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The ADR England Public Insights Panel held its twelfth meeting on 17 March 2026, 

from 18:30 – 20:00, on MS Teams. 
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1. Attendance 

Facilitators: Tom Curran (Associate Director, The Social Agency), Elise Rohan (Office 

for Statistics Regulation - OSR), Francesca Gaunt (OSR), Alyce Raybould (University 

College London – UCL) and Lisa Calderwood (UCL).  

Public attendees: 12 out of 15 public attendees (referred to as panel members) were 

present. 

2. Feedback from panel members  

The purpose of the session was twofold. In the first half, representatives from OSR 

presented their casework function (a mechanism through which members of the public 

and others can report potentially misleading uses of official statistics) and invited panel 

members to share their views on how awareness of it could be improved. In the second 

half, researchers from UCL introduced their upcoming birth cohort study, Generation 

New Era, with a focus on a proposed data linkage using NHS historic address records. 

They sought panel members’ views on the acceptability of this linkage and on how it 

should be communicated to prospective participants. 

Warm-up discussion: experiences of statistics during election periods  

The session opened with a facilitated warm-up discussion about panel members’ 

experiences of political campaigns, with a focus on statistics and numbers encountered 

during the most recent general election. 



  

Common themes across panel members’ reflections included: 

• Several panel members recalled feeling overwhelmed by the volume of 
information they received during the campaign, whether via leaflets, social 
media posts, and broadcast coverage. This caused some panellists to 
disengage from it. 

• One panel member highlighted the prevalence of misinformation on social 
media, noting it required considerable vigilance to navigate. 

• Others noted they could not readily recall specific statistics from the 
campaign. Several attributed this to fatigue with politics and elections, for 
example due to multiple changes of Prime Minister under the previous 
Conservative administration. 

When asked what they would do if they spotted a misleading statistic, panel members 

suggested Googling it, using social media platforms’ flagging tools, contacting local 

authorities, or turning to the Office for National Statistics (ONS). One panel member felt 

that the misuse of statistics for political gain should carry regulatory consequences 

comparable to those faced by commercial organisations. 

Part one: OSR casework function 

Elise introduced OSR and its casework function to the panel, explaining that members 

of the public, politicians, journalists, and organisations can use it to report their concerns 

about statistics being used in a misleading way. After this introduction panel members 

asked a number of clarifying questions: 

• Several wanted to understand the scope of OSR’s remit, specifically the 
distinction between verifiable statistical claims and matters of opinion. OSR 
clarified that they focus on claims that can be checked against data, rather than 
subjective judgements. 

• One panel member probed OSR’s enforcement powers. OSR explained that 
these are largely ‘soft’ and involve working with the press and asking Parliament 
or government departments to correct the record. Reflecting earlier comments 
about the need for stronger regulation, some panel members felt stronger 
consequences should apply to political misuse of statistics. 

• Panel members asked where cases typically come from and were surprised to 
learn that the largest share come from individual members of the public, with a 
smaller proportion from MPs and campaign or advocacy groups. 

The moderator then posed two linked questions: (A) whether the casework function was 

in the public interest, and (B) given that none of the panel members had heard of OSR 

before, what advice they had for raising awareness of it. All panel members felt the 



  

function was valuable and in the public interest. Their suggestions for raising awareness 

included: 

• Working through local councillors, who were seen as trusted, accessible 
intermediaries between the public and institutions. One panel member drew on 
their own experience as a mayor’s consort to illustrate how often the public raise 
statistical questions at local level. 

• Using libraries, community halls, and council newsletters as cost-effective, 
community-facing channels. 

• Advertising alongside news coverage and on social media, to reach people at the 
moment they are most likely to have questions about a statistic they have seen. 

• Introducing OSR in schools and universities. Several panel members suggested 
coverage from GCSE level upwards. One panel member who attends university 
noted they had never encountered the organisation despite working regularly 
with statistics in their course. 

"I think schools really should be taught this… it should definitely be communicated, 

because it is really interesting. I had no idea about this." 

Panel member 

Part two: Generation New Era – UCL birth cohort study and PDS data linkage 

Alyce introduced Generation New Era, a new UK-wide birth cohort study aiming to 

recruit 30,000 families of babies born in 2026. The researchers asked the panel about 

their views on a proposed extension to the geo-linkage: accessing historic address 

records held by the NHS Personal Demographic Service (PDS) to enable environmental 

data to be linked to participants’ previous addresses as well as their current one. This 

would allow researchers to understand environmental conditions, such as air quality or 

housing standards, at the addresses where a mother lived during pregnancy, not only 

where the family lives now. The research team wanted to know if panellists would find 

this acceptable, and if so, how it should be communicated to prospective participants. 

Initial questions - Before sharing their reactions, panel members raised a number of 

questions: 

• One panel member questioned why NHS records were the proposed source for 
historic addresses, rather than alternatives such as the electoral roll or credit 
reference agencies. The research team explained that they have an existing 
relationship with the NHS PDS for other study purposes (such as being notified 
if a participant dies), and that NHS records offer near-comprehensive coverage 
of the population. 



  

• Several panel members asked about how families are recruited and whether 
they would be aware that their NHS address had been used to invite them. The 
research team confirmed that participants are told this at the point of invitation. 

• Others asked about consent as children grow older: children begin answering 
questions in their own right from around age 7, and become the primary 
respondent giving consent from around 14–16. The study aims to follow 
participants for life, in keeping with earlier UK cohort studies. 

Panel members’ concerns: 

• Several panel members raised personal safety concerns. They noted that access 
to previous addresses could be a serious issue for people who had left abusive 
relationships or for individuals in sensitive occupations such as the police or 
military. One panel member said such a request would be a definitive ‘deal-
breaker’ for certain family members. 

"Some people don’t want their previous address… They could have been in a bad 

relationship; they’re on their own with their child. They might not want their previous 

address up for everybody to see." 

Panel member 

• Others raised concerns about anonymity: even without names attached, historic 
address data (particularly at postcode level) could potentially allow individuals to 
be identified, especially in less densely populated areas. 

• One panel member described a sense of loss of control, noting that they had not 
previously considered that the NHS holds a history of their addresses and found 
it unsettling to encounter this in a research context. 

• A further concern was future-proofing: panel members worried that address 
history data gathered for research purposes today could, in an increasingly data-
driven world, eventually be used to make decisions about participants — for 
example by insurers or AI systems — in ways not currently intended or 
anticipated. 

Panel members also discussed the research value of the linkage. Some initially struggled 

to see why the previous addresses of parents were relevant to a study of newborns, but 

through discussion came to understand the rationale — for example, that air quality or 

housing conditions during pregnancy could affect a child’s early health outcomes. 

What reassurances and information do parents need? 

The moderator invited panel members to consider, from the perspective of a new parent, 

what information and reassurances would be most important. Key themes were: 



  

• Communicate the benefits clearly. Several panel members felt that the data 
linkage explainer (shared with panellists ahead of the session) was too technical 
and dry for a time-poor new parent. They wanted to understand why their 
participation matters and what the research might change or influence, not just 
which data would be collected. 

"Nothing in it sounds exciting or talks to me about the benefit of what this will do, and 

it just sounds really dry and boring. As a new prospective parent, tell me what the future 

might look like and show me what you might do with that information." 

Panel member 

• Simplify the materials. Panel members suggested bullet points, clear headings, 
and concise language. One noted that a short explanatory video had done more 
to reduce concern than the written materials. Another pointed out that 
important information could be missed if it was buried in dense text, for example 
the impact on benefits entitlement. 

• Make choice explicit. Several panel members felt it was not sufficiently clear in 
the existing materials that participation in individual data linkages was optional. 
This needed to be communicated prominently, not just in the small print. 

• Explain safeguards for the future. Panel members wanted reassurance about 
who would have access to the data, for how long, and what protections would be 
in place to prevent it being used in unintended ways as technology and data 
practices evolve. 

• Explicitly seek consent for the PDS address history linkage. Multiple panel 
members expressed a strong view that, given the sensitivity of historic address 
data, this specific linkage should not be treated as a passive opt-out. It should 
require active, explicit consent from participants. 

"I think that should be down to the parents to decide, not the study." 

Panel member 

 

 

 

 

 



  

3. Forthcoming actions 

The next session will be held in approximately two months’ time. The Social Agency will 
canvass panel members’ availability and circulate a date poll by email. 

“The findings from this panel will be shared with the new Head of Casework. Steps to 
move this forward will be discussed but there were several great ideas about improving 
the visibility of OSR. Engaging with the panel was a really insightful experience and 
hearing from the vast viewpoints were very helpful!”  

Francesca Gaunt, Research Specialist, OSR. 

“It was brilliant to engage with a relatively new group of people with less experience 
with data management and jargon. It provided a nice contrast to the other groups who 
knew much more on the topic. I was really impressed by their level of engagement with 
the discussion from the group, and thought Tom led it all brilliantly, making sure 
everyone had the chance to contribute.”  

Dr Alyce Raybould, Senior Research Fellow, UCL 

 

 


