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Key issues

1. Existing powers are sufficient

Local authorities already have power to require home educating families to supply information that will satisfy the authority that an education is being provided, if they have reason to believe it is not.  

Because they may not know if there is cause for concern if they have no information at all, there is also provision (due to Lord Donaldson judgment) for LAs to make informal enquiries of home educators.  Home educating families are permitted to respond to these enquiries in a variety of ways.  This allows families to engage with LAs in whichever way suits them and their children best.

If families refuse to supply information, even when issued with a legal notice to do so, or if the information supplied does not satisfy the LA, then an SAO can be issued.  Parents can be prosecuted if they don’t comply with an SAO.  

If there is reason to believe any child is at risk of harm, social services have extensive powers to investigate.  This is the same for home educated children as for school children.

2. Danger of doing more harm than good

Mass screening for child abuse is not current policy in any democratic country.  A 1993 study by the Canadian Task Force on Preventive Health Care summed up why:

“The main problem with the available approaches is the high false positive rate. For example, assuming a high prevalence rate for child maltreatment of 20%, screening 1,000 children with an instrument whose sensitivity is 80% and specificity 90% would result in 33% of the positive test results being false positive. With a lower prevalence rate of abuse, the number of false-positive results would be even higher. A sizeable number of individuals identified by such techniques as being "at risk for child maltreatment" would never go on to commit abuse. Such labelling may put people under increased stress and interfere with their ability to function as parents. Further, the validity of many of the screening approaches has not been adequately evaluated.” (http://tinyurl.com/canadascreen )
The New Zealand Ministry of Health agrees:

“Should you screen for child abuse?

There is currently no sensitive, specific, validated screening instrument for child abuse.” (http://tinyurl.com/nzscreen )
Why is the government proposing to screen all home educated children for signs of abuse, when they have “no evidence that elective home education is a particular factor in the removal of children to forced marriage, servitude or trafficking or for inappropriate abusive activities.”? (Badman Review report, para 8.14)
Recommendation 23 is an invitation for LA staff to exercise their prejudices and will result in information about prospective home educators being shared between professionals for no proven benefit.  Dr Eileen Munro of LSE commented:

“Recommendation 23 would lead to considerable intrusion into the privacy of family members and is poorly thought through.  When recommending new data sharing, one needs to consider the signal to noise ratio - how much of this data will add value to the practice of the receiver in safeguarding children and how much will be irrelevant but causing problems through taking up time that could be better spent.  The author does not appear to have made any estimation of such statistics but my suspicion is that it would lead to considerably more noise than signal and, in fact, create risk of harm by obscuring the few 'signals' (of true concern) among a storm of noise (irrelevant data).” (email correspondence, August 2009)
3. Additional responsibilities mean increased liability

If local authorities are to take from parents the primary responsibility for ensuring that all children receive a suitable education (as Recommendations 7 and 23 imply), then any child who does not receive a suitable education (whether at school or otherwise) would have a legal case against the local authority.

4. Additional work with no extra funding

Administering a register, working with parents to agree 12 month plans every year, and visiting every home educating family’s home at least once a year is bound to mean more work for local authorities.  HEAS (www.heas.org.uk) have calculated that the costs nationwide could be as much as £500 million.  However, Baroness Morgan has said there is no need even to assess the financial impact of the proposals (http://tinyurl.com/morganimpact ).  It is clear that there will be no additional funding forthcoming from the government.

At a time when essential services are being cut, and social services are stretched to breaking point, is this really a priority?
Documents enclosed

· What’s wrong with the recommendations of the Badman review, from local home educators’ website http://bhhe.wordpress.com
· Summary of recommendations from the Badman Review

· DCSF consultation document.  Consultation closes 19th October.
Useful links

· The Badman Review report: http://tinyurl.com/badmanreport 
· Ed Balls’ letter to Graham Badman: http://tinyurl.com/ballsletter 
· Statistics gathered by home educators which show a low rate of abuse in the EHE population: http://tinyurl.com/lowabuse 
· Letter from Lord Adonis, explaining why the fourfold foundation of English education law should not be undermined: http://tinyurl.com/adonisletter 
· Current DCSF guidelines for local authorities on Elective Home Education: http://tinyurl.com/heguidelines 
