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News and views from the 
Campaign for State Education notes

CASE believes in a fully comprehensive, locally 
accountable and democratic education system.

CASE	 has	 rejected	 Government	 plans	 to	 encourage	
schools	to	take	on	foundation	status,	and	to	let	popular	

schools	expand	more	easily,	in	its	response	to	consultations	
from	the	DfES.
The	CASE	view	is	 that	 the	proposals	as	a	whole	pay	 in-

suffi	cient	 attention	 to	 community,	 to	 accountability	 and	
to	equity.	“We	do	not	accept	the	need	for	these	initiatives,	
particularly	 the	 foundation	 schools	 project,”	 the	 response	
concludes.
The	proposals	follow	the	publication	of	the	Government’s	

Five	Year	Strategy	for	Children	and	Learning,	which	set	out	
its	vision	of	all	secondary	schools	becoming	“independent	
specialist	schools”.
To	encourage	this,	the	DfES	plans	to	introduce	a	fast-track	

process	 for	 schools	 to	 adopt	 foundation	 status	 —	 taking	
over	ownership	of	their	own	land	and	buildings,	employing	
their	own	staff	and	controlling	admissions.	Linked	proposals	
would	make	it	easier	for	“popular	and	successful”	schools	
to	expand	and	for	schools	to	add	sixth	forms.
CASE	 points	 out	 that	 it	 has	 two	main	 criteria	 by	which	

new	 policies	 are	 judged.	One	 is	whether	 they	 contribute	
to	more	equal	access	 to	good	quality	state	education	and	
the	other	whether	they	support	accountability	of	schools	to	
parents	and	the	wider	community.	“None	of	the	proposals	
in	this	paper	pass	either	test,”	says	the	response,	adding	that:	

Issue 6
December 2004

“Furthermore	we	do	not	see	any	evidence	that	the	changes	
proposed	are	necessary.”
The	 proposal	 to	 encourage	 schools	 to	 set	 up	 their	 own	

foundations	after	a	simple	vote	of	the	governing	body	draws	
particular	condemnation	from	CASE.
“The	 running	 of	 the	 school	 and	 its	 availability	 to	 local	

children	 would	 be	 in	 the	 control	 of	 a	 foundation	 which	
has	no	accountability	 to	 local	community	 tax	payers,	and	
equally	 serious,	 much	 reduced	 accountability	 to	 its	 own	
parent	body,”	says	the	response.
“Currently	 a	 community	 school	 can	 have	 as	 many	 as	

seven	 elected	 parent	 governors	 while	 a	 new	 foundation	
school	will	have	only	one.	The	foundation	governors	would	
have	to	include	enough	parents	to	make	up	the	total	to	one	
third,	but	these	will	not	be	elected.	If	parents	in	general	un-
derstood	 these	proposals	CASE	believes	 there	would	be	a	
sense	of	outrage.”
The	 response	 tells	 the	Government:	 “There	 are	 changes	

which	CASE	would	like	to	see,	but	these	are	not	achieved	by	
expanding	 the	already	large	number	of	schools	which	are	
given	a	false	status	by	being	given	different	names,	which	
are	 not	 available	 to	 all	 children	 and	 whose	 ownership,	
management	and	admissions	criteria	lack	transparency	and	
accountability.”
•	Joan	Sallis’	view	—	see	page	3.

Response on admissions disappoints

CASE has expressed its disappointment at the response by the Government to the 
points made in a report by the House of Commons Education Select Committee on 

secondary school admissions.
The report called on the Government to “explain how it reconciles its insistence that 

there will be no return to selection with its willingness to retain and increase selection 
where it already exists”.

Although the response from Education Secretary Charles Clarke promised to strengthen 
guidance on admissions, CASE felt it did little to answer the committee’s criticisms. 
Describing the response as “disappointing”, CASE commented: “There is nothing in this 
report which will bring about an end to the divisiveness of selection which is the experience 
of so many children across England.”

CASE was also critical of the Government’s continuing insistence that it is against 
selection by ability but in favour of limited selection by aptitude: “Charles Clarke says that 
there is ‘general acceptance’ that a distinction between selection by aptitude and ability is 
possible. The Government should produce the evidence of that ‘general acceptance’”, said 
CASE’s spokesperson.

Academy funding 
remains a secret

The	 Government	 is	 continuing	 to	
insist	that	funding	arrangements	for	

Academies	must	be	kept	secret.
David	Miliband,	 replying	 to	 an	MP	

who	 had	 written	 to	 him	 on	 behalf	 of	
a	parent	 in	her	 constituency,	 said	 that	
he	 was	 unable	 to	 provide	 the	 parent	
with	a	copy	of	the	Funding	Agreement	
for	 a	 new	 Academy	 because	 it	 is	 “a	
confi	dential	 legally	 binding	 contract	
between	the	Secretary	of	State	and	the	
sponsors,	and	therefore	cannot	be	dis-
closed	to	her”.
The	parent	had	asked	to	see	the	Fund-

ing	Agreement	for	the	school	attended	
by	her	two	children	which	will	become	
an	Academy	in	September	2005.
CASE	 would	 be	 interested	 to	 know	

whether	other	parents	 in	 similar	 situa-
tions	meet	with	the	same	response.

Government fails to make 
the case for more changes
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The	CASE	Annual	Conference	was	held	
on	 Saturday	 20th	 November	 with	 the	

theme	20:10	Vision.
Charles	 Clarke	 was	 invited	 to	 speak	

about	the	Government’s	Five	Year	Strategy,	
but	 neither	 he	 nor	David	Miliband	 could	
attend.	Instead	a	statement	was	sent	by	Da-
vid	Miliband	and	read	by	the	Chair	of	the	
Conference,	Melian	Mansfi	eld.
In	 response,	 the	 conference	 had	 four	

powerful	 speakers:	 Fiona	 Millar,	 Guard-
ian	columnist;	Joan	Sallis,	CASE	President;	
Gemma	Lowe	from	the	English	Secondary	
Schools	 Association	 and	 John	 Bangs,	 As-
sistant	Secretary	of	 the	National	Union	of	
Teachers.	Each	provided	 their	view	of	 the	
Strategy	 and	 there	 followed	 a	 discussion	
described	 later	 by	 various	 participants	 as	
stimulating,	interesting	and	informative.
Fiona	 Millar	 said	 the	 Government’s	

strategy	does	not	deliver	equity	as	claimed	
in	 David	 Miliband’s	 message.	 She	 said	
investment	 is	 needed	 to	 enable	 person-
alised	 education	 and	 effective	 workforce	
remodelling	 and	 there	 is	 still	 too	 much	
under	 achievement,	 especially	 in	 poorer	
social	groups.
She	 criticised	 the	 proposals	 for	 schools	

to	 be	 autonomous	 and	 yet	 collaborate	 as	
inconsistent	and	said	there	is	no	evidence	
that	 selection	 and	 autonomy	 bring	 better	
results.	The	City	Academies	programme	is	
costly,	some	of	 the	buildings	are	 inappro-
priate	 and	 there	 is	 no	 evidence	 that	 they	
will	 be	 successful.	 She	 also	 said	 that	 she	
found	the	proposals	for	foundation	schools	

shocking	 and	 warned	 that,	 if	 they	 were	
implemented,	 “the	parent	 voice	 could	be	
wiped	out	of	schools	overnight”.
Joan	 Sallis	 told	 how	 she	 had	 started	

campaigning	for	accountability	and	equity	
in	 the	 ’60s	and	said	 that	both	remain	 im-
portant	issues	now.	She	said	the	proposals	
to	extend	schools	will	 require	extra	 fund-
ing	and	different	management,	with	some	
heads	looking	forward	to	it	and	others	not.	
We	must	be	sure	that	what	is	provided	is	of	
high	quality.
She	 also	 warned	 that	 the	 role	 of	 gov-

ernors	 is	 being	 considerably	 diminished	
with	no	requirement	to	produce	an	annual	
report	 or	 hold	 a	meeting	 for	 parents	 and	
governors	 having	 no	 specifi	c	 role	 in	 the	

planned	inspection	system.
Gemma	Lowe	explained	 that	 ESSA	 is	 a	

new	organisation	for	students	aged	11-19.	
She	 said	 that	 a	 personalised	 curriculum,	
tailored	to	the	individual,	encourages	stu-
dents	 to	be	 involved	but	 students	 are	not	
usually	consulted.
When	 they	 are,	 academic	 standards	

improve	and	disillusionment	is	lower.	She	
argued	that	students	need	to	be	listened	to	
more,	saying	that	troublesome	students	are	
removed	but	nothing	is	done	to	address	the	
underlying	issues	that	bring	about	disaffec-
tion	—	having	no	say	is	soul	destroying.
John	 Bangs	 said	 that	 the	 Government	

does	not	understand	pluralism	—	it	cannot	
accept	 criticism	 or	 respect	 disagreement.	

He	 felt	 the	 Government	 is	 beginning	 to	
move	on	racial	and	homophobic	discrimi-
nation,	but	on	the	issue	of	students	causing	
disruption	 he	 believes	 permanent	 exclu-
sion	 should	not	be	 seen	as	a	punishment	
but	 a	 move	 towards	 providing	 the	 right	
provision	for	the	young	person.
He	believes	 Schools	 Forums	have	been	

a	success,	but	fears	that	we	may	be	seeing	
the	end	of	the	stakeholder	model.	He	was	
enthusiastic	 about	 the	 reforms	 in	Wales,	
which	he	said	should	be	watched.	
Key	issues	to	emerge	during	the	discus-

sion	were	 the	 debate	 surrounding	 choice	
and	voice,	excellence	and	equity,	and	loss	
of	accountability.	The	question	being	asked	
by	all	was	“Has	the	Government	lost	confi	-

dence	in	the	stakeholder	model?”
Themes	covered	by	 the	conference	and	

suggestions	 made	 following	 the	 AGM	
present	 CASE	 with	 important	 campaign-
ing	 issues	 for	 the	 coming	 election	 year.	
These	 include	 the	 democratic	 defi	cit,	
accountability,	 foundation	 schools,	 City	
Academies,	 student	 voice,	 the	 involve-
ment	of	stakeholders,	funding,	admissions	
and	privatisation.	It	is	a	broad	agenda	and	
priorities	will	have	to	be	agreed.
Selection	and	comprehensive	education	

will	continue	to	be	central	to	our	debates.	
It	is	astonishing	that	a	Labour	government	
which	 ought	 to	 be	 ending	 selection	 and	
promoting	comprehensive	education	is	do-
ing	the	complete	opposite.

Annual conference holds the vision
Cz Nfmjbo Nbotû fme

The question being asked by all was “Has the 
Government lost confi dence in the stakeholder model?”
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Government	 initiatives	 would	 fi	ll	 an	
outsize	 Christmas	 stocking,	 but	 do	

let’s	return	the	latest	gift	to	sender.
Remember	 “opting	 out”,	 giving	 rise	 to	

grant-maintained	 schools	 in	 1988?	 Well	
remember	 that	 the	 new	 Labour	 govern-
ment	in	1998,	instead	of	abolishing	them,	
re-named	 them	 Foundation	 Schools	 and	
allowed	 new	 ones	 to	 join?	 Few	 did	 and	
frankly	it	was	not	a	big	issue.	They	had	no	
extra	money	and	they	were	run	in	a	broad-
ly	similar	way	to	voluntary	aided	schools.
But	now	we	have	a	 great	 big	 consulta-

tion	 paper	 proposing	 to	 greatly	 increase	
their	 number	 and	 status	 in	 the	 cause	 of	
expanding	 successful	 schools.	No	 criteria	
of	 success	 have	 been	 published.	 CASE	 is	
responding,	but	meanwhile	here	are	a	few	
headline	points	which	will	probably	make	
you	very	cross.	At	least	I	was	very	cross.
Firstly	the	need	is	not	established.	And	I	

would	have	 thought	 the	Government	had	
taken	 on	 enough	 with	 the	 proposals	 for	
wrap-around	 schools	 providing	 day	 care	
and	education	 for	 the	whole	working	day	
and	so	on.
Secondly	the	proposals	are	a	blow	to	the	

parental	 involvement	 and	 local	 account-
ability	 which	 were	 introduced	 in	 school	
governance	through	the	Taylor	Report	and	
implemented	in	the	1980s.	Local	council-
lors	 will	 not	 be	 allowed	 to	 be	 members	
of	 the	 foundation,	which	will	 control	 the	
land,	 buildings	 and	 other	 property	 of	 the	
school	 and	 will	 also	 be	 an	 admissions	
authority.
There	 will	 only	 be	 one	 elected	 parent	

governor	 in	 each	 school,	 compared	 with	
as	many	as	 seven	or	more	 in	 larger	com-
munity	 schools	 today.	There	can	be	other	
parents	 but	 they	 will	 be	 appointed,	 not	
elected.	No	 guidance	 is	 given	 as	 to	 how	
they	might	be	appointed.	No	accountabil-
ity	of	course	to	local	community	tax	payers	
either	who	surely	have	a	 right	 to	plan	 for	
their	own	communities?
Moreover	new	parent	governors	could,	it	

seems,	be	parents	of	children	in	the	child-
care	 function	 of	 the	 school	 or	 involved	
only	 in	 school	 activities	 outside	 school	
hours.	Should	 these	really	be	empowered	
in	 matters	 concerning	 school-age	 educa-
tion?	Surely	 their	needs	are	better	met	by	
involvement	in	some	kind	of	site	manage-
ment	committee.
The	 urge	 to	 expand	 popular	 schools	

seemingly	 takes	 no	 account	 of	 the	 effect	
on	 other	 good	 and	 necessary	 schools	 or	
of	the	capacity	of	the	school	concerned	to	
provide	play	space,	meals,	and	other	ame-
nities.	As	at	present,	surely	school	expan-
sion	should	be	a	planned	activity	involving	
safeguards	such	as	exist	already?
Finally	 the	 speed	 with	 which	 a	 school	

can	opt	for	foundation	status	is	alarming	—	
short	consultation,	one	vote,	no	recourse	to	
the	existing	consultation	structures.
Please,	our	education	system	 is	already	

divisive.	 Social	 factors	 produce	 division	
enough,	 selection	 where	 it	 still	 exists	
sharpens	 the	 edge,	 and	 choice	 is	 a	 false	
god	if	ever	there	was	one.	How	long	must	
we	wait	for	a	system	which	at	least	tries	to	
produce	equal	chances	for	children,	com-
munities	 securely	 planning	 for	 improve-
ment,	 parents	 no	 longer	 bewildered	 by	
choice,	and	no	more	gimmicks?

Margaret Tulloch steps 
out of the limelight of 
CASE campaigning

After	 16	 years	 working	 tirelessly	 for	
CASE,	Margaret	Tulloch	stepped	down	

from	the	NEC	at	last	month’s	AGM.
Margaret	 joined	 the	 CASE	 national	 ex-

ecutive	 in	 1988.	 She	 was	 Secretary	 from	
1990	 to	 1994	 and	 then	 took	 on	 the	 new	
post	 of	 Executive	 Secretary	 from	 1994	 to	
1998.
She	 has	 remained	 on	 the	 NEC	 since	

then,	 continuing	 to	 give	 the	 organisation	
the	 benefi	t	 of	 her	 enormous	 knowledge	
and	experience,	and	remaining	at	the	fore-
front	of	CASE’s	campaigning	activities.
For	 many	 years	Margaret	 has	 been	 the	

face	 and	 the	 voice	of	CASE	 in	 the	media	
and	a	high	profi	le	spokesperson	at	public	
events.
Paying	tribute	to	her	before	his	speech	at	

the	CASE	conference,	John	Bangs,	assistant	
secretary	 of	 the	NUT,	 said:	 “You’ve	 been	
a	 terrier	at	 the	heels	of	every	government	
minister	—	Conservative	as	well	as	Labour	
—	for	years	and	it’s	been	fantastic	working	
with	you.”
Joan	Sallis	added:	“I	just	don’t	know	what	

we’re	going	 to	do	without	you	—	making	
sure	to	make	the	CASE	point	wherever	you	
are.	Thanks	for	your	patience	with	all	of	us	
and	your	unfailing	good	nature	and	sense	
of	fun.”
After	a	presentation	from	the	CASE	NEC,	

Margaret	 insisted:	 “Nobody	 is	 indispens-
able.	It’s	very	easy	to	get	along	with	people	
who	share	your	vision.	I	think	that’s	quite	a	
privilege	and	I’ve	enjoyed	it.”
Thanks	were	also	given	to	Marian	Darke,	

who	 stepped	 down	 after	 a	 year	 as	 CASE	
Chair.	 Melian	 Mansfi	eld	 was	 elected	 to	
succeed	 her	 and	 Judy	 Harrington	 was	
agreed	as	Vice	Chair.

Children in England are fi nally to have a Children’s Commissioner 
as a result of the Children Act 2004 .

However, two key principles — those of independence and a 
requirement to promote and safeguard children’s rights — are not 
included in the Act. Any Minister can require the Commissioner to 
undertake an enquiry into any matter of relevance to children so he 

or she will not be independent. Also the general function to promote 
“awareness of the views and interests of children in England” is much 
weaker than in other countries.

As a result the legislation does not meet international standards, 
which is hugely disappointing for children and for those who have 
lobbied throughout for similar powers to other Commissioners.

A	letter	 to	 CASE	 from	 the	 School	
Standards	 Minister	 David	 Miliband	

shows	 that	 the	Government	 is	unwilling	
to	strengthen	 the	voice	of	parents	 in	 the	
education	system.
After	 a	 meeting	 with	 CASE	 in	 July	 to	

discuss	 the	 issue,	 the	Minister	 asked	 for	
a	 written	 summary	 of	 the	 points	 made.	
CASE	 has	 now	 received	 a	 reply	 to	 that	
summary	of	proposals,	which	does	 little	
more	than	defend	current	policy.
A	 statement	 on	 parental	 involvement	

makes	little	mention	of	involving	parents	

in	school	policy	making.	Instead	it	reiter-
ates	 the	Government’s	desire	 for	parents	
to	be	actively	involved	in	their	children’s	
learning,	particularly	at	home.
The	idea	of	the	network	of	Parent	Gov-

ernor	Representatives	being	used	to	give	
parents	a	national,	representative	voice	in	
policy	making	was	 also	 rejected.	 David	
Miliband	 wrote	 that:	 “When	 the	 PGR	
Network	was	being	established	we	decid-
ed	 that	 PGRs	 should	 provide	 a	 national	
parents	panel,	comprising	all	PGRs,	 that	
should	be	one	of	the	mechanisms,	though	

not	the	only	one,	used	for	consulting	par-
ents	 on	 education	 matters.	 We	 do	 not	
believe	that	 it	 is	possible	 to	 identify	one	
single	organisation	as	being	the	‘voice	of	
parents’.”	He	 failed	 to	 answer	 the	ques-
tion	 of	 whether	 the	 PGR	 Network	 was	
fulfi	lling	that	consultative	role.
CASE’s	 concerns	 about	 the	 effects	 on	

parental	 representation	 of	 policies	 on	
charitable	status,	Academies	and	founda-
tion	schools	were	all	left	unaddressed,	on	
the	grounds	that	a	consultation	on	foun-
dation	schools	was	pending.
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Government package 
of unwanted presents 

New Children’s Commissioner will have restricted powers
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In	November	the	Government	was	forced	into	 the	 embarrassing	 admission	 that	 it	
had	 failed	 to	provide	enough	data	 for	 the	
latest	study	by	PISA,	the	Programme	of	In-
ternational	Student	Achievement.
This	 is	 the	most	 respected	 international	

study	of	student	achievement	and	the	UK’s	
failure	meant	 that	 its	 15	 year	 olds	would	
not	be	included	in	the	comparative	study	of	
attainment	in	Science,	English	and	Maths,	
due	to	be	published	in	early	December.
The	Organisation	for	Economic	Co-oper-

ation	and	Development	collects	the	results	
of	 specially	 designed	 tests	 and	 question-
naires	 completed	by	 schools	 for	 the	PISA	
study.	Although	the	participation	of	schools	
is	 voluntary,	 in	 the	UK	 their	 involvement	
is	co-ordinated	by	the	Offi	ce	for	National	
Statistics.
The	 shortage	 of	 results	 from	 schools	 in	

England	 emerged	 when	 the	 OECD	 said	
the	 performance	 of	 UK	 students	 in	 2003	
would	not	be	included	because	the	level	of	
data	was	below	its	technical	requirements	
for	 accurate	 comparisons	 to	 be	 made.	
Although	 Scotland	 and	 Northern	 Ireland	
had	 met	 the	 requirements,	 England	 had	
not,	which	made	 it	 imposible	 to	produce	
accurate	fi	gures	 for	 the	whole	of	 the	UK.	
The	failure	to	provide	the	information	was	
criticised	by	 the	NUT,	who	said	 that	 they	

had	not	been	approached	for	co-operation	
to	collect	the	data	for	what	they	described	
as	 “probably	 the	most	 important	piece	of	
research	the	Government	has	engaged	in”.
David	 Miliband	 called	 the	 exclusion	

from	 the	 2004	 research	 “disappointing”.	
Others	have	put	a	more	sinister	spin	on	the	
failure,	 suggesting	 it	 was	 deliberate.	 The	
results	could	have	been	even	more	embar-
rassing	for	the	Government	than	its	appar-
ent	“cock	up”	in	failing	to	provide	fi	gures.
In	 the	 last	 study,	 published	 in	 2001,	

the	UK	was	eighth	out	of	32	countries	 in	
Maths,	 fourth	 in	 Science	 and	 seventh	 in	
reading.	Only	in	Korea	did	students	score	
more	 highly	 across	 all	 three	 subjects.	Al-
though	 the	 UK	 returns	 were	 low	 (61%)	
they	 were	 described	 as	 representative	 of	
all	schools.
The	 study	 also	 showed	 that	 the	 com-

prehensive	system	worked	best.	Countries	
that	divided	pupils	early	in	their	secondary	
education	 had	 wider	 gaps	 between	 the	
least	 and	 most	 socially	 advantaged	 stu-
dents.	 It	also	showed	 that	 those	countries	
that	 divided	 students	 had,	 on	 average,	
lower	student	performances.	Korea	and	its	
comprehensive	system	did	best.
Room	then	for	some	disturbing	informa-

tion	on	UK	performance	this	time	round?
Nyh} Levvmrkxsr

NEC	members	who	represented	CASE	at	a	recent	conference	organised	by	the	in-
dependent	think	tank	Catalyst	found	plenty	of	common	ground	with	participants	

from	other	organisations.
Catalyst	is	funded	through	individual	subscriptions	and	trade	union	affi	liations	and	

is	 committed	 to	 “practical	policies	 for	 the	 redistribution	of	wealth,	power	and	op-
portunity”.	Although	the	conference	covered	the	whole	fi	eld	of	public	services,	the	
concerns	raised	were	similar	 to	 those	highlighted	at	CASE’s	own	conference.	CASE	
members	there	had	said	that	parents	were	less	interested	in	“choice”	than	in	their	lo-
cal	school	being	a	good	one.	Catalyst’s	participants	expressed	almost	identical	views	
in	respect	of	hospitals	and	other	local	services.
One	of	the	workshop	sessions	focused	on	primary	and	secondary	education.	A	rep-

resentative	of	the	Association	of	Teachers	and	Lecturers	in	Somerset	pointed	out	that,	
in	that	area,	schools	were	few	and	far	enough	apart	to	make	parental	choice	largely	
illusory,	except	for	those	able	to	spend	hours	driving	their	children	around	the	county.	
Speakers	noted	that	what	mattered	was	a	voice	in	how	schools	were	run	rather	than	
a	choice	of	schools.
Finally,	 speakers	agreed	 that	 the	overriding	 issue	was	one	of	 reinventing	and	 re-

building	democratic	processes	so	that	people,	rather	than	market	forces,	determined	
how	services	were	run.

Members views on 
selection wanted 

CASE	 is	 currently	 updating	 its	 policies	
on	 comprehensive	 education	 (includ-

ing	selection)	and	private	education	as	part	
of	the	rolling	policy	review.
Members	 are	 encouraged	 to	 take	 part	

in	 the	 review	 process.	Any	member	who	
would	 like	 to	 be	 involved	 can	 request	 a	
copy	of	the	draft	policies	by	email,	phone	
or	 post.	 (See	 page	 2	 for	 contact	 informa-
tion.)

International comparisons 
stymied by data shortage
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THE NATIONAL UNION of Teachers 
has responded to the Government’s fi ve 
year education strategy by producing an 
education statement of its own.

Csjohjoh Epxo uif Cbssjfst consists of 
a series of policies and proposals “for 
everyone involved in education and 
in school communities”. The NUT is 
encouraging views and contributions, 
including those of parents, to start a 
debate on the proposals. 

The document can be down-
loaded from the NUT web site at 
www.teachers.org.uk

New Education Bill
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THE CHILDREN’S LIVER Disease Foun-
dation is looking for schools to take part 
in its toner cartridge recycling scheme.

CLDF is the only organisation in the 
country fi ghting childhood liver disease 
and relies totally on voluntary donations 
to continue its work funding education 
of healthcare professionals, research and 
family support.

Schools interested in recycling their 
empty printer cartridges to raise money 
for the foundation can phone 0121 212 
3839 or send an e-mail to
supportermgr@childliverdisease.org


