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Foreword
 

In March 2018, I 
was commissioned 
to review school 
exclusion by the 
Secretary of State 
for Education, the Rt 
Hon Damian Hinds 
MP.1 This followed 
the Prime Minister’s 
announcement that 
the government 
would commission 
a review of exclusion 

practice, to explore how head teachers use exclusion 
in practice, and why some groups of pupils are more 
likely to be excluded.2 

I am grateful to all those who have taken the time 
to contribute to this review, including nearly 1,000 
people who responded to my call for evidence, 
and over 100 organisations and individuals I visited 
or met with, including schools, local authorities, 
parents, carers and children. I want also to thank 
experts from across the education system, school 
and local authority leaders, and other practitioners 
who advised me as part of my reference group; the 
teacher and head teacher unions; Anne Longfield 
OBE, the Children’s Commissioner for England; and 
Amanda Spielman, Her Majesty’s Chief Inspector, 
among others, all of whom have shared with 
me their insight, reflections and proposals. Their 
collective input has ensured this report incorporates 
not only my own views, but also the expertise and 
experience of those working in our schools and with 
children and their families. 

Schools must be calm and safe places, and it is 
right that we fully support head teachers in using 
exclusion where this is appropriate. Head teachers 
considering exclusion have a tough choice to make, 
having to weigh the profound implications that it 
can have on a young person’s life with the interests 
and needs of pupils and staff in the wider school 
community. We must support school leaders in 
this difficult task, whilst making sure no child gets 
left behind. 

My review has identified excellent practice across the 
school system. However, it has also found too much 
variation in exclusion practice and concludes there 
is more we can do to ensure that every exclusion 
is lawful, reasonable and fair; and that permanent 
exclusion is always a last resort, used only where 
nothing else will do. 

In response, I have made a number of 
recommendations that seek to ensure that exclusion 
is used consistently and appropriately, and that 
enable our schools system to create the best 
possible conditions for every child to thrive and 
progress. After all, that is what teachers, parents and 
children themselves tell me they want too. 

Edward Timpson CBE 
May 2019 
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Executive Summary
 

No parent sends their child to school believing they 
will be excluded. Similarly, no teacher starts their 
career wanting anything other than to help children 
achieve their potential. While permanent exclusion 
is a rare event – 0.1% of the 8 million children in 
schools in England were permanently excluded in 
2016/17 – this still means an average of 40 every day. 
A further average of 2,000 pupils are excluded for a 
fixed period each day.3 

I was asked to conduct a review of school 
exclusion by the Secretary of State for Education, 
the Rt Hon Damian Hinds MP, in March 2018. This 
followed the Prime Minister’s announcement4 that 
the government would commission a review of 
school exclusion, to explore how head teachers 
use exclusion in practice, and why some groups of 
children are more likely to be excluded, including 
Children in Need, those with special educational 
needs (SEN), children who have been supported by 
social care, are eligible for free school meals (FSM) or 
are from particular ethnic groups. 

DfE statutory guidance on 
exclusion says: 

• Only the head teacher of a school can exclude a 
pupil and this must be on disciplinary grounds 

• A pupil may be excluded for one or more fixed 
periods (up to a maximum of 45 school days in 
a single academic year), or permanently 

• Permanent exclusion should only be used as a 
last resort, in response to a serious breach or 
persistent breaches of the school’s behaviour 
policy; and where allowing the pupil to remain 
in school would seriously harm the education or 
welfare of the pupil or others in the school 

• The decision to exclude a pupil must be lawful, 
reasonable and fair 

The terms of reference for this review did not 
include examining the powers head teachers have 
to exclude. It is the right of every head teacher to 
enable their staff to teach in a calm and safe school, 
just as it is the right of every child to benefit from a 
high-quality education that supports them to fulfil 
their potential. It is clear that the task teachers have 

in managing behaviour is a tough one, and we must 
support teachers to deal effectively with poor and 
disruptive behaviour by equipping them with the 
right tools to achieve this task. That is in the interest 
of both teachers and pupils in every school. 

Through the review, it is clear that the variation in 
how exclusion is used goes beyond the influence 
of local context, and that there is more that can 
be done to ensure that exclusion is always used 
consistently and fairly, and that permanent exclusion 
is always a last resort, used only where nothing else 
will do. Exclusion – both fixed period and permanent 
– is an important tool for head teachers as part of 
an effective approach to behaviour management. 
However, there is more we can do to support 
schools to understand and respond to individual 
children – particularly children with SEN, Children in 
Need of additional help and protection and children 
who are disadvantaged – who may need additional 
support, and who might otherwise find themselves 
at risk of exclusion. We must also take the necessary 
steps to ensure exclusion from school does not 
mean exclusion from education, so that all children 
are getting the education they deserve. 

The findings and recommendations in this review are 
underpinned by the following key principles: 

•	 every child, regardless of their characteristics, 
needs or the type of school they attend, deserves 
a high-quality education that allows them to 
flourish and paves the way to a successful future 

•	 we should expect schools consistently to have 
the right systems in place and teachers to have 
the right skills to manage poor behaviour and 
provide support where children need it – but we 
must equip them with the right tools, capability 
and capacity to deliver against this expectation 

•	 schools must be calm and safe environments 

and it is right that we support head teachers 

to establish strong school behaviour cultures, 

including by making use of exclusion where 

appropriate
 

•	 there is no optimum rate or number of exclusions 
– exclusion rates must be considered in the 
context in which the decisions to exclude are 
made. A higher rate of exclusion may reflect local 
context and be a sign of effective leadership in 
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one school, whilst in others a lower exclusion rate 
may signal strong early intervention strategies that 
have been put in place. In contrast, higher rates of 
exclusion could demonstrate schools not putting 
in place effective interventions for children at risk 
of exclusion, and indeed lower rates could be 
indicative of children being pushed out of school 
without the proper processes being followed 

•	 alongside considering the best interests of the 
wider school community, head teachers, with 
the support of their staff, should make decisions 
about how to address poor behaviour, based 
on their knowledge of individual children and 
what specific support, interventions or sanctions 
are needed 

•	 schools must be places that are welcoming 
and respectful, where every child has the 
opportunity to succeed. To ensure this is the 
case, they should understand how their policies 
impact differently on pupils depending on their 
protected characteristics, such as disability or 
race, and should give particular consideration to 
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the fair treatment of pupils from groups who are 
vulnerable to exclusion 

•	 it cannot be the job of schools alone to take 

action to understand and address the complex 

underlying needs that children may have
 

•	 we should not accept that exclusion comes at 

the cost of a child getting a good education
 

This review sets out how we can improve the 
standards in schools for every child, creating the 
conditions in which we can be confident that schools 
have the support they need to ensure that every 
decision to exclude is lawful, reasonable and fair. 

Why and how often do schools exclude 

Following many years of decline in use, rates of 
both fixed period and permanent exclusion have 
risen since 2013/14. However, exclusion rates are not 
exceptionally high by historic standards – the rate 
and number of permanent exclusion is lower than in 
2006/07, when comparable records began, and have 
not reached the levels reported in the late 1990s and 
early-mid 2000s (figures 1 and 2). 

0 .16 

0. 1 4 

0 .12 0 .12 0 .12 
0 .13 

0 .1
0 .13 

2 0 .12 
0 .11 0 .11 

0 .100.0 9 
0.0 8 0.0 8 

0.0 7 0.0 7 
0.0 6 0.0 6 

0.0 7 

Figure 1: Permanent exclusion time series for all state-funded primary, secondary and special schools. 
(Changes in methodology marked as dashed lines mean this is not a continuous time series5) 
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Figure 2: Fixed period exclusion time series for all state-funded primary, secondary and special schools. 
(Changes in methodology marked as dashed lines mean this is not a continuous time series6) 

Source: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/statistics-exclusions 

The roots of challenging behaviour have long been 
debated by educational experts, and the debate 
can sometimes become deeply polarised. At one 
end are those who see challenging behaviour as 
either a choice or the inevitable consequence of a 
lack of boundaries and, at the other, are those who 
perceive it as the communication of unmet needs. 
The truth is, as ever, more complex, which is why this 
report covers both the need for effective behaviour 
management in schools (to establish and maintain 
high expectations) and the need to understand and 
respond to individual children (so they are supported 
to meet those expectations). 

Whatever lies behind poor behaviour, schools 
need to be places where children learn and the 
school workforce can teach, without disruption. 
A report by Policy Exchange found the impact of 
poor behaviour on those working in our schools is 
profound: almost two-thirds of teachers are currently 
considering, or have previously considered, leaving 
the profession because of poor behaviour.7 At worst, 
poor behaviour can put teachers at risk, as evidenced 
by the 745 permanent exclusions and 26,695 fixed 
period exclusions for physical assault against an 
adult issued in 2016/17.8 We cannot expect this kind 
of behaviour to be tolerated in our schools, and we 
should support head teachers in developing and 
delivering effective cultures, systems and strategies 
to manage behaviour. 

While others have produced more thorough 
reviews of behaviour and its effective management 
than this review was asked or attempts to do, it is 
important to recognise the necessity of well-ordered 
environments that promote positive behaviour. Not 
only those in schools, but parents, carers and pupils 
reiterate how important this is. Pupils who took part 
in research for this review often supported the use 
of exclusion – one commented: “People don’t have 
to sacrifice their learning time because of someone 
else’s actions”.9 Similarly, schools have pointed out 
the value of effectively tackling poor behaviour for all 
children with one teacher noting, “it is not inclusive 
to have one child severely disrupt the education of 
twenty-nine others in the class”. 

Outcomes of excluded children 

While exclusion is an important component of 
effective behaviour management in schools, 
outcomes of excluded children are often poor. It is 
therefore right that head teachers carefully consider 
when this is the right choice or if there are other, 
more effective, ways to address the underlying 
causes and put in place the support a child may 
need to improve their behaviour, without the need 
to exclude. 

New analysis of those reaching the end of Key 
Stage 4 in 2015/16 shows just 7% of children who 
were permanently excluded and 18% of children who 

https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/statistics-exclusions
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received multiple fixed period exclusions went on to 
achieve good passes in English and maths GCSEs, 
qualifications that are essential to succeeding in 
adult life.10 

These children may have many other characteristics 
that could lead to poor attainment, or poor 
behaviour itself may be a factor, so these findings 
do not imply that exclusion is the root cause of low 
attainment (or vice versa). However, many parents 
and carers of excluded children who spoke to this 
review highlighted the disruption poorly managed 
exclusion can create for children. I have also heard 
and seen that the education they go on to receive is 
too often not of the standard they would have had in 
mainstream schools. Despite the dedication of many 
settings that offer education after exclusion, there 
is much variation in the quality of the offer within 
alternative provision (AP), with not enough support 
to attract high-quality subject specialist staff, invest 
in good facilities or remove the stigma attached to 
being educated in these settings. Overall, children 
who are educated in AP – many of whom will have 
been excluded – do much worse than their peers. 
While the factors leading to exclusion can contribute 
to the low attainment of these children, we should 
not accept that just 4.5% of pupils educated in AP 
achieve a good pass in English and maths GCSEs in 
2016/17.11 

The available evidence also suggests that excluded 
children have worse trajectories in the long term. 
Over one third of children who completed Key 
Stage 4 in AP go on to be NEET (not in education, 
employment or training).12 Exclusion is a marker 
for being at higher risk of becoming a victim or 
perpetrator of crime13 – 23% of young offenders 
sentenced to less than 12 months in custody, in 2014, 
had been permanently excluded from school prior 
to their sentence date.14 However, it would be wrong 
to suggest that we have evidence that exclusion of 
any kind causes crime or that preventing the use of 
exclusion would, in itself, prevent crime. There are 
many factors that may lead a child to becoming 
involved in criminal activity, and for some children 
these factors may well have been the cause for 
them to have been excluded from school. However, 
it is right to recognise exclusion as one indicator, 
among others, of a higher risk of exposure to and 
involvement in crime, and we should therefore fully 
consider the form and content of the education 
a child receives following exclusion, in efforts to 
prevent and tackle serious violence. 

Evidence seen by this review 

This review has sought to move on the often emotive 
and incendiary discussion about exclusion, drawing 
on a broad evidence base. It is, therefore, informed 
by research and new analysis as well as detailed and 
extensive consultation with those in the schools 
system, parents whose children have been excluded, 
children and young people themselves, schools, 
local authorities (LAs) and other organisations. 

•	 the review began with a call for evidence which 
received almost 1,000 responses. The majority 
of these were from parents of excluded children, 
but they also came from young people, carers, 
schools, teachers, LAs, and other interested 
individuals and organisations who shared their 
experiences and views on exclusion 

•	 my team and I undertook over 100 fieldwork 
visits to schools of all types and phases, LAs, 
parent groups and charities. This included 
extensive and in-depth discussions in eight LAs, 
made up of four pairs of areas ‘matched’ using 
Department for Education (DfE) data because 
they shared characteristics including: their size, 
whether they were urban or rural, characteristics 
of pupils (such as levels of SEN and numbers of 
looked after children), the make-up of schools 
(that is, the proportion that were academies), 
and the proportion rated good or outstanding 
by Ofsted, but they differed in their rates of 
exclusion. Discussions with schools, LAs and 
others in these areas allowed the review to 
understand how practice drove the use of both 
fixed period and permanent exclusion 

•	 I have met a range of leaders and experts from 
across the school system and established 
a reference group to provide expertise on 
exclusion and behaviour, as well as perspectives 
of pupils more likely to be excluded (membership 
listed in annex E) 

•	 I have chaired a series of roundtable discussions 
with practitioners, leaders, charities, academics 
and others. As well as two cross-cutting sessions 
on behaviour in schools and the academic 
evidence on exclusion, I chaired a series of 
discussions focusing on those groups most likely 
to be excluded: children with special educational 
needs and/or a disability (SEND), those who have 
been supported by social care, and children from 
ethnic groups that are more likely to be excluded 

•	 the children’s charity Coram undertook research 
gathering the voices and perspectives of parents 
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and carers whose children had experienced 
exclusion, as well as the views of children on 
exclusion generally, regardless of whether or not 
they have personal experience of it15 

•	 finally, I commissioned new analysis of existing 
exclusion data to examine whether individual 
characteristics, including a young person’s 
ethnicity, are statistically associated with whether 
or not they are excluded16 and a literature review 
on groups more likely to be excluded,17 to aid 
understanding of the academic evidence base 
on this issue 

Practice and use of exclusion 

Extensive consultation with parents, schools and 
LAs has illustrated variations in exclusion practice. 
These differences are reflected in published 
exclusion data18: 

•	 in 2016/17, 54% of the total number of permanent 
exclusions were in the quarter of highest 
excluding LAs, and only 6% in the quarter that 
excluded the fewest 

•	 over 17,000 mainstream schools (85% of all 
mainstream schools in England) issued no 
permanent exclusions in 2016/17. 94% of all 
state-funded primary schools and 43% of all 
state-funded secondary schools did not issue 
any permanent exclusions, but 0.2% of schools 
(47 schools, all of which are secondary schools) 
issued more than 10 in the same year 

•	 rates of fixed period exclusion also vary across 
LAs, ranging from 0.0% to 21.42% and, at a 
school level, just under half (43%) of mainstream 
schools used none at all, while 38 schools issued 
over 500 each in a single year 

Of course, schools face very different challenges, 
but it is clear from this review that the differences in 
exclusion rates, both fixed period and permanent, 
are driven both by issues of place (the particular 
challenges in an area, such as levels of deprivation or 
gang activity) and policy and practice (the particular 
means of managing behaviour and thresholds for 
using exclusion). This range of practice leads not 
only to differences in when exclusion is used, but 
to differences in how effectively it is used. In some 
cases, this can lead to children being excluded who 
could and should remain in mainstream school with 
the right support, and others where children remain 
in school where exclusion would be a fair and 
appropriate decision that would allow others to learn. 

In using exclusion to tackle poor behaviour, exclusion 
can also help a child understand the impact of 
their behaviour and change course, or can trigger 
new support or a placement in high-quality AP 
that will give them the scaffolding they need to 
achieve their potential. While it can be an effective 
intervention, it must be used well to deliver the 
right impact. It is, of course, inevitable and entirely 
appropriate that there are some differences in 
culture between schools, including in how they 
approach behaviour management and assessing 
and providing for children who need more support, 
not least because the pupils at each school will be 
different. It is therefore natural that there will also 
be some differences in how and when exclusion is 
used. However, this review sets out the evidence that 
variation in how exclusion is used goes beyond the 
local context, and there is more that can be done to 
ensure it is used more consistently and appropriately. 

Children more likely to be excluded 

As well as differences in how schools use 
exclusion, there are longstanding trends that show 
exclusion rates vary between pupils with different 
characteristics. Children with some types of SEN, 
boys, those who have been supported by social care 
or are disadvantaged are all consistently more likely 
to be excluded from school than those without these 
characteristics. Exclusion rates also vary by ethnicity. 

As part of this review, I have commissioned additional 
analysis of DfE data to provide greater insights into the 
role particular characteristics play in a child’s likelihood 
of being excluded.19 The purpose of this analysis was 
to see to what extent higher rates of exclusion in 
some groups can be explained by other overlapping 
factors: that is to say, for example, whether or not 
children from some ethnic groups are more likely to 
have other characteristics associated with higher rates 
of exclusion, such as coming from a disadvantaged 
background, or having identified SEN. The analysis 
sought to isolate the association between likelihood 
of exclusion and particular characteristics, controlling 
for other factors on which the DfE has data. 

This analysis reveals a complex picture. In relation 
to ethnicity, some ethnic groups are associated with 
a lower likelihood of being permanently excluded, 
including Bangladeshi and Indian children who are 
around half as likely to be excluded as White British 
children. Children from other ethnic groups are 
more likely to experience exclusion, in particular 



Timpson review of school exclusion

 

 

 

 

 

 

10 

Black Caribbean and Mixed White and Black 
Caribbean pupils.20 

There are also other characteristics closely 
associated with exclusion, including children with 
SEN, those receiving support from social care and 
gender. The analysis produced for this review shows 
that 78% of permanent exclusions issued were to 
pupils who either had SEN, were classified as in 
need21 or were eligible for free school meals. 11% 
of permanent exclusions were to pupils who had all 
three characteristics. 

The analysis also finds that children who have several 
of these characteristics have a multiplied risk of 
exclusion. Take Nathan and Rachel, two fictional 
children created from the data. Rachel is a Black 
African girl who does not have SEN. She is not 
from a disadvantaged background and lives in an 
affluent area. She had good attendance at primary 
school and attained average results. She attends a 
secondary maintained school in London, which does 
not often use exclusion. Rachel has a 0.3% chance 
of being permanently excluded at some point in her 
secondary school life, and an 11% chance of being 
excluded for a fixed period. 

Nathan, like Rachel, had good attendance at primary 
school with average results. He also attends a 
maintained school in London, which does not often 
exclude. Nathan is a Black Caribbean boy who has 
an EHC plan because of his moderate learning 
difficulty. He is from a disadvantaged family and lives 
in a deprived area. His chance of being permanently 
excluded at some point in his secondary school 
career is 2.3%, and his chance of receiving a fixed 
period exclusion is 58%. While there may be other 
factors impacting Nathan’s behaviour and chances of 
exclusion that lie outside of these characteristics, the 
differences between Nathan and Rachel’s likelihood 
of exclusion are notable. 

While drawing firm conclusions on why individual 
characteristics impact the likelihood of exclusion is 
difficult, the data is clear that there are certain groups 
of children who may already be facing significant 
challenges in their lives outside of school, who are 
most likely to be excluded. 

The evidence gathered for this review indicates 
that there are a range of interwoven, local factors 
that give rise to these differences in rates. Some are 
in-school factors (policy and practice in schools 
and the wider education system) while others are 
out-of-school factors, both those related to place 
such as high levels of poverty or substance abuse in 
the community, and those related to the child and 
family’s individual circumstances, such as the effect 
of trauma in early life. However, the proportionate 
impact of both in- and out-of-school factors is likely 
to be uniquely balanced, with some drawing more 
from one than the other. 

It is not the job of schools alone to help children 
overcome the wider challenges they may face in 
their lives. However, the best schools know the 
children in their schools and the interventions 
that will prove most effective for them. We should 
support all schools to work with other schools, LAs 
and local partners in their area to understand what 
is driving local trends, and to use that understanding 
to properly plan and provide the right support for 
those children at greater risk of exclusion. This report 
makes recommendations to support schools and 
local leaders in achieving this. 

Exclusion in all but name 

There is concerning evidence that some children 
have been made to leave their school without access 
to the formal exclusion process and the structure 
and safeguards this provides, including the processes 
it triggers to ensure suitable alternative education is 
in place from the sixth day of their exclusion. 

Some children are sent home from school for a 
period of time with no exclusion being recorded, 
referred to in this report as informal exclusion. Other 
children are told or made to leave their school 
altogether without the right processes being followed. 

There are times when a child is taken off the school 
roll for legitimate reasons, such as if they have 
moved out of the area or because their parents 
have independently chosen to home educate them. 
However, there are children who are made to leave 
their school and are removed from the school roll 
without a formal permanent exclusion or by the 
school encouraging the parents to remove their 
child from the school, which is done in the school’s 
interests, and at the school’s request. This practice is 
referred to from here onwards as ‘off-rolling’. 



11 Timpson review of school exclusion

 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 

  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Growing concerns around off-rolling, and indeed 
reports of specific cases where it has occurred, 
have been raised by teachers,22 the Chief Schools 
Adjudicator,23 the Children’s Commissioner,24 and Her 
Majesty’s Chief Inspector.25 

These views were reinforced by what this review 
has seen and heard. As well as anecdotal reports 
and accounts of off-rolling from parents and carers, 
teachers and LAs, one head teacher who spoke to this 
review reported that off-rolling took place in his own 
school. There is a clear need for the government to 
do more to understand the scale of this problem and 
the impact it is having on those involved, but from the 
cases seen, it is apparent that there are some children 
who end up in unsuitable education or with no 
education at all, exposed to even greater risks. 

Neither informal exclusion nor off-rolling are 
exclusion and they should not be conflated with 
schools following the proper exclusion process. They 
are quite simply wrong. And while no parent wants to 
see their child excluded from school, where a child 
is asked to leave, formal exclusion provides a process 
for review and, crucially, triggers duties that ensures 
a child is offered education elsewhere. In such a 
context, tackling this rare but unacceptable practice 
could result in a rise in formal exclusion, as they 
would no longer be hidden from scrutiny and due 
process. Putting all formal exclusions that have gone 
through the proper processes above the table in this 
way should be seen as positive progress. 

What drives current practice 

Where exclusion is used ineffectively or 
circumvented altogether, the review has identified 
four fundamental drivers of practice: 

•	 differences in leadership, which lead to too much 
variation in the culture and standards set within 
schools and how staff deliver them. Put simply, 
what will get a child excluded in one school may 
not be seen as grounds for exclusion in another. 
This means there are children who are excluded, 
both for a fixed period and permanently, who 
would not be elsewhere, and others whose 
disruptive behaviour is allowed to persist at the 
cost of the education, or even safety, of other 
children. Similarly, there are differences in how 
LAs perceive and deliver leadership for schools 
and services to work together, that result in 
disparity in the support schools receive 

•	 too much variation in, or lack of, consistent 
systems, capability and capacity in schools 
to understand and manage poor behaviour 
and support additional needs, which leads to 
some feeling they are not equipped to manage 
disruptive behaviour, to offer early help or put in 
place alternatives to exclusion where this delivers 
better outcomes for the child involved within the 
context of a well-managed school 

•	 while the vast majority of schools are motivated 
by doing the best for all pupils, the current 
performance and funding system does not 
incentivise or reward schools for taking 
responsibility for the needs of all children and 
using permanent exclusion only when nothing 
else will do. It cannot be right to have a system 
where some schools could stand to improve their 
performance and finances through exclusion, but 
do not have to bear the cost of expensive non-
mainstream provision these children then attend, 
nor be held accountable for the outcomes of the 
children they permanently exclude 

•	 lack of safeguards that protect children against 
informal exclusion and also off-rolling where this 
exists that, at its worst, can see some children 
pushed out of education altogether and exposed 
to potential safeguarding risks, as well as too little 
protection against the same children receiving 
multiple fixed period exclusions that can see 
them lose long periods of education 

There are many examples of excellent practice 
in schools and local areas, who model effective 
practice and show what is possible. This ranges from 
schools who have established on-site units staffed 
by experienced teachers and support staff, who 
give respite to classroom teachers and are skilled at 
intervening to address poor behaviour, to schools that 
work with others to deliver support and interventions. 
This can include working with other schools or 
the LA to run transition programmes for children 
who may struggle with the move from primary to 
secondary school, or commissioning high-quality AP 
to offer part-time, bespoke packages to re-engage 
children in their education, based on an activity that 
sparks interest in them. As well as putting in place 
the right interventions for individual children, this 
review has also seen how the best schools work with 
each other and with local services to take collective 
responsibility for planning the right provision for 
children in their area, and taking responsibility for 
ensuring all children are safe and in education. 
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While there is impressive practice in the system, 
which this review highlights, it concludes that 
systemic improvement is required, and puts forward 
a vision for reforming practice built on four key 
pillars: a system that delivers ambitious leadership 
for every child at all levels; better equipped schools 
able to meet those expectations; the right incentives 
so that schools are clearly recognised for inclusive 
practice and using exclusion appropriately; and 
stronger safeguards to ensure that no child is being 
inappropriately pushed out of school or education 
altogether. Taken together, the recommendations set 
out below aim to improve the standards in schools 
for every child, creating the conditions in which we 
can be confident that schools have the support they 
need to ensure every decision to exclude is lawful, 
reasonable and fair. 

Ambitious leadership: setting 
high expectations for every child 

We must back head teachers to create strong school 
cultures that deliver the best outcomes for every 
child. To do this, we must ensure schools have 
the support and capability to set clear and high 
expectations of behaviour and outcomes for all 
children, as well as to put in place the support that 
individual children may need to meet these. As well 
as considering how schools lead, it is also important 
to think about who leads in schools, to ensure that 
there are positive role models for all children in every 
school. To help school leaders achieve this, this 
review recommends that: 

1.	 DfE should update statutory guidance on 
exclusion to provide more clarity on the 
use of exclusion. DfE should also ensure all 
relevant, overlapping guidance (including 
behaviour management, exclusion, mental 
health and behaviour, guidance on the role 
of the designated teacher for looked after 
and previously looked after children and the 
SEND Code of Practice) is clear, accessible 
and consistent in its messages to help schools 
manage additional needs, create positive 
behaviour cultures, make reasonable adjustments 
under the Equality Act 2010 and use exclusion 
only as last resort, when nothing else will do. 
Guidance should also include information 
on robust and well-evidenced strategies 
that will support schools embedding this in 
practice. (Page 60) 

2.	 DfE should set the expectation that schools 
and LAs work together and, in doing so, should 
clarify the powers of LAs to act as advocates for 
vulnerable children, working with mainstream, 
special and AP schools and other partners to 
support children with additional needs or who 
are at risk of leaving their school, by exclusion or 
otherwise. LAs should be enabled to facilitate and 
convene meaningful local forums that all schools 
are expected to attend, which meet regularly, 
share best practice and take responsibility for 
collecting and reviewing data on pupil needs and 
moves, and for planning and funding local AP 
provision, including early intervention for children 
at risk of exclusion. (Page 63) 

3.	 DfE should ensure there is well-evidenced, 
meaningful and accessible training and support 
for new and existing school leaders to develop, 
embed and maintain positive behaviour cultures. 
The £10 million investment in supporting school 
behaviour practice should enable leaders 
to share practical information on behaviour 
management strategies, including how to 
develop and embed a good understanding of 
how underlying needs can drive behaviour, into 
their culture. It should also facilitate peer support, 
where school leaders have the opportunity to 
learn from high-performing leaders who have a 
track record in this area. (Page 63) 

4.	 DfE should extend funding to equality and 
diversity hubs (an initiative to increase the 
diversity of senior leadership teams in England’s 
schools through training and support for 
underrepresented groups) beyond the current 
spending review period and at a level that widens 
their reach and impact. (Page 64) 

Equipping: giving schools the 
skills and capacity to deliver 

If we are to support schools to deliver effectively high 
standards for every child, we must ensure we invest 
in their skills and capability to identify needs, address 
poor behaviour and offer the right support where this 
is required. To support schools to do this effectively, 
this review makes the following recommendations: 
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5.	 To support the school workforce to have the 
knowledge and skills they need to manage 
behaviour and meet pupil needs, DfE should 
ensure that accessible, meaningful and 
substantive training on behaviour is a mandatory 
part of initial teacher training and is embedded in 
the Early Career Framework. This should include 
expert training on the underlying causes of poor 
behaviour (including attachment, trauma and 
speech, language and communication needs, 
among others), and strategies and tools to 
deal effectively with poor behaviour when this 
arises. (Page 68) 

6.	 To ensure designated senior leads for mental 
health and Special Educational Needs 
Co-ordinators (SENCOs) are effective, DfE should: 

- review the training and support available to 
SENCOs to equip them to be effective in their 
operational and strategic role as SEND leaders 

- ensure the training designated senior 
leads receive includes a specific focus on 
attachment and trauma (Page 69) 

7.	 DfE should strengthen guidance so that in-
school units are always used constructively and 
are supported by good governance. (Page 70) 

8.	 DfE should establish a Practice Improvement Fund 
of sufficient value, longevity and reach to support 
LAs, mainstream, special and AP schools to work 
together to establish effective systems to identify 
children in need of support and deliver good 
interventions for them. The fund should support 
effective partnership working to commission 
and fund AP and enable schools to create 
positive environments, target support effectively 
and provide the opportunity to share their 
best practice successfully. This should include 
developing best practice on areas including: 

- internal inclusion units 
- effective use of nurture groups and 


programmes
 
- transition support at both standard and non

standard transition points and across all ages 
- approaches to engaging parents and carers 
- creating inclusive environments, especially for 

children from ethnic groups with higher rates 
of exclusion 

- proactive use of AP as an early intervention 
delivered in mainstream schools and through 
off-site placements (Page 74) 

9.	 DfE should promote the role of AP in supporting 
mainstream and special schools to deliver 
effective intervention and recognise the best AP 
schools as teaching schools (and any equivalent 
successors), and actively facilitate the sharing 
of expertise between AP and the wider school 
system. (Page 76) 

10. To ensure AP schools can attract the staff they 
need, DfE should take steps to: 

- ensure AP is both an attractive place to work 
and career choice, with high-quality staff 
well-equipped to provide the best possible 
academic and pastoral support for the children 
who need it most. DfE should consider 
ways to boost interest in and exposure to 
AP through new teacher training placement 
opportunities in AP 

- better understand and act upon the current 
challenges with the workforce in AP, by 
backing initiatives to support its development, 
in particular focusing on making sure there 
is action taken to develop and invest in high-
quality inspirational leaders in AP who have 
the capacity to drive improvement across the 
school network (Page 76) 

11.	 Alongside measures to improve the quality of AP, 
PRUs should be renamed to reflect their role as 
both schools and places to support children to 
overcome barriers to engaging in their education. 
(Page 77) 

12.	 DfE should invest in significantly improving 
and expanding buildings and facilities for 
pupils who need AP. As a priority, DfE should 
carefully consider the right level of capital 
funding to achieve this, for the next spending 
review. (Page 78) 

13. The government should continue to invest in 
approaches that build multi-disciplinary teams 
around schools, and should identify any capacity 
concerns and work across Departments to 
ensure that schools are supported and work 
productively with all relevant agencies, including 
Health and Social Care. (Page 79) 
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Incentivising: creating the best 
conditions for every child 

It is concerning that there are schools who feel 
there is a lack of recognition when they take 
positive action to create cultures that offer the best 
conditions for all children to learn. Worse still, at 
present, schools, LAs and others report there may 
be perverse incentives to exclude or off-roll children 
who might not positively contribute to a school’s 
performance or finances. To ensure schools are 
always rewarded for creating positive and inclusive 
school cultures, this review recommends that: 

14.	 DfE should make schools responsible for the 
children they exclude and accountable for their 
educational outcomes. It should consult on how 
to take this forward, working with schools, AP 
and LAs to design clear roles in which schools 
should have greater control over the funding 
for AP to allow them to discharge these duties 
efficiently and effectively. Funding should also 
be of a sufficient level and flexible enough to 
ensure schools are able to put in place alternative 
interventions that avoid the need for exclusion 
where appropriate, as well as fund AP after 
exclusion. (Page 86) 

15. DfE should look carefully at the timing and 
amounts of any adjustments to schools’ funding 
following exclusion, to make sure they neither 
act as an incentive for schools to permanently 
exclude a pupil at particular times, nor discourage 
a school from admitting a child who has been 
permanently excluded from elsewhere. (Page 86) 

16.	 Ofsted should recognise those who use exclusion 
appropriately and effectively, permanently 
excluding in the most serious cases or where 
strategies to avoid exclusion have failed. This could 
include consistently recognising schools who 
succeed in supporting all children, including those 
with additional needs, to remain positively engaged 
in mainstream in the context of a well-managed 
school. Within the leadership and management 
element of the judgement, Ofsted should 
communicate their expectation that outstanding 
schools have an ethos and approach that will 
support all children to succeed while accepting 
that the most serious or persistent misbehaviour, 
which impacts on the education and safety of 
others, cannot be tolerated. (Page 87) 

17.	 DfE should work with others to build the capacity 
and capability of governors and trustees to offer 
effective support and challenge to schools, to 
ensure exclusion and other pupil moves such as 
managed moves and direction into AP are always 
used appropriately. This should include training 
as well as new, accessible guidance for governors 
and trustees. (Page 89) 

18. Local authorities should include information 
about support services for parents and carers 
of children who have been, or are at risk of, 
exclusion, or have been placed in AP, in their 
SEND Local Offer. DfE should also produce more 
accessible guidance for parents and carers. In 
the longer term, the government should invest 
resources to increase the amount of information, 
advice and support available locally to parents 
and carers of children who are excluded or 
placed in AP. (Page 89) 

19. Governing bodies, academy trusts and local 
forums of schools should review information 
on children who leave their schools, by 
exclusion or otherwise, and understand how 
such moves feed into local trends. They should 
work together to identify where patterns 
indicate possible concerns or gaps in provision 
and use this information to ensure they are 
effectively planning to meet the needs of all 
children. (Page 91) 

20. DfE should publish the number and rate of 
exclusion of previously looked after children who 
have left local authority care via adoption, Special 
Guardianship Order or Child Arrangement 
Order. (Page 91) 

Safeguarding: ensuring no child 
misses out on education 

As well as raising the expectations of schools and 
giving them the right skills and support to meet these 
expectations, there must be clear safeguards to 
protect against the serious and concerning practices 
of informal exclusion and off-rolling, together with 
clear processes that ensure every child is safe and in 
education. The review recommends that: 
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21. DfE should consult on options to address 
children with multiple exclusions being left 
without access to education. This should include 
considering placing a revised limit on the total 
number of days a pupil can be excluded for or 
revisiting the requirements to arrange AP in these 
periods. (Page 96) 

22. DfE should review the range of reasons that 
schools provide for exclusion when submitting 
data and make any necessary changes, so that 
the reasons that lie behind exclusions are more 
accurately captured. (Page 97) 

23. DfE should use best practice on managed moves 
gathered by this review and elsewhere to enable 
it to consult and issue clear guidance on how 
they should be conducted, so that they are used 
consistently and effectively. (Page 98) 

24. DfE must take steps to ensure there is sufficient 
oversight and monitoring of schools’ use of AP, 
and should require schools to submit information 
on their use of off-site direction into AP 
through the school census. This should include 
information on why they have commissioned AP 
for each child, how long the child spends in AP 
and how regularly they attend. (Page 99) 

25. To increase transparency of when children 
move out of schools, where they move to and 
why, pupil moves should be systematically 
tracked. Local authorities should have a clear 
role, working with schools, in reviewing this 
information to identify trends, taking action 
where necessary and ensuring children 
are receiving suitable education at their 
destination. (Page 99) 

26. Ofsted must continue its approach set out in 
the draft framework and handbook of routinely 
considering whether there are concerning 
patterns to exclusions, off-rolling, absence from 
school or direction to alternative provision and 
reflecting this in their inspection judgements. 
Where it finds off-rolling, this should always be 
reflected in inspections reports and in all but 
exceptional cases should result in a judgement 
that the school’s leadership and management is 
inadequate. (Page 101) 

27. In making changes that strengthen accountability 
around the use of exclusion, DfE should consider 
any possible unintended consequences and 
mitigate the risk that schools seek to remove 
children from their roll in other ways. This 
should include: 

- reviewing a ‘right to return’ period where 
children could return from home education to 
their previous school, and other approaches 
that will ensure that this decision is always 
made in the child’s best interests 

- consider new safeguards and scrutiny that 
mitigate the risk of schools avoiding admitting 
children where they do not have the grounds 
to do so (Page 102) 

28. Relevant regulations and guidance should be 
changed so that social workers must be notified, 
alongside parents, when a Child in Need is 
moved out of their school, whether through 
a managed move, direction off-site into AP or 
to home education, as well as involved in any 
processes for challenging, reconsidering or 
reviewing decisions to exclude. DfE’s Children 
in Need review should consider how to take this 
forward so children’s social care can best be 
involved in decisions about education and how 
best to ensure a child’s safety and long-term 
outcomes. (Page 103) 

29. Real-time data on exclusion and other moves 
out of education should be routinely shared with 
Local Safeguarding Children Boards and their 
successors, Safeguarding Partners, so they can 
assess and address any safeguarding concerns 
such as involvement in crime. This should include 
information on exclusion by characteristic. 
(Page 106) 

30. The government’s £200 million Youth 
Endowment Fund, which is testing interventions 
designed to prevent children from becoming 
involved in a life of crime and violence, should be 
open to schools, including AP. This will enable 
the development of workable approaches of 
support, early intervention and prevention, for 
10 to 14 year olds who are at most risk of youth 
violence, including those who display signs 
such as truancy from school, risk of exclusion, 
aggression and involvement in anti-social 
behaviour. (Page 106) 
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For the children concerned, there is an urgency in 
the reforms required, and the government needs 
to set out how it intends to ensure successful 
implementation of the recommendations in 
this report. There are also many design choices 
that will need to be made to deliver on the 
review’s recommendations. DfE must work 
closely with system leaders to implement these 
recommendations and ensure that there are no 
unintended consequences that could inadvertently 
fail to improve the outcomes for the children 
these reforms are designed to achieve - either for 
pupils who are excluded or for the wider school 
community and all who work within it. 
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