
Changing the worldTUC ofwork for good

TI IOMPSONS
STANDING UP FOR YOU

THE UK COVID-19 INQUIRY

TRADES UNION CONGRESS:
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INTRODUCTION

The Trades Union Congress ('the TUC') brings together over 5 million working people who are
members of its 48 affiliated unions. In this Inquiry, the TUC is working in partnership with TUC
Cymru (formerly the Wales TUC), the Scottish TUC, and the Northern Ireland Committee of
the Irish Congress of Trade Unions. The opening submissions to this module listed those
affiliated unions with a particular interest in this module.

1.

These submissions address: (a) the sacrifice of children and young people; (b) the commitment
of education staff; (c) children and young people as part of society; (d) impact and
socioeconomic disadvantage; (e) restrictions on school attendance; (f) safety in schools; (g)
post-pandemic recovery in education; (h) partnership working; (i) health visitors; and (j)
education in prisons.

2.

Notwithstanding their importance in setting the context for this module, we do not repeat the
observations made in written opening submissions as to the state of preparedness and
resilience of the education sector going into the pandemic.

3.

ACKNOWLEDGING THE SACRIFICE OF CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE

Missing out on lengthy periods of attendance at school was harmful for children and young
people. Education staff have witnessed the negative impacts upon children of being separated
from their peers and the staffwho educate and support them.' They have observed challenges
in terms of speech and language development (particularly for the youngest children),
behaviour, and wellbeing.2 Gaps in learning emerged for many students, contributed to by the
challenges faced in effective delivery of remote learning. The education unions have heard
from members regarding increased pupil absence, behavioural issues and reports of children
and young people struggling with their mental health. The NEU's State of Education survey in

4.
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2021 saw 88% of members stating that students' mental health issues had increased,? with
the 2022 survey revealing 87% of teachers said that students were showing signs of tiredness
and fatigue and 81% said that students were unable to concentrate.* Significant evidence has
been heard by this module as to these negative effects, including the evidence received by
Every Story Matters.

Restricted at attendance at schools, rather than being necessitated directly by the safety of
pupils, was for the benefit of the wider community. It is important to acknowledge, therefore,
that children and young people sacrificed a great deal in order to reduce community
transmission, and to protect those most vulnerable to the virus. As Kevin Courtney (TUC) set
out in oral evidence:

5.

'We'd had to close schools essentially because of the risk to community, not because of
the direct risk to pupils. There were some children that got Long Covid, but we knew very
early on that it wasn't children that were at risk fundamentally from Covid; it was older age
groups. But [...] schools had to be closed for some time, think maybe longer than they
needed to be because of bad management by the government, but children were paying
the price, even though they weren't at risk'.®

Notwithstanding how damaging it is to children and young people to miss out on attendance
at school, it is important for the Inquiry to be frank about the necessity to have done so in the
Covid-19 pandemic, and the potential importance of closures in the 'toolbox' of responses in

the next pandemic. However, the sacrifice of children and young people demonstrates the
importance of acting so as to minimise restrictions on attendance, and, indeed, how to
maximise the opportunity to avoid them altogether.

6.

ACKNOWLEDGING THE COMMITMENT OF EDUCATION STAFF

It is also important to acknowledge the huge efforts of education staff and their commitment to
their pupils and students. As is observed in the 'Lessons in Learning' expert report:

7.

All efforts focused on recovery must recognise first the dedication, ingenuity, and above
all, care, which staff in schools brought to their work, but also the costs of doing so in a
'stressed system', which was already under severe and unsustainable strain before the
pandemic struck' ®

Education staff stepped up to deliver the education and support they were able to, in

challenging circumstances, notwithstanding the fears which existed, particularly in the early
phases of the pandemic.' Even though it eventually emerged that education staff generally
were not at a higher risk of severe disease than the general population once they became
infected, there was an increased risk of infection associated with in-person work in the

8.

3 INQ000649188.
4 INQ000649189.
5 [5/158/5-14].
6 INQ0005879590228 para 571.
7 INQ0005880460066 para 7.10.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

education sector, as Professor Whitty has pointed out.2 As Kevin Courtney observed, support
staff were generally in schools the whole time.°

Education staff made huge efforts to support their communities and delivered educational
resources, food and digital devices to children at their home.'° For many, this was not an
entirely new feature of the current role of schools, but an escalation of support they had been
providing to their pupils prior to the pandemic, whereby education staff had already taken a
frontline role in tackling the effects of poverty and disadvantage.

9.

Similarly, the TUC would echo the words of Susan Acland-Hood, who expressed her gratitude
to 'schools, trusts, teachers, teaching assistants, parent volunteers and staff in the DfE who
came together' to deliver the mass testing regime in secondary schools during 2021."

CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE AS PART OF SOCIETY

There has been a significant and entirely proper focus on understanding the impact upon
children and young people of closing schools. In that focus, there has been a tendency to treat
the interests of children as somehow distinct or isolated from the broader suffering across
society in a pandemic. That is mistaken, as was the observation of Mark Drakeford:

'if you talked to children at the time, they did not have a view that somehow their rights
were being subjugated to the rights of other people, they talked to you all the time about
their fear for their grandparents, a fear for their father who worked away, their fear for their
sister who had an underlying health condition. [...1 the rights of others really mattered to
them'."2

The Every Story Matters record in Module 8 sets out the anxiety children experienced about
the pandemic and the consequences of it, and the challenges faced by children and young
people experiencing loss of loved ones, and grief, in the context of a pandemic. 13

As we have observed in this module, the single greatest determinant of the impact of the next
pandemic upon children and young people will be the effectiveness of the overall pandemic
response across society. That is both because an effective response wiil, in the long run, likely
limit restrictions that directly bear upon children and young people, but also because the
minimisation of death and innumerable other harms across society benefits children also.

IMPACT AND SOCIOECONOMIC DISADVANTAGE

The poverty experienced by many children intersected with the impact of the pandemic. As
Kevin Courtney observed, prior to the pandemic 'we were very concerned about the level of

8 INQ0005880460031 para 3.60.
9 15/151/3-4].
10 (5/153/13-16].

1 14 4/67/19-23].
12 [18/134/1 1-20].
13 INQ000587936_0019, 0026, 0131-134 and 0146-0149.
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14.

15.

16.

poverty facing children in our schools, and our members were reporting children that were
coming to school hungry. There were schools that were washing the clothes of children and
seeking to feed them'. These were also the children who, in the pandemic, faced significant
barriers to accessing remote learning, and for whom restricted school attendance had the most
impact. As Kevin Courtney pointed out during his evidence, the effects of poverty had a 'huge
impact' on the ability of pupils to engage with remote learning.'® A survey by NEU in October
2020 found 'a significant minority [of teachers] noting an increase in pupils' hunger and an
increase in issues with clothing and hygiene'.!® The same survey recorded the correlation
between the time and resources available to a school and its ability to respond to the mental
health and wellbeing issues arising from the pandemic."

It has also been clear to education staff that socio-economically disadvantaged children have
experienced the greatest challenges in getting back up to speed.'® As this module's experts
explained: a predictive model evaluating the effects of school closures in England on
educational and lifetime outcomes revealed a significant decline in GCSE achievement and an
increased socioeconomic gap, impacting students taking GCSEs through to the 2030s.'9

When schools were open, schools with greater resources were inevitably in a better position
to enact safety measures. As Sir Hamid Patel highlighted, schools in disadvantaged areas
typically had the worst pre-existing infrastructure in terms of ventilation,2° and naturally were
in a poorer position in terms of purchasing equipment such as CO2 monitors and air filtration
devices.

RESTRICTIONS ON SCHOOL ATTENDANCE

School attendance and transmission

School attendance was a driver of community transmission of the virus. That is (or should be)
uncontroversial. Various lines of enquiry have been explored which minimise the relevance of
community transmission in schools. They have included: that the evidence as to the extent to
which school attendance contributed to community transmission is unclear; that school closure
(in isolation) is a relatively ineffective measure; and, that some of the effects of closures in

suppressing transmission may be indirect (for example, changing behaviour and gatherings at
the school gates) rather than directly between pupils in schools.

4 [5/151/2-7].
15 [5/155/1-14].
16 INQ000588135_0032 para. 81.
17 INQ000588135_0032 para. 81.
18 INQ000587983_0081 paras 280-281.
19 INQ000587959_0185-0186 para 473.
20 15/4.40/15-5/142/5].
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17.

18.

19.

20.

All of these observations have some force but miss the important point: closing schools has a
material effect in reducing community transmission, and that effect may be the difference
between an R-rate above 1, or an R-raie below one. It might be the difference, therefore,
between the virus doubling or halving, with the inevitable consequences upon death rates. At
1.1, a pandemic is growing exponentially, and will continue to do so unless addressed."'

As to uncertainty on the extent of the impact of closures on transmission, a number of (if not
all) NPls carried significant uncertainty as to their precise relationship with transmission, and
restricting attendance at schools was no different. Professor Viner made various observations
about uncertainties of evidence, and of transmission in schools being assumed when evidence
was limited.2? But it is difficult to follow the thread of where his observations take the Inquiry.
He accepted entirely that schools were places of transmission, that closures suppressed
transmission, and that the closures, both in March 2020 and January2021, were necessary."

When out in the wash, his evidence concurs with the SAGE advice of the time, which was clear
that school attendance was a driver of transmission."

As to school closures being relatively ineffective as an isolated measure, that is correct, but

also artificial as they never were tools used in isolation. No NPIs were uniquely effective, and,
inevitably, the strategy was to use NPIs in combination. The critical point is whether they were
necessary to get the R-rate below 1. Boris Johnson grasped the point: 'we had to get the R
below 1[..] a relatively small thing, like closing schools, can take the speed out of the [ ]

circulation and make all the difference'. Or, to take Professor Whitty's phrase: are you
content for this virus to carry on doubling?2° When facing the considerable challenges of a
pathogen with asymptomatic transmission and high transmissibility, the available levers have
limitations, and using all possibie levers may be necessary, damaging though they may be.

As to the distinction between direct and indirect impacts on transmission, it is unrealistic to
minimise the contribution to transmission of over 10 million children and young people across
the UK, plus all their staff, congregating in confined spaces in schools. It is clear that
attendance had both direct and indirect impacts, although discerning the respective
contributions was impossible. But it begs the question: of what relevance is it if a portion of
the impact on transmission is indirect? As Professor Whitty explained 'every time schools
closed [...] for holidays or for half-term breaks, that led to a slowing of the pandemic, and then,
when they opened again, it took off again'.2" That has consequences for transmission and
loss of life, irrespective of the precise extent to which the suppressive effect is direct or indirect.

21 113/31/22-13/32/15].
22 115/12/4-15].
23 115/10/2-22}; [15/12/4-15]; [15/44/17].
24 INQ000052639.
25 114/61/22-25].
26 [13/133/4-10].
27 [13/1 12/20-13/113/6}.
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21.

22.

23.

The sacrifice served a purpose: closing schools saved lives

It is important to be clear that the closures of schools in the pandemic saved lives. In relation
to the closure of schools in March 2020, the evidence of Professor Whitty was that:

[...] had schools not closed [...] the peak of the pandemic would have been higher. And
that would have had obviously direct effect from deaths from Covid in the first wave, but
would have increased the risk of all the indirect effects from health services being unable
to function [...1 you've heard that obviously in previous modules. So think not closing
schools would have had a material effect on the pandemic being significantly worse [...]
l'm confident [school closures] brought the numbers down significantly'.

Sir Gavin Williamson is a lone voice who suggests that the January 2021 closures were
unnecessary, that safety measures in schools were sufficient, and that the NHS would not
have been overwhelmed. That is not a view supported by any (credible) scientist. The
evidence in December 2020 demonstrated that the highest prevalence of new infections
nationally was in school-aged children.2° Professor Whitty describes that by late December
the numbers were 'incredibly high already' and the epidemiology suggested that 'waiting for
another couple of doubling times to see what happened would have been, in my view,
potentially catastrophic'"° That evidence notwithstanding, Sir Gavin Williamson suggested
that the closure of schools in January 2021 was 'as much done formessaging' than anything,
that he firmly believed it was the wrong decision and that the Prime Minister 'chose the NHS
over children'®' The Secretary of State for Education of the time, making that argument,
without articulating any realistic rationale, is unconscionable. It wrongly tells children their
sacrifices in early 2021 served no purpose.

When pushed on the point in oral evidence, Sir Gavin Williamson did not offer any explanation
for his view based on epidemiological advice. In fact, instead his point was: 'My job wasn't to
make the epidemiological assessment. My job was to make the argument for what was in the
best interests of 2 But his view that school closures in January 2021 were not

necessary demands an epidemiological assessment. The notion that advocating for children
necessitates arguing against closures (and subsequently criticising them) irrespective of any
epidemiological assessment is a fundamentally flawed one. As Sir Patrick Vallance observed
in the run up to the closures announced on 4 January 2021, 'the DfE has been proved
comprehensively wrong in every judgment over the past week' The cause for being
'comprehensively wrong' may have been seeing the interests of children and epidemiological
assessment as diametrically opposed, rather than two important aspects of a complex balance
to be drawn in sensible decision making around attendance at schools.

28 [13/41/17-25-13/42/1-4].
29 INQ000223546 and INQ0005881100036 para 3.51.
30 [13/126/1-8].
31 [40/97/21-10/98/10].
32 140/138/8-10].
33 INQ000273901_ 0342.
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

The timing of returning to unrestricted attendance

A number of witnesses have suggested that schools should have reopened earlier. Professor
Viner, for example, considered the decisions to close schools to have been correct, but that
they stayed closed for 'too long'.**

The difficulty is that this is largely based on instinct of it being too long. No witness has
articulated an epidemiological rationale for when and why schools should have been fully
reopened. Opening too early risked being almost immediately in a situation in which the R-
rate was back up above 1 and closure soon became necessary once again. As the report from
Module 2 sets out, the approach adopted by the UK Government in July 2020 was 'high risk',

it ran the risk that the R would be pushed above 1 and the test and trace system and NPls
fatally undermined'. If schools have been closed in order to help get the R-rate below 1, re-

opening them must also be part of a strategy to keep the R-rate below 1.

During the pandemic, unions at times sought clarity on the set of circumstances which ought
to trigger schools reopening. In a future pandemic where transmission is widespread and
restrictions on school attendance are being considered or deployed, the TUC considers there
would be a real benefit in government setting out a clearer plan for the circumstances which
ought to trigger closure and/or reopening of schools. This might be done by reference to the
R-rate or some other measure of transmission and harm, and there may also be benefit to
considering the role of specific mitigations being in place in school settings and/or the wider
community. This would be in keeping with SAGE advice from May 2020 that: 'protocols should
include the specific plans for schools, including criteria for reactive school closure. These need
to be clearly communicated to parents and carers, children and education professionals'.*®

This would provide a greater level of certainty and clarity for children and young people, their
families and communities, and education staff. It would foster confidence in the decision-

making around any restrictions.

School restrictions and the 'R-budget'

The core relevance of understanding the impact of restricted attendance on children and young
people, and on transmission, is to feed into the broader question of how such restrictions fit

within the overall 'R-budget' or 'budget of measures'. The evidence arising from this module
demonstrates a clear case for schools remaining open, or being reopened, to be given
significant priority.

Boris Johnson describes on 6 August 2020 deciding that restricting attendance should be a
last resort and, if necessary, delaying the reopening of other sectors to ensure there was

34 INQ0005881570038 para 8.1.
35 Module 2 Report, Vol. 1, p.262, para 5.166.
36 INQ0001940260001.
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30.

31.

enough space in the R.*" This was a worthy principle, but the opposite happened in practice,
given the widespread openings that had already taken place, such as non-essential retail in

June 2020 in England, pubs, restaurants, hotels and hairdressers in July 2020 in England, and
the incentive provided to members of the public to go out and eat in restaurants with the Eat
Out to Help Out.

There has been little evidence in this module of coherent plans for school closures and re-

openings, nor structured decision-making processes around these high-consequence
decisions, nor how school closures were managed with the R-budget. It appears from the
evidence that the incoherence around decision-making processes stemmed from ineffective
leadership. Sir Patrick recorded in his diary on 11 June 2020: 'S/ater basically describ[ing]
keeping Gavin Williamson away from policy development but [giving] him some illusion of
ownership' and, on the same day, the Prime Minister saying 'I! don't know what Gavin's plan
for schools is but probably pretty feeble'** Sir Patrick remarked in Module 2 that it seemed
'unusual' for a person in Sir Gavin Williamson's position to be kept away from policy
development, and that it 'didn't seem like a very good set up'29 For his part, Sir Gavin
Williamson has said in evidence to this module that he did not consider it part of his role to
base decisions on an epidemiological assessment.*° The dysfunction limited the effective
contribution of the DfE to pandemic response, where it ought to have taken a front seat in

creating policies and structures which led a sensible, coherent response in areas affecting
schools.

It also stemmed from an optimism bias and a related aversion to contingency planning in

central government. The decision making appears to have been infected by a blind optimism,
against realistic assessment and clear scientific advice, as to the prospect of a further wave(s)
and the necessity for further measures. Notwithstanding, contingency planning was severely
deficient. Creating effective plans for the event that schools needed to close or could not fully
reopen would have provided a clearer framework for government and for schools to contend
with the challenges of the pandemic. Further, putting in place more effective safety measures
in schools would have boosted confidence in key stakeholders such as parents and education
staff, reducing the friction around decision-making. Instead, government lurched between
binary open/closed decisions with little notice given to stakeholders. It must inevitably have
frustrated any coherent sense of managing school restrictions within the context of the overall
R-budget.

37 INQ00058800816 para 50.
38 INQ0002739010605.
39 Module 2 Transcript [22/200/18-22].
40 110/138/8-10].

8

INQ000661773_0008



32.

33.

34.

35.

Closures: later probably isn't better

A number of witnesses, including Boris Johnson and Professor Viner,*' have suggested that
school attendance restrictions ought to be a 'last resort'. Others have espoused an approach
of 'last to close, first to open'. Both of these sentiments correctly reflect the proper priority to

be accorded to school attendance within the R-budget. But, it is a framing that is unhelpful.

Firstly, earlier may be better, and may help to avoid protracted restrictions on school
attendance. Russell Viner readily accepted the point, acknowledging that 'a /ast resort doesn't
mean it's done late'. He made the point, considered by the TUC to be sound, that ast resort'
is really an expression of prioritising schools within the R-budget. As he said:

' think a last resort would be [...] shorthand for saying something that is done only when
forced into a corner, and that is done with - and some of the subtext behind that is that
we don't close schools before we close pubs [...1 a scenario in which a virus or a bacteria
-- likely to be a virus -- was specifically infecting children, and children were the
Superspreaders, you may put school closures in a different place. think from a moral and
ethical point of view, it would be very difficult to lead with school closures while otherparts
of society remained open, hospitality, you know, pubs, et cetera'."*

However, closing schools as a 'ast resort' is not an accurate or effective expression of
prioritising schools with the R-budget, and is apt to mislead.

Secondly, in a pandemic in which children are at equal or greater risk of severe disease, school
closures will likely be a primary aspect of the response which must be deployed promptly to
protect the health of children and young people. Professor Whitty makes the critical point in

his statement:

'The striking thing about the Covid pandemic was how little, relatively to older adults, most
children were affected by the virus, although unfortunately some did have severe or long-
term symptoms, and a mercifully even smaller proportion sadly died. This is however not
typical of most pandemics, and the starting assumption should be that children, and
especially very young children, are likely to be at greater risk than young adults'."

On the question of timing, it is submitted that:

(a) As above, the single biggest determinant of the impact upon children and young people
will be the effectiveness of the overail pandemic response. If restricting school attendance
would materially advance the effectiveness of the overall pandemic response, there
should be caution in not taking it.

(b) Unrestricted attendance at schools should feature as a priority within a coherent plan for
managing the R-budget.

41 INQ0005881570039 para 8.5b; [5/142/8-10]; [14/90/9-10].
42 [15/50/10-25-15/51/1].
43 INQ0005880460064 para 7.4.
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36.

37.

38.

(c) But, if it appears that restricting attendance will be necessary, earlier will often be better.
Recommendations that state or imply a benefit in closing schools at the last possible
moment should be avoided. !n a future pandemic, the very opposite may be necessary,
whether to protect children and/or staff, or to aim for avoiding harsher or longer restrictions
in the future; and, ultimately, to avoid the pitfall of 'too little, too late'.

Attendance of vulnerable children during restricted attendance

During periods of closures, provision was made for the most vulnerable to continue to attend.
That was absolutely the right approach, although the (proper) concern at the time amongst
policy makers and schools was not that too few vulnerable children would attend, but that too
many would ('too many' in the sense that the transmission-suppressing effect of closures
would be thwarted). That was not a concern that came to fruition.

One line of enquiry in this module has been why it was that such a small proportion of children
who might be considered vulnerable did in fact attend. The implication of such enquiry might
be that, in the next pandemic, closures should be accompanied by attempts at facilitating much
greater school attendance of the most vulnerable. That, however, is problematic:

(a) Policy incoherence: The number of children and young people at our schools who could
properly considered to be 'vulnerable', howsoever defined, is significant. There has been
some discussion about definition and number, but it is in the millions." If closures are
only used where driven by a necessity to get the R-rate below 1, doing so with millions in

attendance risks resulting in policy incoherence.

(b) Impossible public messaging: Public messaging in a pandemic is critical. It needs to
be clear and simple. There is a problematic reality in seeking to have public health
messaging which conveys a health emergency so serious as to warrant closures of
schools, but also sufficient safety as to encourage the attendance of a great many at
schools. it would require public messaging pulling (impossibly) in very different directions.

(c) A choice for parents: And it is, ultimately, a choice for parents. It is challenging to
convey to a parent, or for a parent to comprehend, that for the good of the community
children should be out of school and stay at home, but not theirs. Parents will have
legitimate concerns for the safety of the community, and belief that they love and care for
their child, whether at home or school. A great many will keep children at home.

The lesson on attendance of vulnerable children is that - though important for a minority - it is

not an effective mitigation strategy for a great many children. Given the challenges set out
above, neither is it going to be in a future pandemic. Accordingly, the harms need to be
minimised by having attendance of vulnerable children as one tool, but supported by measures
such as rotated attendance (in which all children are in schools for periods of time), and by

44 14/13/3-10].
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39.

40.

improving support when at home (including continued contact and support with food provision).
Rotated attendance (rather than partial attendance of some children) avoids the difficulties of
opposing public messaging for different groups of children. Any notion that the harms caused
by schools closing for reasons of epidemiological necessity could be mitigated by the
attendance of a significant number would be a flawed one.

Remote learning during restricted attendance

Despite the best efforts of schools, head teachers and school staff, there were barriers to
remote learning for a great many. The Inquiry has heard of high numbers of children without
access to technology or the internet - over a million children according to Baroness Anne
Longfield. These issues of access disproportionately affected those in state schools and
already-disadvantaged children. The challenges were compounded by limitations within the
home, whether it was not having a desk or table to work on, and having to share spaces with
other children and parents who were also working or learning from home.*" Several witnesses
have spoken of a lack of preparedness and planning, coupled with insufficient resources and
school infrastructure, leading to delayed and inadequate provision of devices essential for
remote learning."

Urgent work is needed now to improve technologies, digital access and school resources. Sir
Hamid Patel spoke of the need to find creative ways of 'recreating the full schoo! experience',

which he said includes establishing a national entitlement for remote teaching.4? The TUC
agrees: schools need to be provided with the resources and training to enable flexible learning
for all children. It requires investment, but it is an investment that is worthwhile, with wider
benefits for remote learning for reasons such as inclement weather, and for homework.°° As
John Barneby (Oasis Community Learning) observed: 'We already had a view that at some
point [...] children will need a device to maximise their education, just close down that digital
divide, and if we look in society, if anyone has studied economics, you will know that whenever
there is an industrial revolution in this country, two things need to happen: number 1, the
education system has to change itself, has to develop the skills that people need; and number
2, the gap between those that have and those that have not, gets wider. Every time'.®' Closing
the digital divide is important for the next pandemic, but is important in any event.

45 [4/19/2-4].
46 [4/19/5-7].
47 16/141/6-20].
48 [4/19/2-24}; [6/135/13-18]; [6/136/14-6/137/2]; [6/139/7-20].
49 15/143/7-14].
50 INQ000588135_0032-0033 para 83.
51 (7/202/7-24].
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41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

SAFETY IN SCHOOLS

Maximising safety in schools serves critically important objectives. They include: (a) reducing
the contribution of transmission in schools to overall community transmission, thus enabling
schools to stay open longer; (b) keeping individual children in school, as opposed to being
required to isolate; (c) reducing transmission to staff, who, if self-isolating, cannot perform their
essential work in terms of delivery of education and keeping schools functioning; (d) keeping
children safe from any direct consequences of the disease, including long-term sequelae (e.g.
Long Covid); (e) reducing transmission of the disease from children to their family members,
who may be more vulnerable to severe disease; (f) reducing anxiety and increasing the
confidence of the children, their families and the staff at their school that the environment is as
safe as possible.

In a pandemic in which children are at a comparable or even higher risk of severe disease,
safety in schools will be yet more critical. As Indra Morris (DfE) set out: '4 think one of the things
we need to do is not make the mistake of only planning for a pandemic that has the same
health risks. 1 think we also need to plan for a pandemic that may have also high risks to
children'.* \f confronted with a pandemic that poses a high risk to children, not having learned
the lessons of maximising safety in schools would appear to have been foolish; yet,
unfortunately, it is not an unlikely scenario.

It is also manifestly possible to significantly enhance safety within schools. The evidence of
Dr Shona Arora underlines that safer environments were possible to achieve (and to varying
extents, were achieved) in schools, by utilising a range of NPls:

'PHE noted at the 18 February 2021 meeting that the majority of studies suggested that
transmission within schools is low when sufficient IPC measures are implemented.
According to PHE's analysis of the studies done at the time, a range ormix of interventions
(including social distancing, small class sizes, use of face coverings, regular testing,
isolation policies, daily symptom screening and classroom ventilation) all reduced
predicted transmission levels to varying degrees'.*°

Within government, however, an inexplicable 'anti-safety in schools' sentiment emerged. By
way of example, on 9 September 2020 Sir Patrick reported in his diary that the 'PM [had] heard
from Williamson that Eton was testing all pupils before they came back' and that his response
was: 'Pathetic. Head should be kicked in. Absolute outrage'. It appears that, so binary was
the Prime Minister's thinking on school closures, he considered anything other than full,
unencumbered re-opening to be a disappointment.

Professor Viner expressed in his evidence:

52 [9/53/23-9/54/2].
53 INQ0005881 100044 para 3.72.
54 INQ0002739010171.
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