teacher’s career. 

7. Unlike the Registration provisions, the Council cannot independently consider good 
character when considering an application for a practising certificate. Both the 1989 and 
current Act state that the Council must issue a practising certificate to every applicant who 
is: 

a. registered as a teacher; and  

b. has had a satisfactory Police vet within the past 3 years; and  

c. meets the standards and criteria for the issue of practising certificates...  

8. While the lack of a “good character” test at the point of certification may appear to be a 
weakness in the system, our view is that having such a test would not have made a 
difference in the case of Mr Fisher.  This is because: 

a. Mr Fisher’s 2002 offences were covered by the Criminal Records (Clean Slate) 
Act 2004, and could therefore be withheld from the Council and were not 
disclosed as part of Police vet reporting. 

b. I understand that the “red stamp” that was issued during 2014 was on the basis 
of an allegation from a member of the public in 2010. Presumably the stamp was 
removed after the Police decided not to take further action on this allegation.  In 
such circumstances, it would be very hard for the Council to determine that it 
had sufficient evidence to decline an application on grounds of character. 

9. My view that the limited “good character” provisions of the Education and Training Act are 
not a weakness in the system that allowed offending to occur.  However, I do believe that a 
review of the specified offences recognised under the Criminal Records (Clean Slate) Act 
would be useful.  Please refer below. 

Specified offences 
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10. Section 4 of the Criminal Records (Clean Slate) Act 2004 includes a list “specified offences” 
that are not covered by the Act i.e. cannot be ‘clean slated’. These offences must be 
disclosed by Police as part of child safety vetting. 

11. We know that Mr Fisher was convicted of offences in 2002, and that these offences were not 
specified offences at that time and were therefore not reported to us as part of Police vetting 
processes.  It is important to note that we cannot be sure what offences Mr Fisher was 
convicted of, and whether a law change such as that proposed below would have prevented 
him from gaining registration in 2011.  Police have never disclosed the nature of Mr Fisher’s 
offending to us, and our only source of information has been Mr Fisher himself.   

12. The current list of specified offences largely focuses on crimes that involve sexual offending 
against children. 

13. My view is that consideration should be given to expanding this list of specified offences to 
include additional offences in particular: 

a. Sexual offences that involve children, but do not include a named victim (such 
as accessing child pornography) 

b. Offences against children that are of a non-sexual nature (such as physical 
abuse). 

14. My view is that any such change should not be limited to teachers, but should apply to all 
children’s workers.  I therefore recommend that you seek advice from Police, Oranga 
Tamariki, Ministry of Justice via their Ministers, and the Ministry of Education.  These 
agencies are better placed to provide you with advice on application of the Criminal 
Records (Clean Slate) Act 2004 and potential legislative change. 

Teachers working outside of registered schools and centres 

15. Mr Fisher’s last practising certificate expired in 2020, and the Disciplinary Tribunal found 
him guilty of serious misconduct on 18 January 2021.  We believe that Mr Fisher was 
employed by Edu Experts some time in 2019 through to 2024. Our understanding is that Edu 
Experts is not a registered school and is a private tutoring business.  

16. As noted in my 28 August briefing, there is currently no requirement under the Act for 
persons employed as teachers in this context to be registered or to hold a practising 
certificate. 

17. In addition, when a teacher has agreed to a voluntary undertaking not to teach, the 
undertaking is limited to only prevent teaching in a registered school. Any undertaking not to 
teach will not cover a teacher working outside of a registered school and a person may take 
employment with children in an unregulated environment such as tutoring, or working as a 
mentor with at risk youth. 

18. Furthermore, outcomes reached in the complaints assessment committee or disciplinary 
tribunal can only be notified to current employers who are registered schools. Similar to the 
point above if a CAC decision or a DT decision is issued the Council is unable to notify other 
employers who are not registered schools even if the teacher is then employed to work with 
children or young people in unregulated environments, or in the education sector in an 
advisory or policy setting.  

19. As my briefing of 28 August noted, there is opportunity for legislative change to address 
these concerns.  This might include: 
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a. Amending the Act and the Rules so that the Council can notify all relevant 
parties of undertakings not to teach and regulatory outcomes.  

b. Review regulatory settings for the private tutoring sector with regard to 
safety checking of employees and requirement for teachers to hold a 
current practising certificate or LAT.  

Better checking that teachers hold a current practising certificate  

20. My briefing of 28 August also notes that it is currently unlawful for schools to employ a 
person in a teaching role who does not have a current practising certificate. However, while 
data matching between the Council and Education Payroll allows us to check the 
certification status of teachers employed in schools, the system relies on non-school 
employers to conduct checks of teachers they employ. 

21. If you agree to review regulatory settings for the private tutoring sector, then some system 
change might be needed in order to ensure that teachers and employers are meeting their 
obligation to ensure that a current practising certificate is held. 

22. My briefing of 28 August noted that one opportunity for legislative change to address this 
concern could be: 

a. Ensuring penalties for non-compliance act as an appropriate deterrent to 
both teachers and employers.  

Court martial processes 

23. An issue that does not relate to the case involving Mr Fisher, but was also mentioned in my 
28 August briefing is that the Police Vet process does not capture findings from military 
court martial processes. These processes can often include serious offending resulting in a 
term of detention.  At the moment, there is no process to notify the Council where such 
offending is committed by a person who holds registration as a teacher – even where that 
person subsequently applies for a practising certificate. 

24. My view is that there is a further opportunity for legislative change by:  

a. Amending Military Court information sharing settings to require information 
about registered teachers to be disclosed to the Council.  
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