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THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Children, Schools and Families e-consultation website (http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/consultations).
The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Andrea Minichiello Williams, Barrister, Director

	Organisation (if applicable)
	CCFON & CLC

	Address:
	70 Wimpole Street London W1G 8AX
E-mail : info@ccfon.org 


If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact Holly Turner on:

Telephone: 01325 392256

e-mail: holly.turner@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the Consultation Unit on:

Telephone: 01928 794888

Fax: 01928 794 311

e-mail: consultation.unit@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
Please select the category which best describes you.
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	Young Person
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	Local Authority/PCT
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	Parent or carer
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	Pupil Referral Unit
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	Health Professional/Organisation
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	Voluntary Sector Organisation/Charity
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	School (Please state whether Primary, Secondary or Special)

	   X
	Other (Please state)
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	Please Specify:

About Us

Christian Concern for Our Nation (CCFON) is a policy and legal resource centre that identifies changes in policy and law that may affect the Judeo-Christian heritage of this nation.  The team of lawyers and advisers at CCFON conduct research into, and campaign on, legislation and policy changes that may affect Christian Freedoms or the moral values of the UK.  CCFON reaches a mailing list of 25,000 supporters. http://www.ccfon.org 
CCFON is linked to a sister and separate organisation, the Christian Legal Centre, which takes up cases affecting Christian freedoms. http://www.christianlegalcentre.com 


	  


Q1)
 Does the introduction clearly set out the importance of SRE?
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	X
	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:
Please note that our separate executive summary forms part of our response to this Consultation.

The introduction does not set out the importance of SRE and the Draft Guidance itself should not be implemented, as its stated purpose (preparatory guidance for changes in the Children Schools and Families Bill) no longer has any application.
The introduction in the Draft Guidance compares unfavourably with the one in the current SRE Guidance.

This Draft SRE Guidance was written at a time when it was expected that there would be sweeping changes made by the Children, Schools and Families Bill (“CSF Bill”) to the teaching of SRE.  The purpose of the Guidance is stated in the introduction as follows:

Further guidance will be developed to support the implementation and delivery of statutory PSHE education in schools but it will build upon, rather than replace this guidance.  Implementing this guidance will prepare schools for delivery of statutory PSHE planned for September 2011.  (Our emphasis).
It is incorrect to argue in point 1.1 that “this guidance reflects the existing statutory position in relation to SRE and has the same status as the 2000 guidance”.  It does not, as it includes many of the principles removed from the Children, Schools and Families Act 2010.  Its correct purpose can be seen as interim guidance preparing schools for such changes.
However, there is also no longer any need to prepare schools for the delivery of Personal, Social, Health and Economic Education (“PSHE”) on a statutory basis, since those plans were dropped from the Children, Schools and Families Act 2010.  Those plans included making PSHE (including sex education) a compulsory part of the National Curriculum and reducing the right for parents to withdraw their children from sex education from age 19 to age 15.  In view of the abandonment of those changes to the law, the existing Department for Education and Skills Guidance to schools (DfES0116/2000) should be retained, not replaced.  For the current Guidance, see: http://publications.dcsf.gov.uk/eOrderingDownload/DfES-0116-2000%20SRE.pdf.
There has been no significant change in the law to warrant a change in this SRE Guidance.  To change the SRE Guidance in line with clauses that Parliament did not agree to is illogical and may be beyond the powers given by the current legislation.  
Comprehensive sex education from primary school age sexualises children prematurely, destroys the innocence of their childhood, and is highly objectionable, because it is an inappropriate approach to SRE.  That inappropriate approach is to be found in this Guidance.
The introductory part of the Guidance argues that:
Far from “destroying their innocence” SRE equips children and young people with the values, skills and knowledge to understand and deal appropriately with these social and cultural pressures.

The Draft Guidance proposed here supports comprehensive sex education from primary school, which would destroy the innocence of children and young people.  It will result in the unnecessary sexualising of children.  Children should be allowed to be children.  Children at primary school need to know about puberty at an appropriate age (such as 10 years old), but SRE should not start until the child is at least 11 years old.  The Family Education Trust states that:
Introducing sex education at an early age runs the risk of breaking down children’s natural sense of reserve.  Far from being a hindrance, children’s natural inhibitions and sense of modesty in talking about sexual matters are healthy and provide a necessary safeguard against both sexual abuse and casual attitudes towards sexual intimacy later on.  (See http://www.famyouth.org.uk/publications/too-much-too-soon.pdf at page 29).

A recent Home Office report also makes the link between the sexualisation of children and violence against women and girls: see Together We Can End Violence Against Women and Girls: a Strategy by Dr Linda Papadopoulos, available at: http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/documents/vawg-strategy-2009.  See also the BBC News reports at: http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/uk/8537734.stm and http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/8537885.stm.   


	


Q2)
Does Section 2 clearly describe SRE?  If not, what do you think is missing?
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:
The Draft SRE Guidance is unclear in its description of SRE.
The current guidance makes it clear that SRE is very important because it is about “…lifelong learning about physical, moral and emotional development”.  (See the current Guidance from 2000 at: http://publications.dcsf.gov.uk/eOrderingDownload/DfES-0116-2000%20SRE.pdf.)
The current Guidance compares favourably with section 2 of the proposed Draft Guidance, which lacks a moral perspective, emphasising instead a biological view of what SRE is about.  SRE is seen merely as “learning about our bodies, health and relationships; with a particular focus on puberty and growing up, sexual health, sexual intimacy, dealing with emotions and managing personal relationships.”  
Three Elements of SRE: a Comparison between the Current Guidance and the Draft Guidance
The current Guidance and the Draft Guidance both discuss the three elements of SRE.  Firstly, values and attitudes; secondly, knowledge and understanding; and thirdly, personal and social skills.  The following paragraphs compare the approach taken by the current and the Draft Guidance to these three elements of SRE.
1. Values and Attitudes: Critical Thinking inappropriately Replaced with “Acceptance of Diversity”.
Pupils are no longer encouraged to understand moral dilemmas or to develop critical thinking in decision-making or to consider their individual consciences and moral considerations.  Instead reference is made to the “acceptance of diversity”, which is frequently used to mean the promotion of homosexuality as a normal and natural lifestyle.  Many parents will be greatly alarmed at the idea of SRE being used in schools to present positive images of homosexual practice, which is not considered to be “morally acceptable” by 42% of the non-Muslim and 100% of the Muslim population in the UK surveyed and therefore should not be encouraged: see the Gallup Coexist Index 2009, page 31, figure 32, available at: http://www.muslimwestfacts.com/mwf/118249/Gallup-Coexist-Index-2009.aspx .  The “acceptance of diversity” was one of the principles in the CSF Bill for the teaching of PSHE that was dropped (due to opposition during MPs’ negotiations to secure the passing of the Bill, prior to the election), so it should not be included in the Guidance.  Learning the value of “respect, love and care” are replaced by an emotionless and business-like “mutual respect”.
The Current Guidance states at paragraph 1.7 that “Schools of a particular religious ethos may choose to reflect that in their sex and relationship education policy.”  It is important to include an affirmation of schools’ freedom to teach SRE in accordance with their ethos in the Draft Guidance, which is missing at present.  Under “Values and Attitudes”, it is stated, “In addition, each school will want to reflect the values of their school community in their SRE policy.”

2. Knowledge and Understanding: Importance of Delaying Sexual Activity Omitted and Expectation of early Sexual Activity based on Individualistic Choices without Reference to Morals Encouraged.
The importance of teaching pupils the reasons for delaying sexual activity, and the benefits to be gained from such delay are omitted from the element of “Knowledge and Understanding”.  Likewise, the Draft Guidance should emphasise that teaching on physical development should only be given at appropriate stages.  Instead, the Draft Guidance includes “learning how to resist unwelcome pressures to be sexually active” (without explaining the benefits of resisting all pressures to be sexually active outside faithful, committed adult marriage); learning about pregnancy and the choices available (which endangers the ethos of faith schools, who would mostly prefer to teach children how to avoid risking a pregnancy and how to make morally right choices in difficult circumstances); and learning about the impact of coercion and violence and understanding that consent is critical (which fails to mention that the consent of a partner is not the only precondition for engaging in sexual activity).
It would seem that young people are being encouraged to experiment with sexual activity and to think that the main kind of respect that they are supposed to show to others is that of obtaining the consent of their partners.  For further details please see chapter 2 of the Family Education Trust’s publication on the sex educator’s agenda, Too Much, Too Soon, which is available from the Family and Youth Concern website at: http://www.famyouth.org.uk/publications/too-much-too-soon.pdf.  
The underlying message proposed by the Draft Guidance is firstly, that sexual activity is acceptable even for those below the age of 16; secondly, that everyone expects that pupils will be sexually active and are incapable of delaying sexual activity; and thirdly, that sexual activity is acceptable on the sole condition that it is not coerced.  How such an individualistic philosophy of “consumer choice”, which breaks down traditional moral standards, is supposed to prevent rising pregnancies and STI’s when it encourages sexual activity rather than abstinence, is not discussed.  In fact, a national survey of 2,250 pupils aged 13 to 15 in the year 2000 found that only 17% of them said they were sexually active.  (See C. Hill, Sex Under Sixteen? London, Family Education Trust, 2000).
3. Personal and Social Skills: Individualistic Philosophy of Choice Emphasised, together with an Expectation of Early Sexually Activity—Inappropriate amongst School Pupils.
The “personal and social skills” element of the Draft Guidance extends its individualistic philosophy to the making of “informed decisions and life choices”; “coping with peer pressure and asking for help”; and accessing “advice and services”, (which is in danger of requiring schools to facilitate access to contraception and abortion without parents’ knowledge).  Again, instead of emphasising the importance of delaying sexual activity until a child is ready to shoulder the responsibilities of parenthood that may come with it, the assumption and message behind the Guidance, is that pupils will inevitably be sexually active and therefore need help and advice services.
The current Guidance correctly adopts a reasonable, age-appropriate, balanced approach to such issues at point 5 of its introduction, where it states:

Secondary pupils should learn to understand human sexuality, learn the reasons for delaying sexual activity and the benefits to be gained from such delay, and learn about obtaining appropriate advice on sexual health.
We strongly oppose comprehensive sex education at primary school level.  There is no evidence to support such an approach.
We strongly disagree that SRE should start in primary schools and the primary-age classes of special schools.  SRE at so young an age would destroy the irreplaceable innocence of children by sexualising them.  There is no evidence that sex education is effective in reducing teenage conception or pregnancy rates and it is illogical to suppose “that starting sex education in primary school would produce results that secondary school sex education has failed to deliver.”  The Draft Guidance provides no such evidence.  For further details, see chapters 5 and 6 of Too Much, Too Soon, available at: http://www.famyouth.org.uk/publications/too-much-too-soon.pdf and http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/education/7687450.stm.  
SRE is a highly sensitive subject, which must be of great concern to all parents.  For example, there has been outrage expressed at the use of a sex education booklet aimed at 6 year olds; see the press coverage at: http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/life_and_style/education/article4776329.ece and http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/uknews/2980627/Sex-education-booklet-aimed-at-six-year-olds-sparks-row.html.. 

The Draft Guidance favours a comprehensive programme of SRE.  Under the heading, “What is the evidence about the impact of SRE?” the Draft Guidance presents a partial view of such evidence.  It compares only the results of abstinence-only programmes with comprehensive programmes of SRE.  There is no mention made of “abstinence plus” programmes, which teach pupils that abstinence until marriage is both possible and the best moral approach, but rather that those who engage in sexual activity can, by using contraception, protect themselves from many of the unwanted potential consequences of sexual activity outside marriage.

There have been recent studies that indicate that abstinence-based approaches do have a beneficial effect and explain lower teenage pregnancy rates.  However, such information is not included.  For further information, see the following article: http://www.ccfon.org/view.php?id=973.  The suggested integration of SRE with other aspects of the curriculum is also unhelpful and confusing.
Point 7 of the introduction to the current Guidance correctly states that:
Effective sex and relationship education does not encourage early sexual experimentation.  See: http://publications.dcsf.gov.uk/eOrderingDownload/DfES-0116-2000%20SRE.pdf. 


	


Q3)
 Is Section 3 helpful in setting out the range of processes that need to be in place and the roles that different partners have in planning and teaching good SRE?
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	Comments:

Section 3 is unhelpful and inappropriate, because it recommends the promotion of homosexual practice and a pluralistic approach to the teaching of religious views on SRE.  It also advocates early and comprehensive sex education programmes.

The principles requiring PSHE to be taught in a way that promotes equality and the acceptance of diversity were removed from the CSF Act 2010 and should be deleted here.  The correct approach is found in the current Guidance where it states at point 9 that SRE “…is not about the promotion of sexual orientation or sexual activity—this would be inappropriate teaching.” 
We also consider that the pluralistic approach to religious viewpoints suggested in relation to faith and other schools is insensitive both to faith schools and to parents’ and pupils’ religious beliefs.  This approach is illustrated in the Guidance, where it states that “We encourage all schools—whether of a religious character or not—to include the perspectives of a range of different faiths as part of the context for discussions about sex and relationships.”  Faith schools, Christian teachers and religious parents would strongly object to the approach to SRE advocated here, which promotes homosexuality and diversity as equivalent to the importance and value of marriage.
An overly prescriptive approach to SRE is developed in section 3 in relation to content.  Individual schools should be allowed the freedom to develop their own SRE policy in consultation with parents and governors so as to maintain their ethos. 

The Draft Guidance’s suggested sex education teaching for pupils of a primary school age is inappropriate, as are the suggested questions, which promote homosexuality and sexual knowledge at too early a stage of development.

The Draft Guidance gives the wrong message to pupils by the content of the Key Stage 3 & 4 questions—that they are expected and encouraged to be sexually active as opposed to delaying sexual activity until they are ready for marriage and parenthood.
The “informed choice” philosophy allows for young people under the age of consent to decide to wait or to think that they can choose to participate in unlawful sexual intercourse.  It should be remembered that it is a criminal offence to sexually assault a child under the age of 13 and that the age of consent is 16.  (See CPS guide on the Sexual Offences Act 2003: http://www.cps.gov.uk/legal/s_to_u/sexual_offences_act/#Offences_against_children_under).

The Draft Guidance includes tables showing the questions to be addressed in SRE lessons at each Key Stage: Key Stage 1 (5-7s), Key Stage 2 (7-11s), Key Stage 3 (11-14s) and Key Stage 4 (14-16s).  We strongly disagree with the questions suggested in relation to Key Stages 1 and 2, which are part of the development of a comprehensive sex education programme.  Primary school children aged 5 to 7 are to be asked about where babies come from and the differences between girls’ and boys’ bodies.  As Normal Wells has asserted: “It is unconvincing…to advance the view that young people are placed at risk of teenage pregnancy and sexually transmitted infections for want of knowing the proper names for two or three parts of their anatomy from the age of five.”  (See page 28 of Too Much, Too Soon, op cit).  Individual primary schools should be allowed to develop their own policies in consultation with parents and governors.  The Draft Guidance adopts far too prescriptive an approach; we assume the more detailed prescriptive content of SRE is being developed in anticipation of a statutory National Curriculum, which will no longer be forthcoming.
At ages 7 to 11, children are introduced to homosexuality in the question: “Are there different expectations about how girls and boys behave in relationships and what other choices do they have?” 
11 to 14 year olds are to be asked recommended questions about sexual intimacy, the risks of STI’s and pregnancy, and the law on consent.  In view of the age of consent being 16, 11 to 14 year olds are outrageously young to be asked “How do I assess risk in sex and relationships?”  It could be 2 to 5 years before such children are able to lawfully consent to sex.
Bearing in mind again that the lawful age of consent is 16, the questions that are asked assume that between the ages of 14 and 16 a child will be sexually active.  Children and young people  aged 14 to 16 are to be asked about different methods of contraception and how responsibility can be negotiated; what skills are needed as a parent; the social stigma of STI’s; their sexual or reproductive rights; and the full range of drop-in and advice services.   
The questions asked are not age-appropriate.  We are concerned that they will have the effect of encouraging both premature sexual activity and the promotion of sexual orientation, neither of which is appropriate teaching.



	


Q4)
 Is Section 4 helpful in describing how the whole-school should be involved in SRE?
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

We disagree with the whole-school model of developing SRE which even includes wider community involvement.  Such involvement would undermine the central responsibility and authority of the head teacher, teachers and governors in consultation with parents, for developing the school’s SRE policy.  Wider community engagement undermines responsibility for the development of SRE policy and adds extra confusion.  The Guidance itself fails properly to describe what it means by a “whole school” approach in section 4.  However, it is explained on the Healthy Schools website as including work with outside agencies and local communities.  See: http://resources.healthyschools.gov.uk/p/Static/AboutUs/the-whole-school-approach.  


	


Q5)
 Is Section 5 helpful in describing what can be used for teaching SRE?
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	X
	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

The Draft Guidance advocates the use of resources for SRE that are based on inappropriate questions, which in turn promote a faith-inclusive approach to SRE and homosexual practice, all of which is inappropriate teaching. 

The Draft Guidance is inadequate in relation to the legal position on SRE, which stresses the importance of marriage, not the promotion of “strong and stable relationships” and states that pupils are to be protected from “teaching and materials which are inappropriate having regard to the age and the religious and cultural background of the pupils concerned”.
It is unhelpful because the questions asked as to whether or not the resources are appropriate are based on inappropriate suggested questions.  For example, those that promote a faith-inclusive approach to SRE and yet promote homosexual practice.  There is no question about resources based on the legal position, which is stated in section 1.5 of the Draft Guidance:
The Education Act, 1996, as amended by the Learning and Skills Act 2000, requires headteachers and governing bodies to have regard to this guidance; to ensure that pupils learn of the nature of marriage and its importance for family life and the bringing up of children, and that they are protected from unsuitable teaching and materials. 

In fact, the Draft Guidance as a whole barely mentions marriage*, but devotes time to discussing the concept of promoting “strong and stable relationships” (see section 3.1).  The importance of “strong and stable relationships” is a concept that was removed from the CSF Act before it was passed.  Accordingly, the outdated approach of this Guidance supports our view that it should not be implemented.
*(Apart from a short mention under “Values and Attitudes”—see section 2.2.1).


	


Q6)
 Are the messages in the guidance clear, workable, and good enough to be put into practice?  
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	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

The Draft Guidance is confusing (in terms of who has the responsibility for developing SRE policy).

It is unworkable (because it may encourage the use of age-inappropriate and unsuitable teaching materials).

It is not good enough to be put into practice (because it destroys the innocence of children and is unlikely to be effective in halting the rise in teenage pregnancies and STI’s.  That is because it no longer encourages children to be taught the importance or benefits of delaying sexual activity and encourages the expectation that pupils will be sexually active).

It should not encourage the “acceptance” of diversity by pupils or inappropriate teaching that promotes homosexual practice or the equality of relationships that are not equal to marriage.
We oppose the messages being put across in the Draft Guidance that comprehensive sex education from primary school age is desirable; that diversity of sexual relationships and lifestyles should be accepted by pupils; and that homosexual practice should be promoted, which is “inappropriate teaching”.
In addition, the messages in the Draft Guidance are confusing, unworkable and are not good enough to be put into practice for the above reasons and because the Draft Guidance covers SRE policy, which will no longer be part of the law.  It is even unclear who the intended audience for the Draft Guidance is, as it is so wide-ranging.  In our opinion, the Draft Guidance fails adequately to cover the current legal requirements for SRE as described in our answer to question 5. 


	


Q7)
 What do you think would be the best ways of getting these messages to young people and parents?
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	Comments:

The best way to get the appropriate messages on sex and relationships to young people and parents is to retain the existing Guidance.

Instead of communicating the message that it is advisable to delay sexual activity, the Draft Guidance puts across the message that children are expected to be sexually active.  This message is highlighted in the section on participatory teaching techniques where the guidance even suggests (as an example of an open-ended question), that pupils should be asked: “Can you tell us more about your belief that all young people are having sex?” (see section 3.7).
The existing guidance (DfES0116/2000, available at: http://publications.dcsf.gov.uk/eOrderingDownload/DfES-0116-2000%20SRE.pdf) should not be replaced by this confusing and unworkable Draft Guidance.  


	


Q8)
 What are the particular issues the guidance needs to add/highlight?
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	Comments:

The question is irrelevant because the Guidance itself should not be implemented.  If the Guidance is to be implemented, it should emphasise the benefits of abstinence until marriage and faithfulness in marriage.
Please see our answer to the first part of question 1.


	


9 a) Is the appendix provided in the guidance useful? 
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:

The checklist in Appendix 1 that is designed to help schools with planning, teaching and reviewing effective SRE asks inappropriate questions and fails to consider the importance of religious beliefs for the content of SRE lessons.

Appendix 1 of the Draft Guidance encourages schools to ask themselves whether school nurses and other health professionals are actively involved in developing and providing SRE.   
It is of concern that the best practice Guidance to school nurses from the Department of Health encourages school nurses to “provide and promote confidential drop ins at school and community venues” and to “support young women to access services to make timely choices about emergency contraception, pregnancy or abortion”.  Such a role may be of real concern both to parents and to faith schools.  Additionally, it is opposed to Lord Fraser’s pronouncement in the leading case of Gillick v West Norfolk and Wisbech Area Health Authority [1986] AC 112 (see page 11, available at: http://www.bailii.org/uk/cases/UKHL/1985/7.html) that it would and should be “most unusual” for a doctor [or other medical professional] to advise a child without the knowledge and consent of the parents on contraceptive matters.  (See page 23: See the Department of Health’s “best practice” Guidance in, The School Nurse: Practice Development Resource Pack, March 2006.  The pack is available at: http://www.dh.gov.uk/prod_consum_dh/groups/dh_digitalassets/@dh/@en/documents/digitalasset/dh_4132070.pdf).
In terms of a consideration of the needs of all pupils, the Appendix asks the question whether the content of lessons is culturally sensitive, yet there is no acknowledgement of the need to consider whether the content of SRE lessons is sensitive to parents’ and pupils’ religious or philosophical beliefs.  This important consideration should not be omitted in view of human rights considerations, in particular, Schedule 1 of the Human Rights Act 1998, which incorporates the European Convention on Human Rights.  Part2 of that Schedule incorporates the First Protocol to the Convention, Article 2 of which states that:

In the exercise of any functions which it assumes in relation to education and to teaching, the State shall respect the right of parents to ensure such education and teaching in conformity with their own religious and philosophical convictions.
The text of the Act is available at this link: http://www.opsi.gov.uk/acts/acts1998/ukpga_19980042_en_3. 
In fact, we think that the Draft Guidance as a whole fails to consider the importance of such human rights.

		

	


9 b)  Would you like the contents to be part of the guidance or left as an appendix?
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	Left as Guidance
	X
	As an Appendix
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	No Preference
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	Comments:



	


Q10)
 What extra appendices are needed?
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	Comments:


	


Q11)
 Case studies have been included.  Are they enough or do we need to cover other areas?
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	Case studies sufficient
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	Other areas need covering
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	Not sure
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	Comments:
Please see our answer to question 8.



	


Q12)
 Do you have a case study you would like to send us?  If so please let us know the subject and provide contact details.
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	No
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	Not Sure
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	Comments:



	


Q13)
 If you have further comments to make on the content of this draft or on how we might publish and circulate the final document, please give them below.
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	Comments:

There is no need for a final document, because the Draft Guidance should not be implemented.

Please see our answer to the first part of question 1.


	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply X
Here at the Department for Children, Schools and Families we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	X Yes
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No



All DCSF public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government Code of Practice on Consultation:

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible.

Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach.

Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to participants following the consultation.

Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience.

If you have any comments on how DCSF consultations are conducted, please contact Donna Harrison, DCSF Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 794304 / email: donna.harrison@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by 19 April 2010

Send by post to: Consultation Unit, Area 1A, Castle View House, East Lane, Runcorn, Cheshire, WA7 2GJ.

Send by e-mail to: SREGuidance.CONSULTATION@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
