Appendix 1

School Exclusions in Kensington and Chelsea
Report of the Family Services Select Committee Working Group
1. Background
Exclusion from school is increasingly recognised as an issue pertinent to child health
and wellbeing. National educational data reveal that boys, children who are lookedafter, living in poverty, have special educational needs (SEN) or from certain ethnic
minorities, are disproportionately excluded from school1. In addition, exclusion rates
have been steadily increasing nationally over the last decade. Furthermore, the
number of fixed and permanent exclusions in secondary schools in Kensington and
Chelsea has been in recent years above national and regional (London) rates.
In these local and national contexts, we set out to examine the local exclusion rate and
the factors and reasons affecting primary and secondary school exclusions in the
borough. We wished to understand the state of early intervention, Alternative Provision
(AP), the provision and initiatives in place to reduce exclusion in the borough and the
impact of exclusion on pupils and their families.
In this report we set out the findings from our discussions on school exclusions in
RBKC and put forward a number of recommendations for further work to help ensure
that all young people get the high-quality education and support they need to achieve
their full potential.

2. Key Findings
Need for more research


The three months allocated for this working group (January to March 2020) was
not long enough to examine such a big subject as Exclusions in sufficient depth
to present substantive recommendations for immediate action. However, the
working group was able to gather a sufficiently rich evidence base upon which
to base initial findings and recommend further, more narrowly focussed, work to
continue the project.

Exclusions: what the data says
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The working group explored the diversity of those students excluded. It found
that boys were statistically more likely to be excluded than girls, but not
overwhelmingly so, and that Afro-Caribbean students were over-represented as
an ethnic group among the excluded cohort.
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people are excluded from school? Findings from a large British birth cohort study, the Avon Longitudinal Study
of Parents and Children (ALSPAC)’in Child: Care, Health and Development, 44(2), 285-296.





Exclusion rates are reported on for children of statutory school age (5-16 year
olds); the working group did not examine exclusion rates in the 16-18 age range.
This is a gap that reflects national policy and practice.
Consistent with longstanding trends in England, children and young people in
primary and secondary school with SEN (including those with an Education,
Health and Care Plan (EHCP)) in the borough are at higher risk of being
excluded than their peers. The rate of exclusion of children with such
characteristics is higher than the London and national rates at secondary level,
but lower at primary level.

Grenfell Cohort


We looked particularly into exclusion rates in the schools most impacted by the
Grenfell Tragedy. Data from the Grenfell Support Fund, and responses from the
schools we visited, do not highlight any major differences between those
students who were significantly impacted by the tragedy and the overall student
population in the borough. However, that is not to say that the tragedy has not
been a factor at play for those students actually excluded who were affected by
it, as we heard in the testimony from one parent who spoke to the working group.

Primary schools and transitions




Although we only visited one primary school, this visit, the statistical evidence
and the other evidence we heard suggests that exclusions are not a significant
issue at primary level, with most problems handled successfully internally in the
more intimate environment of these smaller schools.
A critical moment for young people is the transition from primary to secondary
in Year 7. Another such time comes in Year 9, for young people aged 13 or 14.

Secondary schools






Statistically RBKC is an outlier in terms of the numbers of excluded students,
comparing London-wide and England-wide figures. However, we did hear
external evidence that high reported numbers were sometimes an indicator of
greater honesty in reporting, so it is impossible to conclude that RBKC is a
‘problem borough’ compared with our peers.
We noticed that there is a significant statistical difference between the numbers
of students excluded from each of RBKC’s six secondary schools, and we
noticed that the exclusions policies of each school had significant differences
on paper. However, we only visited one of the secondary schools and are
aware that one size does not necessarily fit all.
The emphasis on schools to attain high academic standards creates additional
pressures on those children who may not be best suited to a purely academic
pathway. Teachers may not be able to offer the necessary tailored interventions
those young people need. This may lead to disruptive behaviour that is then
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dealt with through the disciplinary process. The lack of a 14+ vocational
pathway, which might better suit some students than academic courses, and
thus build confidence in these students, limits options for schools and students.
However, we also recognised the evidence put forward at our secondary school
visit that exclusion of disruptive students is sometimes necessary for the greater
good of the learning of the other students and upholding the authority of class
teachers.
From a school point of view, the response from the ‘statutory agencies’ is
perceived to be of high standard during a crisis, yet on-going levels of support
and engagement can be patchy.

When children are excluded






We noted that all schools have ‘internal exclusion’ stages before reaching the
bar for formal temporary or permanent exclusion. We also heard evidence that
in Scotland a significantly beefed up version of internal exclusion is operated
instead of an external AP system.
Recognising that a formal AP system is the current model in England, we
applaud the efforts of the Latimer AP Academy to provide an education to some
of our most challenging students; in particular we applaud the inspiring teachers
whom we met on our short visit. We noted the tired physical condition of the
building in Freston Road, but welcome RBKC’s investment of £2M in FY20/21
to upgrade it.
We welcome Ofsted’s new remit to examine exclusions as a theme on their
future school inspections, but note that only one of RBKC’s schools has been
inspected since the remit was introduced; this was a monitoring visit rather than
a full inspection, and found that exclusions were used appropriately 2

Children and Families
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Some children and young people develop disruptive behaviours in some
educational environments (formal, secondary schools), but they do not refuse
education in its entirety, joining positively in other, different environments.
We were struck by the evidence put forward by the mothers who came forward
to our evidence session of the very significant negative effects of exclusion,
even temporary exclusion, on their children and their families. Some of the
parents highlighted the lack of transparency of school process and procedures
which impedes their ability to navigate the reintegration of their child into school.
The relationship and communication between parents and schools can
deteriorate once a young person reaches secondary schools, which are typically
much larger than primaries. There is a need to support parents, particularly
those who do not understand the English education system. Parents are the
best advocates for their children, but often lack understanding of the schools’
processes, behaviour policies and exclusion systems and are not able to
properly advocate for their children.

Ofsted inspection report
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Possible interventions






Early intervention is key to supporting young people at risk of exclusion. This is
hampered by the lack of necessary information. No one person at post Year 7
seems to have an overview of a particular vulnerable young person’s journey.
The value of mentors was mentioned by Chelsea Academy and also by Kids on
the Green. Chelsea Academy was using mentors for those young people who
were working in the Internal Exclusion Room. Mentors can be powerful catalysts
for change and support for young children who may lack that level of
engagement at home.
Further work needs to be undertaken to address the over-representation of
black boys in the numbers of those who are excluded. The Council needs to set
out why such over-representation exists and how it will begin to address this
situation. The Council should consider facilitating training within secondary
schools to support teachers to gain an understanding of how unconscious bias
plays out in the classroom and to improve cultural competency and
understanding of cultural behaviours.

3. Evidence gathered
In undertaking the review of school exclusions, we analysed the following evidence:
Secondary research:







Timpson Review of School Exclusion
Forgotten Children: Alternative Provision and the scandal of ever increasing
exclusions (House of Commons Education Select Committee)
Making The Difference: Breaking the link between school exclusion and social
exclusion (IPPR)
Gov.UK Guidance
Permanent and fixed-period exclusions in England: 2017 to 2018 (DfE)
DfE, (2017) Alternative Provision: Effective Practice and Post 16 Transition,
Sue Tate and Professor David Greatbatch.

Council data and documents:
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RBKC Fair access protocols primary and secondary schools
Inclusion programme report
RBKC Family Services Select Committee School Exclusions Review
Document Pack received in January 20203.
Exclusion good practice guidelines
Case study

The school exclusion data received in January 2020 was updated in a Power BI report received in May 2020.
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Primary data:







Testimonies from experts and community organisations, Round Table
discussion on 4 March 2020.
Testimonies from parents’ drop-in session on 4 March 2020.
Testimonies from visit to St Charles Primary School on 24 February 2020.
Testimonies from visit to the Latimer site of the Tri-Borough Alternative
Provision (TBAP) Academy on 28 February 2020.
Testimonies from visit to Chelsea Academy on 2 March 2020.
School behaviour policies.

We issued a call for evidence that was publicised and promoted via the Council’s web
page, social media (Next Door, Twitter and Facebook) and digital screens located in
all Council libraries and the Customer Centre in Kensington Town Hall throughout
February and early March 2020. In addition, the Call for Evidence was shared with
schools in the borough via the internal communications bulletin that the Directorate of
Children and Family Services maintains, and was also shared with Resident
Associations via the Council’s fortnightly newsletter.
The oral evidence event that resulted from the call for evidence consisted of a roundtable meeting with key stakeholders and community organisations and a separate
meeting with affected parents. Both took place on Wednesday 4 March.
The first session aimed for professionals and stakeholders to offer us their insights and
concerns, answer questions and have a fruitful conversation in a round-table format. It
was designed to help us identify areas of improvement and as an opportunity for
stakeholders to inform our views and recommendations. Key stakeholders were Police
Safer School Officers, third sector and community organisations (Westway Trust,
Inspire to Be, Kids on the Green, Clement James Centre, Grenfell Foundation and
West London Zone among others), academics, and others working in a variety of ways
to improve outcomes for vulnerable children4.
The second session was with affected parents and was designed for members to hear
first-hand about the experiences, concerns and issues of affected parents and carers.
The session was informal and had a small round table format, where parents were
joined by one or two members of the working group. Five mothers attended and
narrated their experiences, supported in some cases by friends or community
organisation support workers.
We had wished to meet children and young people who have been through an
exclusion or are at risk of being excluded. We recognise that excluded children and
young people are social agents with a unique perspective and insight into their own
realities. They have a right to be involved in an enquiry about issues of direct concern
to them. We recognise that these children are experts in their own lives. Unfortunately,
4

Details of the event and attendees can be found in the Work Programme Report to the Select Committee
meeting that was scheduled to take place on 30 March 2020.
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the outbreak of the Covid-19 pandemic in mid-March 2020 and the planned conclusion
of the evidence-gathering stage of the working group at end-March 2020 meant that
an event to meet children who had been excluded had to be deferred to a future
working group.

4. Exclusions in Kensington and Chelsea: what the data shows us
The report provides a snapshot of exclusions in RBKC, focusing mainly on the most
recent available data, which is that for the academic years 2017/18 and 2018/19 5. It is
important to bear in mind that there is no optimum rate or number of exclusions, and
exclusion rates must be considered in the context in which the decisions to exclude
are made. As noted in the Timpson review:
“A higher exclusion rate may be a sign of effective leadership in one school, and in others
a lower exclusion rate may reflect strong early intervention strategies that have been put in
place. In contrast, higher rates of exclusion could demonstrate schools not putting in place
enough interventions before excluding too readily, while lower rates could be indicative of
children being pushed out of school without the proper processes being followed.”
(Timpson Review of School Exclusions, 2019)

4.1 Permanent and fixed-term exclusions
Nineteen children and young people have been permanently excluded from school in
RBKC during 2018/19. Of those, one child was excluded from a primary school and 18
from secondary schools. All secondary schools in the borough, except Holland Park,
used permanent exclusions in this academic year. The secondary schools with most
students permanently excluded were Chelsea Academy and Kensington Aldridge
Academy (with 6 and 5 permanent exclusions respectively).
The number and rate of permanent
exclusions in RBKC has slightly
decreased since 2017/18 when 22
such exclusions were issued but it
is still above national and regional
rates.

Fig 1: Permanent exclusion rate in all schools.
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All 2018/19 data is provisional and will be updated when the DfE publish it (July 2020).
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The total number of fixed-term exclusions issued in 2018/19 was 953. Most of these
were issued in secondary schools (818 in secondary and 59 in primary schools, 1 in
special school and 75 exclusion from AP). The number of fixed-term exclusions issued
in secondary schools in the borough has increased from the 680 issued during
2017/18.
Fig 2: fixed-term exclusion rate in all schools.

The actual number of children and
teenagers receiving one or more
fixed-term
exclusions
has
increased from 494 in 2017/18 to
533 in 2018/19. During 2018/19,
470 students received a fixedterm exclusion from secondary
school and 27 pupils received one
from primary school (whilst 35
were issued by Alternative
Provision and 1 in Special school).
As shown in the figure below, the rate of fixed-term exclusions over time has been
steadily rising since 2013/14 and it is now higher in RBKC than in London and at
national level.

Figure 3: Fixed-term exclusion rate over time in London, England and RBKC.

4.2 Reasons for Exclusion
Schools are required to provide the reasons behind their decisions to exclude, and
they do this by selecting one of 12 codes when reporting the main reason for each
7

exclusion to DfE. The second most common reason given for permanent and fixedperiod exclusion is ‘other’ (with persistent disruptive behaviour being the first). Since
2013/14, the number of exclusions reported in the ‘other’ category has been increasing
and now constitutes 17.6% and 19.7% of the reasons given for permanent and fixedterm exclusions respectively6.
Reasons for exclusion at RBKC secondary schools follow this trend. Secondary school
during 2018/19 and 2017/18 the main reasons for fixed-term exclusion were ‘other’,
physical assault against a pupil, closely followed by persistent disruptive behaviour. In
turn, the majority of permanent exclusions issued were classified mostly as responding
to ‘permanent disruptive behaviour’ followed by ‘other’ both years.

Figures 4 and 5: Number of exclusions by reasons during 2018-19
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Timpson report on School Exclusions.
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4.3 When are children most likely to be excluded from school?
Most fixed-term exclusions in primary schools are issued to pupils in Y6 (age 10 and
11), yet the numbers are fairly small: there were 19 pupils issued with a fixed-term
exclusion in Y6 during 2017/18 and only 8 received one such exclusion during 2018/19.
Most fixed-term exclusions in secondary schools are issued to children in Y9 and
above.
Over half of all permanent exclusions (11) occur in national curriculum Year 9 (age 13
and 14) or above. The number of pupils excluded in primary school is too small for any
trends to be detected.
4.4 Who is excluded?
There are in England longstanding trends which show that particular groups of children
are more likely to be excluded from school, both for a fixed period and permanently 7.
This includes boys, children with SEN, those who have been supported by social care
or come from disadvantaged backgrounds, and children from Roma, traveller, and
black Caribbean backgrounds.
Fixed Term Exclusions by gender and type of school 2018/19
Girls

Boys
523

600
295

400
200

7

68

6

53
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AP/PRU schools

Primary schools

Secondary schools

Special schools

Figure 6: Fixed-term exclusions by gender and type of school in Kensington and Chelsea.

Exclusions in RBKC tend to follow a similar pattern, yet with some differences.
Approximately three quarters of all permanent exclusions and over 60% of fixed-term
exclusions are for boys8. Hence, the majority of excluded children in both primary and
secondary schools are boys. Black African and black Caribbean background (including
Mixed Black Caribbean and Other Black background) students are also
disproportionally represented among those excluded, with high numbers and
percentages. Irish Traveller community pupils do have a high percentage, but the
overall cohort size is very low: in secondary schools there were two pupils from this
ethnic group excluded, but as the total cohort was seven this number represented 29%
of the ethnic group with an exclusion.

7
8

Timpson Review of School Exclusions
Family and Children’s Service Select Committee Members Information Pack on School Exclusions.
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Fig 7: Fixed-term exclusions by ethnicity in secondary schools 2017/18

Fig 8: Fixed-term exclusions by ethnicity in secondary schools 2018/19

It is also well documented that there are longstanding national trends that children with
SEN are more likely to be excluded, both for a fixed period and permanently, than
those who do not have SEN. In the most recent national statistics, children with
identified SEN accounted for 46.7% of all permanent exclusions and 44.9% of fixed
period exclusions9. It is notable that permanent exclusion rates for children with
Education, Health and Care plans (EHCP) are around half those of children with SEN
support, but they are still more likely to receive a fixed-term exclusion compared with
all children.
This trend is borne out in RBKC both at primary and secondary school level. At primary
schools, the most recent available data shows that the four pupils permanently
excluded over the past two school years had SEN support. Of those pupils receiving a
fixed-term exclusion in the borough primaries, 24 out of 27 had SEN support (17) or
an EHCP (7) in 2018/19, and 24 out of 36 did so in 2017/18, 21 of them with SEN
support and 3 with an EHCP. This amounts to around 2% of the cohort with SEN needs
being excluded at primary school level. The EHCP cohort in primary school exclusions
is small, yet some of these students are being excluded in spite of the guidance
asserting head teachers should avoid excluding children with an EHCP. Nevertheless,
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Timpson review of School Exclusions.
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comparatively, the exclusion rates in primary schools for children with SEN during
2018/19 are below national and inner London 2017/18 rates.
In addition, young people at secondary school in the borough with SEN support,
including those with an EHCP, are at high risk of receiving fixed-term exclusions: in
2018/19, 16.2% of children with an ECHP and 18.5% of children with SEN support
received a fixed-term exclusion against only 7% of their peers without SEN needs
receiving one. The rate of exclusion of children with such characteristics is higher than
the London and national rates at secondary level.

Figure 9 and 10: number and percentage of SEN and not SEN pupils excluded fixed-term in secondary schools and
number on roll in 2018/19 and 2017/18.
Fixed term exclusion rate
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England
London
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Figure 11: Comparison of fixed-term exclusions rates by school type for SEN and EHCP children.

In 2018-19, there were 93 RBKC residents who are Looked After Children (LAC), of
whom eight were given fixed-term exclusions and none permanently excluded. There
are currently only 13 RBKC LAC placed in RBKC schools10. The eight pupils who
10

The low numbers for LAC from RBKC in the borough’s schools is generally related to the scarcity of foster carers
in the borough. Most LAC who are placed in RBKC schools are those living locally with connected persons (e.g.
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received fixed-term exclusions were all enrolled in out-of-borough schools. This 8.6%
rate of fixed-term exclusion of LAC in RBKC is below the national rate in 2018, when
11.67% of LAC had at least one fixed-period exclusion. In terms of permanent
exclusions, RBKC is in line with national trends, where only 0.05% of LAC were
permanently excluded from school in England in 201811.

4.5 Where do excluded children live?
Data on all exclusions from the years 2017/18 and 2018/19 show children and young
people resident in the most northerly wards of the borough, with the exception of St
Helen’s ward, are being disproportionally affected by exclusions.
The majority of children who received fixed-term exclusions during 2018/19 are
residents in RBKC. The wards with the highest numbers of fixed-term exclusions
issued to pupils were Notting Dale, Golborne, Dalgarno and Colville, followed by
Stanley and Chelsea Riverside from the south of the borough. The wards with the
lowest numbers of pupils receiving fixed-term exclusions were Queen’s Gate,
Courtfield and Pembridge. The data for the year 2017/18 reflects a very similar pattern.
Figure 12 and 13: Number of pupils receiving fixed-term exclusions and number of fixed-term exclusions during
2018/19 in secondary schools by ward.

Most children permanently excluded from secondary schools were residents in
neighbouring boroughs (13 children out of 19 in 2017/18 and 13 out of 18 in 2018/19).

grandparents, other family members and friends), those who are in semi-independent provision or at Olive
House residential home.
11
Outcomes for children looked after by local authorities in England, 31 March 2019
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Of those permanently excluded who are residents in this borough, three out of five in
2018/19 and four out of six in 2017/18 also lived in wards in the north.
Hence, the wards with the most excluded children are those with higher levels of
deprivation in the borough as shown in the Indices of Deprivation 2019 for Kensington
and Chelsea12. Conversely, the wards with the least number of children excluded are
loosely correlated with the least deprived wards.

Figure 14: Local deprivation profile Kensington and Chelsea 2019, Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local
Government.

4.6 The Grenfell Cohort
In 2017 the Grenfell Tower tragedy struck in the north of the borough. The Council
recognised the potential of long-term educational impact on the lives of young people
who either directly experienced or were otherwise impacted by the tragedy, which
involved the loss of 72 lives. In order to mitigate the negative impact that such trauma
could have on the educational achievement of young people, the Council set up the
Grenfell Education Fund in July 2017. The Fund supports this cohort of children and
young people and families directly affected by the tragedy from nursery through to
tertiary education level. The cohort supported is currently described as bereaved
children, young survivors and the wider community of children and young people
affected by the tragedy, who have been identified by their schools in north Kensington.
Data from the Fund shows that the tracked cohort overall has a similar special
educational need and disabilities (SEN) profile to the national averages. There were
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Indices of Deprivation 2019 is comprised of seven distinct domains of deprivation which, when combined and
appropriately weighted, form the IMD2019. They are: - Income (22.5%) - Employment (22.5%) - Health
Deprivation and Disability (13.5%) - Education, Skills Training (13.5%) - Crime (9.3%) - Barriers to Housing and
Services (9.3%) - Living Environment (9.3%). https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/english-indices-ofdeprivation-2019
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no permanent exclusions in this group during the academic year 2018/19 and there
were no fixed-term exclusions for the primary age pupils.
In the first academic year after the tragedy the number of fixed-term exclusions
remained stable for all pupils in the Grenfell cohort. Although the number of fixed-term
exclusions went up for the academic year 2018/19, the length of time for each
exclusion reduced. Significantly, less school was missed by the pupils who received
a fixed-term exclusion than it was in 2017/18. It is difficult to make a direct comparison
as the group changes every year.

Academic
Year

Incidences

Pupils

Average
sessions

Exclusions
per pupil

sessions lost
per pupil

2018/19

29

18

2.34

1.6

3.8

2017/18

15

9

4.07

1.7

6.8

2016/17

14

11

5.43

1.3

6.9

Within the bereaved and survivor cohort of young people there has been a downward
trend over the last three years in fixed-term exclusions. In line with the methodology
of the Department for Education, as there are five or fewer pupils in this cohort, we
have not given the breakdown in this public report as it might be possible to identify
individuals.

4.7 Comment
The above data help build an image of the incidence of exclusions and of who is being
affected by exclusions in the borough. It shows, just as do national trends, that some
pupil characteristics are strongly associated with exclusions. This image also allows
us to see which students may be at increased risk of being excluded. We should be
careful not to infer simplistically that one thing causes or inevitably leads to the other.
It is well known that many factors contribute to creating situations where children are
ultimately excluded.
We note that the rate of permanent and fixed-term exclusions in RBKC is above the
national and inner London rates. This trend is an issue for concern, particularly the use
of repeated fixed-term exclusions that can represent a missed opportunity to address
pupil behaviour successfully, and that have been shown to be counterproductive and
cause pupils to become anxious and disengaged from formal education13. However,
13
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we have also heard that given the differences in reporting exclusion rates nationally, it
is difficult to know if we are comparing like with like. As Professor Ian Thompson noted,
the higher exclusion rates in the borough may also be the result of more transparent
reporting14. Hence, it is impossible to conclude that RBKC is a ‘problem borough’
compared with our peers.
We also note that boys are more likely to be excluded than girls and that children of
Afro-Caribbean backgrounds are over-represented as an ethnic group among the
excluded.
We are concerned that young people at secondary school with SEN (and with an
EHCP) in the borough are at high risk of receiving fixed-term exclusions in RBKC as
the rate of exclusion of children with such characteristics is higher than the London and
national rates.
We have also found a correlation between deprivation and exclusion, mostly in the
north of the borough, but also in pockets in southern wards. We acknowledge the
complexity of the reality of exclusions as many of these characteristics do overlap.
However, as noted by research, disproportionate exclusions for certain groups or
characteristics suggest that either schools may be failing to adequately support certain
learners, or that school behaviour systems inadvertently work against some pupils.
Indeed, there is growing evidence that the system within which schools operate may
be incentivising the exclusion of students with complex needs15.
We looked particularly into exclusion rates in the schools most impacted by the Grenfell
Tragedy. Data from the Grenfell Support Fund, and responses from the schools we
visited, do not highlight any major differences between those students who were
significantly impacted by the tragedy and the overall student population in the borough.
However, that is not to say that the tragedy has not been a factor at play for those
students actually excluded who were affected by it, as we heard in the testimony from
one parent who spoke to the working group.
We recognise that children with SEN, those residents in the northern wards and, in
particular, those with overlapping vulnerabilities, need targeted support in their
schools, as there are clear indicators of disproportionate rates of exclusion in these
groups of students.

5. Primary and Secondary schools experience different incidences of exclusions
and issues
As seen above, whilst primary schools are not entirely free from the use of exclusions,
the rate of permanent and fixed-term exclusions is much lower than in secondary
schools. This is in line with a more general trend in England. Reasons for the different
14
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Professor Ian Thompson evidence to working group members on 4 March 2020.
Making the difference. Breaking the link between school exclusion and social exclusion IPPR 2019, pg 26.
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rates of exclusions between primary and secondary school have been explored in the
literature to some extent, for instance to examine if the differences lay in primary and
secondary schools’ approaches, or if children’s attendance or behaviour had changed
over time as dramatically as the exclusion rates. Relatively few primary schools
exclude children aged 4 to 7 and even fewer use it regularly16 (DfE, 2018a). In the
borough, we heard from St Charles Primary School that the school does not believe in
the efficacy of fixed-term exclusions, because children would not benefit from their use
as they would be unsupervised, and has not imposed one during the last two academic
years. Hence, we do not believe that the rate and use of exclusions in primary schools
in the borough gives rise to concerns.
We would nevertheless caution that, whilst there are few exclusions in primary schools,
the data above still points to children with SEN being disproportionally affected by
them. We received evidence from Professor Ian Thompson that there was an issue
around economies of scale for primary schools trying to buy in SEN support for a very
small number of pupils; on average the up-front additional cost for a school was around
£5000 per pupil, which has to be funded from within the school’s existing budget.

5.1 Transition from primary to secondary
A theme that came across clearly in the evidence, highlighted by representatives of
schools and AP as well as by parents, Police Safer School Officers and community
organisations, was that transfer from primary to secondary school is a key period of
risk for vulnerable pupils as they leave the more intimate atmosphere of primary school.
We heard that:
“primary and secondary schools offer very different environments and the transition
between them is a very difficult time. More is needed to be done during the transition to
support young people”17
“transition from primary to secondary school is a key challenge, with Year 8 being a peak
time for exclusions. Often it is not the learners who have been flagged up by primary
schools who prove to be the subject of exclusion from secondary schools; rather it is the
next group down, who just about get by in the more intimate environment of primary
school”18

This relevance is echoed in research papers on this topic, which show that how
transition between schools is managed can affect subsequent issues and enjoyment
of school, including exclusion19. Trotman and colleagues interviewed 49 children aged
13-14, in Year 9, as well as eight behaviour coordinators in secondary schools and AP.
16

DfE cited in Graham et al. (2019) School exclusion: a literature review on the continued disproportionate
exclusion of certain children. pg. 34.
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Testimony provided at the Round Table discussion on 4 March 2020.
18
Evidence provided to the working group during visit to Latimer AP Academy.
19
Farouk (2017) cited in Graham et al. (2019) School exclusion: a literature review on the continued
disproportionate exclusion of certain children., pg. 33.
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Half of these pupils had been excluded. Unaddressed transitional difficulties were
found to have led to some pupils falling behind academically, problematic behaviour
and amplified difficulties in the first three years of secondary school (when exclusion
rates peak)20. Levison’s young interviewees noted that for most of them the move to
secondary school had triggered, or at least coincided with, the onset of problems
(Levinson, 2016)21.
We agree that there is a need for an effective transfer of information and data about
each potentially vulnerable young person from their primary school to the new
secondary school. This transfer of information would be particularly important if the
child’s primary school is outside the borough.

5.2 Secondary Schools’ exclusions, behaviour policies or a ‘zero tolerance’
approach
The data presented in section four above show that the bulk of fixed-term and
permanent school exclusions in RBKC take place in secondary schools. The reasons
that may lead to a student being excluded are complex. Schools are microcosms of
society at large. Hence, the generalised rise in exclusions in England in the last decade
has been explained by some commentators as the result of factors linked to the world
“outside the school gate”. For instance, there is growing evidence of increasing
numbers of children experiencing intersecting vulnerabilities, such as child poverty;
family problems including parental mental ill health, abuse and neglect and young carer
responsibilities; learning needs; mental ill health; and poor educational progress 22.
Other potential factors for exclusion are linked to school-specific cultures and systems.
For instance, the pupils’ sense of belonging, the support for pupils with SEN, and the
school’s policies and practices.
School behaviour policies are one such school-specific factor that was a recurrent
theme in the evidence received. From the perspective of secondary schools, the
behaviour policy is an important tool to manage the school community. We heard from
secondary schools that whilst they are not satisfied with their numbers of fixed-term
and permanent exclusions, the wider school benefits from their use, being “a happier
and more productive space”. It was acknowledged that a ‘hard edge’ policy could
contribute to an increase in exclusions, but that was expected to be a temporary effect.
We were told by one school that students understand the behaviour policy and those
excluded often admit that there is no option but to exclude them.
Case study
The current leadership reported that they had turned around a school that had lost
its way, having gained in the past a reputation for low level disruption and
20
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inconsistency. They had devised the ‘Academy Way for Behaviour’ (AWB),
replacing the previous structure and behaviour policy. This AWB enables the school
to address year group challenges systematically, while introducing a ‘hard edge’ to
discipline policy that has redressed the balance in a school that was previously too
soft and tolerant of disruptive behaviour.
Class teachers now use de-escalation techniques operating a scale of ‘formal
warning’, ‘last chance’ and isolation from the lesson, in which students have to work
in the Isolation Room (with 15 places). The Internal Exclusion Room (IER) is the
next step up on a formal scale of sanctions, before a temporary External Exclusion,
a behaviour intervention placement at the Golborne Centre and either a Permanent
Exclusion or Managed Move are considered. Students move up and down the scale
of severity on a 6-weekly basis (i.e. 6 weeks of good behaviour will move them down
the scale if they have previously registered on it). However, the crossing of a red
line, e.g. sexual assault or carrying weapons, will result in instant exclusion.
Conversely the Academy also operates a reward system with ‘Achievement Points’
to reward good behaviour. Students take pride in their bronze, silver, gold and
platinum achievement badges.

However, ‘zero-tolerance’ behaviour policies were signalled as a cause for concern by
the community organisations supporting excluded children that spoke to us. They said:
“the zero-tolerance approach to behaviour adopted by several academies in the Borough
had a disproportionate impact on children with SEN and was responsible for many young
people leaving mainstream schooling.”
“young people [excluded] who attended the homework club often said that behaviour
policies were one of the biggest barriers to reintegration. Behaviour policies did not take
account of trauma and lead to children being trapped in negative cycles of acting out and
punishment.”
“all behaviour was a form of communication and the system needed to react to what was
behind the behaviour rather than being purely reactive [punitive]. This was a big issue with
Black/ Caribbean boys”23

The AP academy also told us that their main ‘feeder’ schools were those with the most
stringent behaviour policies. We heard that excluded pupils were often able to excel in
AP or at out-of-school clubs, which suggested that there was an issue with the way
some young people were interacting and reacting with the school environment that
needed to be addressed.
Furthermore, research shows that some behaviour policies and their application are
often problematic. Levinson (2016) was told by young interviewees that their
secondary school was excessively focused on rules, but unfair in their application.
School behaviour policies also seem to play an important role in the exclusions of
pupils with SEN. For instance, participants in focus groups for an Office of the
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Children’s Commissioner project with a total of 20 teachers, six local authority staff and
representatives from two charities working with children, identified that inflexible
systems and procedures (alongside a reported training and expertise deficit) were part
of the reasons for disproportionate exclusions of pupils with additional needs, social,
emotional and mental health needs (SEMH) and looked after children Ford and
colleagues argued that the 2016 statutory guidance places too much emphasis on
being authoritarian in response to behavioural issues and that this is probably
counterproductive. They hold that a clear framework of rules and promoting positive
behaviour would be more effective in dealing with pupils who display challenging
behaviour24.
The House of Commons Education Select Committee noted that the rise in so-called
‘zero-tolerance’ behaviour policies is creating school environments where pupils are
punished and ultimately excluded for incidents that could, and should, be managed
within the mainstream school environment25.

5.3 Relationship between parents and schools
Another school-specific factor is the relationship built between parents and schools.
This factor was highlighted by parents, community organisations and experts who
spoke to us about the need to maintain good communication between school and
parents. They noted specifically that, at secondary school, parents faced problems of
a lack of communication and of support from the school. We heard that:
“Generally, things are far harder for parents at secondary school level.”
“It is important for warnings [to children] to be communicated to parents as exclusions often
come as a surprise for parents.”
“Parents often do not have a good understanding of the school system. They may find that
when their child is excluded, they are confronted with a file of (often minor) behavioural
infractions which they have been completely unaware of. They do not always understand
the questions asked at hearings with Headteachers or Governing Bodies and may get
angry with the school or their child, making the situation worse.”26

The following case study from a parent is also typical of what we heard:
Case Study: a parent testimony

When their child was given a fixed-term exclusion, the family was denied direct access
to the evidence of the one incident in which this exclusion was based as ‘it had already
been seen by the school’. At a later meeting with the school, once the child had re24
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joined, the school gave the parents a big list detailing many incidents in which the
child had allegedly been involved in, a big folder. The parent said that there had been
no notice beforehand of any of these incidents. It was ‘sprung’ upon them during a
meeting.

From a school perspective, we heard that: “Parental engagement in any kind of
exclusion is vital, to ensure that it is taken as a form of punishment and not something
that the student will want to repeat”.
Ofsted (2009) noted that building successful relationships with parents helped
minimise exclusions among primary schools. Research also points to a tendency for
schools to blame parents for children’s behaviour and points to social class being the
major determinant of parent-school relationships, with middle class parents being more
respected and thus having more impact than working-class parents, who may lack the
necessary knowledge, articulacy and skills, or are simply not listened to27.
The relevance of this relationship has already been recognised by the Council in its
inclusion programme developed in 2019. The programme consists of a team that takes
a family approach and aims to provide a collective plan structured by the family (with
Early Help and the school) to develop and maintain a strong relationship that creates
improved and sustained change.
We agree that there is a need to support parents and carers. Parents and carers are
the best advocates for their children, but may lack understanding of the school
processes, behaviour policies and exclusion systems and are not always able to
properly advocate for their children.

6. When children are excluded
6.1 Early Intervention
The House of Commons Education Select Committee noted that many challenges
facing schools might contribute to a school’s inability or unwillingness to identify
problems and then provide support. Challenges included a lack of expertise in schools
that would allow them to identify problems, and financial pressures that affect schools’
capacity and therefore ability to identify and resolve problems by providing early
intervention28.
We heard significant evidence from AP, community organisations and experts about
the need for, and relevance of, providing early help to at-risk pupils. It was perceived
that many of the problems with secondary school pupils are ones that had not been
addressed earlier at primary school and that early intervention was critical to solving
27
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pupils’ problems: “once things started to go wrong with a child it was often late and
difficult to intervene”. We heard that a possible reason for the high level of exclusions
in the borough could be that schools are slow to deal with emerging issues. Early
intervention relied on having the necessary information for each child:
“It is difficult to put in place early interventions when the quality of the information coming
to the schools, particularly if there’s a lot of changes of schools, may be patchy. In an ideal
world each young person would have a complete digital record of assessment data going
back to Early Years.”29

The Council provides early support via the Inclusion Programme and its Early Help
team. Officers from the Directorate of Families and Children’s Services noted that the
Council’s Early Help team has been reorganised to provide a comprehensive system
of support pre-exclusion. This support works alongside the school and the family.
This programme is targeted at children on a trajectory for potential exclusion, where
school-based interventions alone may not be sufficient to enable change. The
Council works with schools to review behaviour policies and to understand how
behaviour points were accumulated. Key is to identify those children most at risk in
years 7 and 8 to enable most effective prevention. The programme aims to:







create a collective plan structured by the family (with Early Help and the school)
to develop and maintain a strong relationship that creates improved and
sustained change.
provide training for teachers/schools to identify and manage trauma in children
as it presents in the classroom and offer ideas for the effective prevention of
escalation.
help to address the needs of children with social, emotional and mental health
issues who have higher levels of exclusion.
help to address the higher levels of trauma in the children’s and parent
population following the Grenfell tragedy.

The Council reported that all pupils who participated in the programme have had a
reduction in poor behaviour points over the period of engagement on the programme.
It has made a positive impact in reducing incidents of poor behaviour which has in turn
reduced the overall risk of fixed-term or permanent exclusion for the pupils referred.
The Council notes that there are, nonetheless, still some gaps in support, especially
around mentoring.
We heard from schools that support from Early Help had been very good, but recent
deficiencies have emerged with perceived lesser attendance from an Early Help team
member to school meetings to discuss individual students of concern, and generally
being less responsive to enquiries from the school than previously. New rules around
parental consent were thought to be a contributing factor to this problem.
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6.2 Internal systems: in-school alternatives to exclusion
There are several in-school alternatives to exclusion in schools in England. In-school
provision can be fully supported by teachers or purposefully designed as ‘isolation’ for
pupils, or something in between. Their set-up may respond to an ethos of not giving
up on any pupil or they may be used as part of a scale of punishment. The House of
Commons Education Select Committee noted that in many cases high quality in-school
alternatives can be used to prevent exclusion and provide support to pupils. In-school
alternatives will not be the right provision for some pupils and, where they are poorly
set up, they can cause damage to pupils and cause more harm than good 30.
The evidence we heard from a primary school in the use of internal exclusions is that
these are sometimes needed “to send a message to parents and other pupils”, and
support class teachers. At St Charles Primary school pupils are taken out of class and
isolated, but they continue the same curriculum as their classmates under different
supervision. And, for the most part, the lesser sanction of detention (over a 15-minute
break or up to one hour) is seen as sufficient to deal with pupils’ transgressions. These
sanctions are applied for poor behaviour or for not completing homework. We also
heard from a secondary school that they had found that their Internal Exclusion Room
was more feared by students than the supposedly more severe temporary external
exclusion, where they might be left to their own devices.
Representatives of community organisations told us that there are many schools using
isolation rooms in the borough and that in their view the widespread use of this practice
could exacerbate behaviour problems, as it isolated pupils who then found it
challenging to reintegrate into the classroom. We also heard from a parent and a
representative of a community organisation that, in their experience with both their own
child and in supporting excluded children, the Kensington Aldridge Academy’s internal
system of ‘School within a School’ was an example of good in-school provision for
children.
We believe that pupils going into internal exclusion need support for their social,
emotional or educational needs to break the cycle of challenging behaviours that have
led to exclusion.

6.3 Alternative Provision (AP)
Local authorities in England are responsible for arranging suitable education for
permanently excluded pupils, and for pupils who for other reasons – such as
attendance or medical issues – would not receive suitable education in a mainstream
environment. Where a child has received a fixed-term exclusion, schools or their
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governing bodies are responsible for arranging suitable alternative full-time education
from the sixth day of a fixed period exclusion.
Alternative Provision in the borough is provided by Latimer Academy and Golborne
Centre. Latimer Academy provides for key stage 3 and 4 pupils who have been
permanently excluded from school or who at risk of permanent exclusion and Golborne
Centre is a small alternative education provision for children who are temporarily
excluded. The Latimer Academy is attended, typically, by around 50 from the borough,
but at the time of our visit there were 83 learners; of these, 46 were local and the
balance from Hammersmith & Fulham. On a typical day, 15 learners attend the
Golborne Centre. Golborne also accommodates the Primary Outreach Team. The
Latimer facility is about to be refurbished, financed by the Council.
The academy was rated Good by Ofsted in 2017. In its report Ofsted notes that external
support provided to the school is highly effective. The school’s conversion to academy
status, as part of the Tri-Borough Alternative Provision (TBAP) Trust, has provided a
range of successful opportunities to support the continual drive to school improvement.
Nevertheless, Ofsted also suggested that Latimer needed to improve the quality of
teaching, learning and assessment by ensuring that teachers set challenging targets
for pupils based on their academic ability, as some pupils do not make strong progress
considering their starting points across the curriculum31.
The working group heard that when a learner is excluded, Latimer is able to access
digital information from the mainstream schools about the pupil, but sometimes the
academic and/or safeguarding files from the referring schools do not follow, and
Latimer may need Council officers’ assistance to expedite them. When a new pupil is
referred to the Academy, its first step is to meet the pupil’s parents. This meeting could
be difficult as many parents have negative preconceptions about AP. Parents will often
be upset and guarded. The academy follows a trauma-informed practice. Latimer’s
aim is to reintegrate at least 30% of the Key Stage 3 excluded (Years 7-9) back into
mainstream schools, though learners would always be sent on to a different school
from the one from which they had originally been excluded. Reintegration was
challenging in the borough’s secondary schools because of their small number. By
Year 11, Latimer Academy believed it was better to keep learners with them to
complete GCSEs.
We were also told that Latimer Academy currently offers vocational courses (such as
painting and decorating, and hair and beauty) as well as academic ones. This kind of
applied learning is very popular among their pupils. After-school activities take place
on site and are largely academic, as this is the environment in which the learners will
do their homework.
We also received evidence from community and third sector organisations on AP. We
heard that whilst AP was meant to be a temporary measure to prepare a pupil for
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reintegration into mainstream education, pupils increasingly find themselves in this
provision from year 9 upwards and become trapped. Some young people who
exhibited challenging behaviours would probably be better supported through wellresourced interventions in their own schools. Others, however, who had suffered
adverse childhood experiences would need a specialist package of care involving
multiple agencies. Police Safer Schools officers were positive about alternative
education in the borough as providers demonstrated a good understanding of children
suffering from trauma. However, we were also told that the less structured lessons in
AP, and the lack of vocational lessons in mainstream schools, were increasing the
difficulties of reintegration and limiting the chances of pupils gaining qualifications while
moving between mainstream and AP education.
There is general agreement that good alternative provision can be a very positive
experience for students32. Yet there are also, at national level, concerns about the
quality of some alternative provision. For instance, the Children’s Commissioner for
England found that alternative provision can be beneficial to some, and good AP
schools can allow children to thrive in ways they may not have done in a mainstream
setting. However, some children may not receive an education and experience that
meets their needs, for example the quality of teaching or the environment where they
are being taught could be poor33.
Recognising that a formal AP system is the current model in England, we think that
Latimer Academy is an example of good practice in alternative provision. We applaud
the efforts of the Latimer Academy to provide a good education to some of our most
vulnerable students; and in particular we applaud the inspiring teachers whom we met
on our short visit. We note the need for better bridges to be built between AP and
secondary schools, so that the moves from one to the other are easier in both
directions for children to receive the high quality specialist support they need without
prejudice, and for them to be able to ease back into secondary education.
We noted the tired physical condition of the building in Freston Road, but welcome
RBKC’s investment of £2M in FY20/21 to upgrade it. It is imperative that the renovation
work at the Alternative Provision Academy proceeds on time and that this work creates
an environment that staff and pupils can be proud of.

6.4 Council provision and initiatives in place to reduce exclusion
Every local authority is required to have a Fair Access Protocol (FAP) in place,
developed in partnership with local schools. The Council complies with the School
Admissions Code (that requires local authorities to have a Fair Access Protocol in
place) to ensure that access to education is secured quickly for children who have no
32
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school place and that all schools in an area admit their fair share of the most vulnerable
children, including those whose behaviour has been challenging. All schools and
academies must agree, and participate in, the Fair Access Protocol and will be
expected to admit children above their published admissions numbers if the school is
already full.
In addition to its statutory duties, the Council has set up the Vulnerable Children’s
Collaborative (VCC). This is a collaboration of services working in partnership to tackle
some of the most complex attendance and exclusions cases of children and young
people living in Westminster and RBKC. The focus of the VCC is on vulnerable children
who are not in receipt of full-time education and require further support to improve their
attendance and engagement in their school/education provision.
When a child or young person of concern is referred to the VCC by service leads, an
appropriate intervention takes place. Once the level of concern has been reduced,
each service will continue to provide support to the child or young person beyond the
scope of the VCC. To ensure there is enough detailed information readily available,
but possessing the ability to respond quickly and efficiently, the process has been
transformed into a live and evolving list. The list generates a ‘RAG’ rating (red, amber,
green or blue) for each child to capture the level of the child’s engagement with
education, to understand which services they have already interacted with, and the
support that is available. By establishing a real-time way of recording case updates in
the live list, the Operational Group members can share case outcomes and agreed
actions in a structured and proactive manner.

6.5 Managed moves and off-rolling
A managed move is where a pupil transfers to another school to support the pupil’s
emotional, social and behavioural needs and/or reduce the risk of permanent
exclusion. All of RBKC’s secondary schools are academies and so the Council does
not have ready access to data on managed moves. The Council is not notified in real
time of managed moves and, unlike formal exclusions, there is no legal requirement to
record the reason a pupil has been removed from a school roll.
Managed moves have been a recent area of focus for the Council, where pupils are
referred on a managed move into AP. The Council has been in contact with a number
of other Local Authorities, across London and nationally, to learn from their approaches
to overseeing managed moves. It has started to explore establishing a multi-agency
panel/process that would oversee all entry into AP, including managed moves.
The Children’s Commissioner for England notes that a managed move may be a
positive outcome that prevents the need for formal exclusion, particularly if it provides
a ‘fresh start’ for the child, or some remedial benefit, or if it enables the child to return
to mainstream provision at a later date. However, transitions that might be framed as
managed moves could also involve an element of coercion: the child leaves their
25

current school under the threat of permanent exclusion if they do not. The distinction
between this and a managed move is blurred. In principle, all managed moves should
involve consultation and agreement with the parents of the child in question, but the
extent to which that is achieved (or even sought) is not recorded in a systematic way34.
‘Off-rolling’ is the practice of removing a pupil from the school roll without using a
permanent exclusion, when the removal is primarily in the best interests of the school,
rather than the best interests of the pupil. This includes pressuring a parent to remove
their child from the school roll. While there is confusion as to what off-rolling is, and it
may not always be unlawful, we welcome Ofsted’s statement that off-rolling is never
acceptable and that under its new framework inspectors will explore the reasons for
pupils leaving the roll, and that any schools that are off-rolling are likely to be judged
inadequate for leadership and management.
Council officers have confirmed with the working party and with the DfE that there is
no evidence of off-rolling in Kensington and Chelsea.

7. Impact of exclusions on children and families
Parents whose children had been excluded, and community organisations supporting
vulnerable children excluded, provided us with evidence of exclusions having a
negative impact on families and children. Parents reported an impact on the mental
and emotional wellbeing of their children, with exclusions having severe knock-on
effects on children’s confidence, as well as damage being inflicted on children’s future
opportunities. For instance, one parent reported that the experience had severely
damaged her son’s confidence. Although his mood had somewhat improved when he
was finally able to re-join school, we heard that this child was ‘walking with his head
down, and still depressed’. Exclusions were described as a ‘devastating and
exhausting experience’ for the whole family. The following statements were common
of what parents told us:
“[my son] wouldn’t leave the house out of embarrassment and shame, despite the
assurance of friends from school that they would support him. He does not take care of
himself now.”35
“You become a non-child, it had such an effect on my daughter, she didn’t exist, and she
couldn’t understand why, all her friends were at school….”36

Community organisations supporting children excluded and Council officers concurred
that experiencing school exclusions could be a life-altering event, potentially
contributing to limit children’s life chances. We heard that the consequences of
exclusion for affected children ranged from confidence lost, feelings of shame, parents
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feeling unable to cope, family resilience severely tested and restricted opportunities for
children.
The negative impact of exclusions on children and parents who had suffered it is
reported by Edward Timpson in his review of school exclusions:
“Parents also spoke about the impact of exclusion on the whole family, with one parent
writing to say “the parent/carer ends up being the one ‘doing the time’”. Parents described
emotional strain of representing their child, as one mother wrote: “I had to fight for the bare
minimum […] I ran myself ragged”.37

The majority of the evidence received pointed to exclusions having negative
consequences. Yet we are mindful that we did not have direct access to children’s
voices and views of their lived experiences. We do not know therefore about the
nuances and differences in their perspectives from that of their parents. We are aware
that the review of qualitative evidence concerning the subjective views and
experiences of children in England between 2007 to 2017 38, commissioned to Coram
by the Children’s Commissioner in England, points to a range and diversity of reported
children’s experiences of the different practices and institutions involved in the
exclusion; often children spoke positively of their time at an AP institution.

8. Working Group Conclusions
Early Help




Schools and responsible partners should have an opportunity to identify young
people’s needs at an early stage. There should be an effective transfer of
information/data about each potentially vulnerable young person from their
primary school to the new secondary school, particularly if the primary school is
outside the borough. Ideally each young person would have a complete and
consistently applied digital record of assessment data going back to Early Years
(EY).
As a matter of best practice schools and responsible partners should have a
toolset of effective interventions for young people at risk of exclusion. The
working group noted that the Council’s inclusion programme offers a team that
can assist the family, Early Help and the school create a collective plan to
support a child at risk of exclusion.

Special Education Needs


There is a need for more effective early identification of special needs so that
the necessary interventions and resources for a required support package can
be put in place in a timely fashion to support children through their education
journeys.
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Early identification should be taking place in EY settings and Reception classes.
Data and information should be accurately recorded, and evidence
systematically gathered. There should be a smooth handover of information
from class to class and school to school. A digital passport should be trialled.
To ensure that the above takes place across all the borough’s schools and EY
provision, the working group considers that the Council might conduct an audit
to assess what training and therapies in nursery and primary are available to
staff to ensure they are able to identify special needs in a timely fashion. It would
also be helpful for the Council to set out what its budget is for funding therapies
(such as Speech and Language Therapy, Occupational Therapy psychotherapy
etc) and what demand there has been of these services, as Special Educational
Needs Coordinators (SENCOs) could benefit from increased transparency of
what support and funding the Council is able to provide on an on-going
basis. An exchange of expertise from the TBAP Academy and therapeutic
schools such as Anna Freud to a pilot group of primaries and secondaries to
support staff would be useful to deepen their understanding and skill sets in
working with children and young people with SEN; such an exchange is
something the Council might be able to facilitate.
Some children responded well to the methods used by Kidz on the Green and
perhaps some of their working methods could be used for some children with
SEN.

Alternative Provision


It is imperative that the renovation work at the Alternative Provision Academy
proceeds on time and that this work creates an environment that staff and pupils
can be proud of.

Managed Moves


There is a need to track the practice of managed moves. Some parents felt that
decisions had been made without consultation with them and that they had been
coerced into accepting the moves.

Mental Health


Schools should have a better understanding of mental health and respond to
children with mental health issues positively and creatively, perhaps offering
spaces within the school environment for children to “take time out” if needed.

Children and Families



Children and their parents need to be empowered to advocate for themselves
and, in some cases, trust needs to be built between them and their schools.
The working group was struck by the potential benefits of basing a family
support worker (including emotional literacy support) at each secondary school
to bridge the relationship between parents and the school.
28
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9. Working Group Recommendations
The working group’s Recommendations fall into two broad categories: those which
seek to improve the exclusion system, by examining how much more can be done
within mainstream schools before the bar is crossed to formal exclusion, or improving
the experience of AP (R1 and R6); and those which seek to address the causes of
exclusion by suggesting areas for potential improvements to the support for young
people in specific aspects (R2, R3, R4, R5 and R7). All of these require further work.
R1 is a potential framework for the Terms of Reference of the next Exclusions Working
Group. The remaining recommendations are for the Lead Member, but some of these
could also be the themes for future working groups.
Future review
R 1 The Overview and Scrutiny Committee should plan for this theme to be examined
again soon by a future Select Committee working group over a full Council year. This
review should focus on secondary education only, and explore how much more, if
anything, could be done within the mainstream schools to raise the bar before
temporary or permanent exclusion is invoked; how the TBAP specialists could support
this approach through outreach; what, if any, extra costs might be involved in this
approach; why AP is the only option on exclusion; and how a dedicated post-14
vocational pathway for those students who would be better suited to that kind of career
development could be created.
Early Help
R 2 The Lead Member for Children and Family Services should ensure that the
recommendations from this report should be taken forward for discussion and
agreement by the working group currently developing the borough’s new Inclusion
Strategy, which will be published in the autumn. A future report to the Family Services
Select Committee within six months of the adoption of the Inclusion Strategy on how
the programme could be strengthened to increase the effectiveness of its work with
young people, parents and secondary schools is also recommended.
R 3 The Lead Member for Families and Children’s Services should examine the
practicalities and resource implications of creating a complete digital record of a child’s
assessment data from Early Years so that this can be transferred whenever a child
moves schools to ensure that important information is not lost, and should report his
findings to the Family and Children’s Services Select Committee within six months of
this report’s adoption.
Children and Families
R 4 The Lead Member for Families and Children’s Services should examine the
practicality and resource implications of basing a family support worker (including
emotional literacy support) at each secondary school to bridge the relationship
between parents and the school, and should report his findings to the Family and
Children’s Services Select Committee within six months of this report’s adoption
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Special Education Needs
R 5 The Lead Member for Families and Children’s Services should examine the
suggestions on SEN in the Conclusion of this report and to report back to the Family
Services Select Committee within six months of this report’s adoption on what is
possible.
Alternative Provision
R 6 The Lead Member for Families and Children’s Services should report progress
with the refurbishment of the Latimer Alternative Provision Academy site to the Family
Services Select Committee at its first meeting of 2021/22.
BAME and black boys
R 7 The Lead Member for Families and Children’s Services should set out within six
months of this report’s adoption his assessment of why there is over-representation of
boys with Afro-Caribbean heritage in the pool of those who are excluded; how he will
begin to address this situation; and what training might be undertaken within secondary
schools to improve teachers’ understanding of how unconscious bias plays out in the
classroom and to improve cultural competency and understanding of cultural
behaviours.
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