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1. Context and Introduction 

1.1 The Children and Families Overview and Scrutiny Committee had been concerned at 
the level of permanent exclusions in Gloucestershire for some time. In January 2017 the 
committee received an item on this matter to enable members to gain a broader 
understanding of the issues. At that time the number of permanent exclusions in 
Gloucestershire was higher than our statistical neighbours, but also higher than the national 
average. A particular concern was the growing numbers of permanent exclusions at the 
primary level.  

1.2 The vision of the Gloucestershire Early Help and Children and Young People’s 
Partnership Plan (CYPPP): 2015-18 is that ‘We want to ensure our children and young 
people thrive and reach their full potential, supporting when we are needed most’. 
Committee members highlighted that missing out on school was not just about educational 
outcomes (although it is important not to underestimate the adverse impact experiencing 
permanent exclusion can have on a pupil’s grades), but also the wider socialisation skills 
and the potential long term impact on the young person’s health and wellbeing; and is 
certainly not in line with the vision of the CYPPP. 

1.3 The committee agreed that this matter required in-depth consideration and that there 
should be a task group into this matter in the new council (post May 2017). 

1.4 The Overview and Scrutiny Management Committee (OSMC) agreed to commission 
the permanent exclusions task group at its meeting on 29 September 2017. 

1.5 Membership was agreed and the task group held its first meeting on 1 December 
2017. The task group’s one page strategy is attached at Annex A. 

2. What did we do? 

2.1 Between December 2017 and March 2018 the task group met on six occasions.  

2.2 Task group members considered the available data, discussed approaches to 
addressing this issue with schools, and met with Mainstream primary and secondary head 
teachers and governors; alternative provision schools (APS); and students who have been 
permanently excluded. 

2.3 The task group had six months in which to undertake its work. This timeframe meant 
that task group members could only meet with a small number of Headteachers, and 
students who have been permanently excluded. Whilst this does mean that this report does 
not offer a statistically significant view, it does offer a qualitative perspective on permanent 
exclusions. The witnesses to the task group were assured that their comments would not be 
attributed, and their anonymity respected. 



 

2.4 The task group would like to thank everyone who was involved in the review for the 
open and honest way in which they provided information. The task group are also very 
grateful to the officers who have given their time to advise and support this work.   

2.5 During the course of this work the task group was mindful that the local authority’s 
relationship with some schools is limited. Academy schools and multi academy trusts are, in 
effect, standalone businesses, and the local authority cannot direct academies it can only try 
to influence inform and support. This means that whilst this report raises issues and tries to 
present an alternative perspective, and has made recommendations, if the Cabinet chooses 
to support these recommendations it cannot enforce them with academy schools. As already 
stated, it can only try to influence. 

3. What did we find? 

3.1.1 Before going into the detail of what the task group discovered through its work, it is 
important to place permanent exclusions in a wider context. It is too simplistic to say that this 
is about whether a process is being used appropriately, or whether some schools are using 
this as a means to remove disruptive and underperforming young people from their roll.  

3.1.2 It may therefore seem that some of the information in this report sits outside the 
original remit of the task group. However, as discussed above, task group members feel that 
the issues around permanent exclusions are not specific to the process itself, but lie within 
wider societal factors. 

3.1.3 Task group members are aware that the timescale for this work has precluded their 
ability to go into as much detail on some issues as they would have wished, eg. SEND 
pupils, elective home education, and alternative provision, and recommend that these issues 
are picked up through the Children and Families Scrutiny Committee workplan.  

3.2 Did we find an answer to the question of why permanent exclusions are high in 
Gloucestershire? 

3.2.1 The task group did not find a definitive answer to the question of why there are a high 
number of permanent exclusions in Gloucestershire schools. This is a complex area and it 
was therefore not surprising that a simple answer, and response, would not be identified. 
Factors that were identified include:- 

 The cost to schools of being inclusive 
 Lack of curriculum choice 
 DfE and OFSTED accountability measures and their impact especially on secondary 

schools 
 Competition between schools  
 Lack of financial or other disincentives to exclusion 
 At risk children not attending early years settings 
 Transition from primary to secondary settings  

 

3.2.2 The data clearly shows that Gloucestershire remains a high excluder of pupils, and is 
still higher than the national average (Annex B). Although the national position on permanent 
exclusions is showing a significant increase in numbers, with the Times Educational 
Supplement reporting that ‘permanent exclusions ‘skyrocket’ by as much as 300% in a year’ 



 

(TES.com 8 September 2017). The article goes on to say that ‘behaviour and exclusion 
experts attribute these rises to increased pressures on schools, both academic and financial’ 
(ibid), and this does reflect some of the task group’s findings and are explored later in this 
report. 

What are permanent exclusions telling us? 

3.3.1 The task group agreed that the reality is that permanently excluding a young person 
is easy; understanding the underlying causes of disruptive behaviour, considering what has 
happened, is happening, to the young person and supporting them, takes more time and 
more effort. For the task group this raises the clear dichotomy between what could be 
termed a moral duty to support not only the educational but also wellbeing outcomes and the 
schools’ need to deliver good exam results. With pressures from Ofsted inspections, Multi 
Academy Trusts, parental expectations and funding challenges something has to give and at 
the moment this appears to be vulnerable children and young people.  

3.3.2 Permanent exclusions are a symptom of the wider challenges a young person can be 
faced with. It could be said that permanent exclusions are an identifier, an alert, to show 
society that this child needs (or needed) help; or, it could be argued that permanent 
exclusions mean that the system has failed the child (and their family). If there are the right 
early identification and early intervention approaches in place to help and support vulnerable 
families and develop and strengthen resilience, would there be a need for permanent 
exclusion, would there be any permanent exclusions? Are these the questions that we 
should really be asking ourselves?   

3.4 Culture 

3.4.1 This links to the question of the culture in schools. The data shows that between 
2014/17 thirteen schools were responsible for more than half (51%) of all the exclusions; 
disproportionately higher than other schools even taking into account school size. These 
schools would be able to produce clear evidence as to why they felt they had no other 
choice but to exclude these pupils; but it is debatable whether permanently excluding pupils 
has become a default position. However if you look at this from another perspective what is 
this data telling the schools? It could be argued that if a school is persistently excluding then 
should it not be looking at the support that it provides to pupils; understanding its pupils; and 
recognising that these young people may be facing serious challenges in their lives and that 
encouragement and understanding might make all the difference, and give them better life 
chances. 

3.5 Approaches to try and reduce the number of permanent exclusions 

3.5.1 However, it is important to highlight that not everything is bad news. What the task 
group was pleased to see were the approaches being taken to try and reduce the number of 
permanent (and fixed term) exclusions; not just from the education perspective but also 
youth justice. There is Restorative Gloucestershire; Restorative Practice in Schools; the 
Children First initiative (embedded within Restorative Justice Gloucestershire); and the 
establishment of the Education Inclusion Team in the county council. These initiatives and 
workstreams are working to improve how schools work with young people, early 
identification of those young people at risk of permanent exclusion, diverting young people 
away from crime; all aiming to improve the education and life chances of vulnerable children 



 

and young people. (More information on these work streams is available at Annex C). What 
was particularly reassuring was that these teams all know each other and aim to work in 
partnership for the best outcomes for our young people. However, it would be helpful if there 
was an overarching strategy drawing these work streams, and other relevant work, together 
and that demonstrates where they are accountable to and how their impact is measured and 
challenged. The task group suggests that this could be linked to the developing Adverse 
Childhood Experiences (ACEs) Strategy; and, could be reflected in the refresh of the 
Gloucestershire Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy due to be considered by the 
Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing Board. 

3.5.2 Alternatively this work could be reflected in the Children and Families Strategy 
currently in development.  

(See recommendations 1 to 3) 

3.6 Finance 

3.6.1 It is well known that there are funding pressures across the spectrum of services and 
this includes schools. The task group heard from Headteachers that within the context of 
budget pressures one of the first things to go is pastoral support. Funding pressures also 
impact on a schools’ ability to widen the curriculum to include more vocational courses. 
These two factors alone could mean that a school is unable to support those most at risk of 
becoming excluded.  

3.6.2 Everyone is different, and whilst the ‘standard’ curriculum could be said to meet most 
needs for many young people, for others it offers them little opportunity to grow and develop 
their knowledge and skills. For the school the pressure to deliver good exam results and 
appear in a good place in the ‘league tables’ means that difficult decisions have to be made 
as to what to prioritise for the ‘good’ of the school.  

(See recommendation 4) 

3.7 High Needs Budget 

3.7.1 The task group was made aware that the High Needs block of the Dedicated Schools 
Grant (DSG) for Gloucestershire totalled £57.2m for the 2017/18 financial year, and that 
future year’s costs are forecast to rise much more sharply than income.  

3.7.2 The task group heard that one of the reasons for rising costs is the increase in 
permanent exclusions from Gloucestershire schools and the difficulty of reintegrating, and 
the associated costs, many such excluded children back into mainstream schools.  

3.7.3 The High Needs Programme team have been looking at ways that these challenges 
can be met without damaging the prospects of our most vulnerable children. The task group 
agreed that the High Needs review is an opportunity for all stakeholders to rethink the way in 
which we try to meet the needs of our most disadvantaged children and young people. There 
will be a formal consultation on the proposals between May – September 2018 and the task 
group would recommend as many interested parties to respond as possible. (More 
information is available at Annex D) 

 



 

3.8 Competition between schools 

3.8.1 The task group heard anecdotal evidence, from more than one source, that 
competition between schools was a strong feature, especially in the secondary sector. The 
task group heard that whereas at one time there would be a good turn out to Headteacher 
meetings across the board and a collegiate approach to issues and a willingness to work 
together; (allegedly) this is not now the case.  

3.8.2 This particularly impacts on managed moves, which can be an effective way of 
avoiding permanently excluding a pupil, making them more difficult to organise.  

3.9 Early Years 

3.9.1 The task group recognise that many children are identified as not being ‘school 
ready’, which can impact on their long term educational and life chances. The Director of 
Public Health Annual Report 2016/17 states that ‘those children who experience early 
adversity tend to be the ones who are not ‘school ready’; who go on to develop health 
harming behaviours and experience a reduced quality, and indeed length, of life’. This 
statement reflects the evidence heard by the task group about the importance of early 
identification and early intervention.  

3.9.2 The task group is aware that one of the factors here is the availability of good quality 
early years settings and take up of funded childcare places. The task group agreed that it is 
timely to undertake a review of whether the Cabinet decisions made (2016) with regard to 
reshaping services for families with young children are providing effective support to families, 
particularly the most vulnerable, and ask that Cabinet undertake to do this as soon as 
possible. 

3.9.3 The task group would also like clarity around the situation regarding funded childcare 
places. Are there sufficient quality places available in Gloucestershire, and do parents 
understand how to access this support? 

(See recommendations 5 to 6) 

3.10 Elective home education 

3.10.1 The task group is clear that elective home education can be a very effective 
education model for some families. However what is of deep concern is the anecdotal 
information received during the course of this work that where pupils were exhibiting 
persistent disruptive behaviour, and/or, not achieving good grades, that parents were being 
encouraged to home educate to prevent the pupil being permanently excluded. Data shows 
that elective home education numbers have been increasing; with 50% more new additions 
to the register compared to last year. It is not possible to identify how many of these may be 
related to ‘persuasion’ from the school. This also brings into question whether parents/carers 
understand the rights of their child with regard to school exclusions.  

3.10.2 If this is true this is unacceptable. Many families are not equipped to provide home 
education, and it may not be the right approach for the child. There is no automatic failsafe in 
place to capture these young people if things do not go well; once they are off the school roll 
then that is that as far as the school is concerned. The local authority has certain 
responsibilities with regard to home educating, but these do not empower the local authority 



 

to enter a person’s home to check on the child. So as well as question marks about the 
quality of education the young person may be receiving there are clear safeguarding issues; 
children and young people could be at risk of harm. This council does not have to look too 
far back to see what can happen in these circumstances (Gloucestershire Safeguarding 
Children Board Serious Case Review 0105 
https://www.gscb.org.uk/media/1162/105es_scr_version_2-34811.pdf).  

3.10.3 The concerns raised by the task group with regard to the quality of education 
received and the safety of the child are reflected in the recent Association of Directors of 
Children’s Services (ADCS) Elective Home Education Survey 2017 Report 
(http://adcs.org.uk/education/article/elective-home-education-survey-2017-summary 
November 2017).  

(See recommendations 7 to 8) 

3.11 Permanent Exclusion Appeals 

3.11.1 There is a process by which parents/carers can appeal against a permanent 
exclusion. The Democratic Services Unit, which facilitates this process, has received 19 
requests for an exclusion appeal since 2012. It is interesting to note that 8 of these have 
occurred within the current academic year (2017/18).  

3.11.2 Of the 19 reviews 8 exclusions were upheld; 5 recommended for reconsideration; 5 
were quashed; and 1 withdrawn. Where the decision was quashed this related to the school 
not appropriately following exclusions guidance. This does bring into question whether there 
is a clear understanding across all schools as to the correct process for deciding to 
permanently exclude a pupil. The task group feel that it would be helpful for all school 
governing bodies to be asked to refresh their knowledge of the permanent exclusion 
process. 

(See recommendation 9) 

3.12 Adverse Childhood Experiences 

3.12.1 One of the young people the group spoke with talked of the domestic abuse within 
the family and how this had affected their behaviour in school. It was upsetting to hear that 
the school had not recognised or questioned their (disruptive) behaviour to try and 
understand the underlying cause. The only person that did try and help was the Physical 
Education teacher. The young person was permanently excluded and now attends an 
alternative provision setting, which they are finding beneficial due to the level of support and 
the broader curriculum available.  

3.12.2 To the task group this is just one example of where if the right support had been 
available at the right time to support this young person and their family there could have 
been a different outcome to a permanent exclusion. The task group therefore welcomes the 
Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) Panel that has been established by the 
Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing Board, and which is working collaboratively with all 
partners to embed an ACEs informed approach. The ACEs approach moves away from a 
dialogue about ‘what is wrong with you’ to one based around ‘what has happened to you’ 
and identifying appropriate support mechanisms. This work reflects the task group’s view 



 

that working ‘with’ not ‘doing to’ people is the way forward. Working with all partners and 
alongside the work already planned, and in place, to improve young people’s health and 
wellbeing, this Panel has a very real opportunity to make a difference to how young people 
and their families are supported from the beginning of their life journey, and deliver improved 
outcomes across the whole life journey.   

3.12.3 The task group is aware that the ACEs Panel is planning a practitioner ACEs 
conference in the Autumn (2018) and recommend that the panel ensure that those officers, 
across all partners, that directly work with and support permanently excluded young people, 
and those at risk of permanent exclusion, are invited to this conference. 

3.12.4 The task group also recommend that the ACEs Panel, within its ACEs and 
Communications Strategies, identify and realise opportunities for working with schools, early 
years settings, further education and higher education settings, to ensure that an ACEs 
informed approach is recognised by education leadership teams and reflected in their school 
policies including the support in place.  

3.12.5 Elected Members are community leaders and play an important role in promoting the 
safeguarding and health wellbeing agendas in their local areas. The task group therefore 
recommend that the ACEs Panel deliver a Members Seminar to inform the wider council, 
and district councils, membership of the aims and objectives of an ACEs informed approach.  

(See recommendations 10 to 12) 

3.13 Towards Zero Permanent Exclusions? 

3.13.1 The Headteachers that the task group met with were clear in their determination to 
support pupils as much as possible, and to avoid permanently excluding pupils. However 
they did all state that there are occasions when they would have to exclude for the good of 
the wider school population.  

3.13.2 Task group members were in agreement that permanent exclusions at the secondary 
level should be avoided wherever possible; and urge that Headteachers and their 
Leadership Team take all reasonable steps to prevent the need for a permanent exclusion. 

3.13.3 The task group was in agreement that there should be no permanent exclusions at 
the primary level. These young people are at the beginning of their journey through the 
school system and every effort should be made to make the experience an enjoyable one; in 
a culture that supports and develops the individual. 

3.13.4 Significantly, the task group was informed that there are no penalties for schools that 
permanently exclude pupils, therefore there is no reason for some schools not to do this.  

(See recommendations 13 to 14) 

3.14 Complementary work 

3.14.1 The government announced (16 March 2018) that it would be undertaking a 
programme of work to better understand how to improve the education experiences and 
outcomes of all children with additional needs and challenges so that they are able to 
overcome barriers and realise their potential. Of particular note is that the programme 



 

consists of an externally led review of school exclusions, and the government’s vision for 
reforming alternative provision. The task group agreed that with this inquiry due to begin it 
would be a good time to pause its own work and recommend that the Children and Families 
Scrutiny Committee review the outcome of the national inquiry and make recommendations 
to Cabinet if appropriate.  

3.14.2 It is also important to note the ongoing inquiry into Alternative Provision by the 
Education Select Committee which the task group assume will inform the government’s 
vision for the reform of alternative provision. This is especially relevant as the alternative 
provision in Gloucestershire is running over capacity and should be reviewed to look at how 
it can be made fit for the future. 

3.14.3 The report has already touched on the need for support to young people and to build 
resilience so it is good to note the mental health support being delivered through the 
Gloucestershire Future in Mind Transformation Plan for improving the mental health and 
wellbeing of our young people. Members will be aware that, amongst other things, this plan 
has already delivered improvements in how mental health support is provided in schools in 
the Stroud area, and is now being rolled out to the Gloucester G15 schools.  

3.14.4 It is also good to note that the government also published its Green Paper on 
transforming children and young people’s mental health provision this year. A response to 
the consultation was submitted by scrutiny members of this authority. Whilst this is good 
news questions remain over whether there is the workforce or the resources to provide the 
support necessary to deliver on these proposals; and of course the bigger question of where 
this sits with the demands of Ofsted and targets? These factors do not seem compatible. 

(See recommendations 15 to 18) 

4. Conclusion 

4.1 The Director of Public Health’s Annual Report (2016/17) states that ‘Our children’s 
future depends on ensuring every child in every family is supported to live a happy healthy 
life that enables them to go on to contribute positively to our communities. Supporting 
everyone with targeted help where needed breaks negative cycles and builds strong futures.’ 
The task group agree with this statement.  

4.2 If we want happy healthy children who will grow up to thrive and live fulfilled lives 
then much will rely on their formative years including their educational experience.  

4.3 As discussed the task group feel that it is not possible to look at permanent 
exclusions in isolation from the wider societal factors. How we support children and their 
families through challenging times and enable them to thrive is significant.  

4.4 Something needs to change. Is it right that the Ofsted process is performance driven, 
and seems not to recognise that there are some children and young people that need 
different approaches to a ‘standard’ curriculum to help them develop; seems not to recognise 
that emotional health and wellbeing is as (and perhaps more) important as exam results. 
Should the educational structure not be one that encourages collegiate working rather than a 
narrow and seemingly individualistic approach? 



 

4.5 People behave in certain ways for a reason; taking an ACEs informed approach to try 
and understand what has happened to cause a young person to exhibit antisocial behaviour 
would seem to be the better option in the longer term to help improve an individual’s life 
chances. The council is already using a Restorative Practice approach in some schools and 
this should be supported and schools encouraged to become part of this programme.  

4.6 How to address and challenge schools on this issue is difficult as the academy 
agenda means that the council cannot enforce a view, it can only hope to influence. The task 
group recommend that the Cabinet does everything it can to persuade schools not to 
permanently exclude any pupil and to do everything it can to support and encourage all 
pupils, even the most challenging. 
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Recommendations 
 
 
Section 3.4  Approaches to reduce the number of permanent exclusions 
 
1. The task group recommends that the Cabinet consider how best to draw these 
work streams into a strategy. 
  
2. The task group recommends that the Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing 
Board reflect this work in its developing Adverse Childhood Experiences Strategy; 
and in the refresh of the Gloucestershire Joint Health and Wellbeing Strategy. 
 
3. The task group recommends that the Cabinet reflects this work in the 
developing Children and Families Strategy. 
 
Section 3.6 Finance 
 
4. The task group acknowledge the challenging financial climate in which schools 
operate but recommend that Cabinet ask all school governing bodies, as they 
consider funding matters, to reflect on the benefit that a broader curriculum and 
pastoral care can have on pupil experience and outcomes. 
 
Section 3.9 Early Years 
 
5. The task group recommends that that the Cabinet undertake to review whether 
the reshaping of services for families and children is providing effective support, and 
reaching the most vulnerable families; and provides a report on this issue to the 
Children and Families Scrutiny Committee within three months. 
 
6. The task group recommends that the Cabinet undertake to report to the 
Children and Families Scrutiny Committee clarifying the situation with regard to 
funded childcare places within three months. 

Section 3.10 Elective home education  

7. The task group recommends that the Cabinet undertake to write to the 
Secretary of State for Education to ask that a review of the governance and 
monitoring framework relating to elective home education be undertaken with specific 
reference to safeguarding issues. 

8. The task group recommends that the Cabinet undertake to write to the 
Secretary of State for Education to raise concerns regarding the inappropriate 
pressure placed on parents by some schools to home school their children. 
 
Section 3.11 Permanent Exclusion appeals 
 
9. The task group recommend that Cabinet ask all school governing bodies to 
refresh their knowledge of permanent exclusion guidance, and ensure that they have 
a robust governance process in place to properly capture the decision making 
process.  
 



 

Section 3.12 Adverse Childhood Experiences 
 
10. The task group recommends that the Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing 
Board Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) Panel ensure that those officers, 
across all partners, that directly work with and support permanently excluded young 
people, and those at risk of permanent exclusion, are invited to the planned 
practitioner conference. 
 
11. The task group recommends that the Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing 
Board Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) Panel, within its ACEs and 
Communications Strategies, identify and realise opportunities for working with 
schools, early years settings, further education and higher education settings, to 
ensure that an ACEs informed approach is recognised by education leadership teams 
and reflected in their school policies and practice.  
 
12. The task group recommends that the Gloucestershire Health and Wellbeing 
Board Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs) Panel deliver a Members Seminar to 
inform the wider councils, and district council, membership of the aims and 
objectives of an ACEs informed approach. 
 
Section 3.13 Towards Zero Permanent Exclusions? 
13. The task group recommends that the Cabinet undertake to write to the 
governing bodies of all primary schools to ask them to consider adopting the policy 
not to permanently exclude any pupil. 
 
14. The task group recommends that the Cabinet write to the Secretary of State for 
Education to ask for a view as to whether there should be financial penalties in place 
for when a school permanently excludes a pupil. 
  
Section 3.14 Complementary Work 
 
15. The task group recommends that the Children and Families Scrutiny 
Committee consider the report of the Education Select Committee School Exclusions 
Inquiry once published. 
 
16. The task group recommends that the Cabinet and Children and Families 
Scrutiny Committee consider the report of the Education Select Committee 
Alternative Provision Inquiry once published. 
 
17. The task group recommends that the Cabinet undertake to review Alternative 
Provision in Gloucestershire to ensure that it is fit for purpose. 
 
18. The task group recommends that the Health and Care and Children and 
Families Scrutiny Committees consider the outcome of the consultation on the Green 
Paper Transforming Children and Young People’s Mental Health Provision when 
available. 
 



Annex A 
  

SCRUTINY REVIEW – ONE PAGE STRATEGY 
 
 Broad topic area 
 

Improving Educational Outcomes 

Specific topic area 
 

Exclusions 

Ambitions for the 
review 
 
 
 

To identify the root causes of the high number of permanent 
exclusions from Gloucestershire schools and to identify actions 
that could be taken to improve the position. 

How do we perform at 
the moment? 
 
 

Poorly. Permanent exclusions from mainstream schools are 
twice as high as those in comparator authority areas and have 
increased steadily.   

Who and how should 
we consult? 

Representatives of the following groups to be invited to attend 
evidence sessions and offer perspectives: 
 Mainstream primary and secondary headteachers and 

governors 
 Alternative Provision schools 
 Parents/carers of excluded pupils 
 Pupils who have been permanently excluded or who are at 

risk of exclusion.  
Background 
information 

The Children and Families Overview and Scrutiny Committee 
gave some initial consideration to the issues at its 18th January 
2017 meeting.  The committee heard that exclusions were at an 
unacceptably high level having risen over the last three years. 
The number of children being home educated was also at a 
record level.  Whilst home education is a legitimate option for 
parents there is anecdotal evidence of parents being 
inappropriately advised to home educate. 
The Alternative Provision schools are under great pressure and 
have been operating above their capacity in terms of place 
numbers.  A new governance structure is in development and 
new processes have been introduced from the summer term 
2017 for facilitating the move back into mainstream from 
Alternative Provision.   
The government signalled an important change in its White 
Paper Educational Excellence Everywhere in March 2016: for 
mainstream schools to retain responsibility for the educational 
outcomes and funding of excluded pupils.  However the 
Secretary of State has recently made it clear that the change is 
no longer part of the government’s plans. 

Support The review will need project management support for approx. 
one day per week plus senior officer time to collate and interpret 
data and liaise with schools, young people and parents.  
 

How long will it take? Four months from initial review meeting 
 

Outcomes The aim is for exclusions to reduce by at least 50% from the 
2016/17 academic year level.  The council has limited powers in 
this area but may be able to influence behaviours by highlighting 
key aspects of the data and the impact of exclusion on young 
people’s lives.  The output from this work will be in the form of a 
report to be shared with system leaders including CEOs of Multi 
Academy Trusts, diocesan boards, headteacher associations, 
the Gloucestershire Governors Association and the Regional 
Schools Commissioner.   
 



Annex B 
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Permanent Exclusions Data 

 

1. 141 pupils were permanently excluded during 2016/17 academic year (this is the latest year in which 

data is available for Gloucestershire) in Gloucestershire schools and there were also 3,595 fixed period 

exclusions. 

 

2. Gloucestershire’s permanent exclusion rate is higher than national and increasing.  In 2015/16, 

Gloucestershire was the highest permanent excluding Local Authority in comparison with its statistical 

neighbours, and the joint 16th highest excluding authority in England (out of 152 authorities).  National 

figures for 2016/17 will not be available until the summer. 

 

3. Cheltenham and Gloucester had the highest number of permanent exclusions.  In 2016/17, Cheltenham 

had the highest number (22% of all permanent exclusions) followed by Gloucester South (18%).  A high 

proportion of permanently excluded pupils were from deprived areas and were in receipt of free school 

meals (2016/17 41%). 

 

4. The percentage of SEND permanent exclusions against total exclusions has increased by 9% compared to 

2015/16. 52% of permanently excluded pupils (73 pupils) were on the SEND Code of Practice.  9% of 

permanent exclusions (12 pupils) had a statement/EHC Plan. 

 

5. The majority of permanent exclusions in 2016/17 are ‘White – English’ and male (73%).  Males also 

account for nearly all (97%) of all primary exclusions.  There is no evidence to show that pupils ‘at risk of 

permanent exclusion’ (eligible for free school meals, male, with SEN support, aged 14, Black Caribbean) 

are more likely to be permanently excluded in Gloucestershire. 

 

6. There is no evidence to show that academy schools are more likely to permanently exclude than non‐ 

academy schools. 

 

7. Of the 397 permanent exclusions during academic years 2014/15, 2015/16 and 2016/17, 16 children had 

open Child Protection Plans and 56 had Children in Need Plans when they were excluded. 

 

8. In 2016/17, years 3 and 5 had the highest number of permanent exclusions within the primary phase 

and year 9, 8 and 10 respectively, had the highest within the secondary phase.  Key stage 3 had the 

largest percentage of permanent exclusions (50%). 

 

9. Persistent disruptive behaviour accounted for two thirds (62%) of permanent exclusions (88 exclusions). 

 

10. There were 11 incidents of physical assaults against adults in all schools that led to permanent exclusions 

in 2016/17 and 12 incidents of physical assaults against pupils.   

 

11. Between 2014/17, 13 schools were responsible for more than half (51%) of all the exclusions – 

disproportionately higher, even taking into account school size. 
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12. Youth Justice numbers are decreasing but a high proportion had been previously excluded from school. 

 

13. Elective home education numbers have been increasing.  Compared to last year the number of new 

additions to the register have increased by more than 50%.  

 

14. Every cohort (using the official figure of 6,685 children permanently excluded from school in the 2015/16 

academic year) of permanently excluding pupils will go on to cost the state an extra £2.1 billion in 

education, health, benefits and criminal justice costs.  

 

Graph 1 – Number of permanent exclusions (2012/13 – 2016/17) 

Graph 2 – Permanent exclusions as a percentage of the school population (2012/13 – 2016/17) 

Graph 3 – Comparison to national figures 

Graph 4 – Comparison with statistical neighbours 

Map – Permanent Exclusions by Area (2014‐17) 

Graph 5 – Percentage of Permanent Exclusions on the SEND Code of Practice 

Graph 6 – Gender and Year Group (2016/17) 

Table 1 – Permanent exclusions by gender, year group and key stage 

Table 2 – Permanent exclusions and ethnicity 

Table 3 – Reason for exclusion by type of school 

Table 4 – High excluding schools 

Graph 7 – Numbers “on roll” and on the Elective Home Education Register (2014/15 – 2017/18) 

Table 5 –  Number of actual children registered as being Electively Home Educated 

Table 6 – Numbers of New Starters on the Elective Home Education Register 
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Mapp – Permanent Excclusions by Area (2014‐17) 
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Reason 

Table 3 – Reason for exclusion by type of school 

2016/17  Primary  Secondary  Special  Total 
% of all 

exclusions
Persistent Disruptive Behav. 20 68 0 88  62

Physical assault against pupil 2 10 0 12  9

Physical assault against adult 5 6 0 11  8

Verb Ab/Threat Behav to adult 1 9 0 10  7

Drug and alcohol related 0 8 0 8  6

Verb Ab/Threat Behav to pupil 1 6 0 7  5

Theft 0 2 0 2  1

Bullying 0 1 0 1  1

Other 1 0 0 1  1

Racist Abuse 1 0 0 1  1

Damage 0 0 0 0  0

Sexual Misconduct 0 0 0 0  0

Nearly two thirds of permanent exclusions are because of persistent disruptive behaviour. 

 

Table 4 – High excluding schools 

Schools 2014‐17  Total 

All Saints' Academy  25 

Beaufort Co‐operative Academy  23 

Cheltenham Bournside School & Sixth Form Centre  21 

Gloucester Academy  17 

Pittville School  16 

Severn Vale School  15 

Millbrook Academy  14 

Archway School  13 

Cleeve School  12 

St. Peter's Catholic High School & Sixth Form  12 

Rednock School  11 

Barnwood Park Arts College  11 

Sir William Romney's School  11 

Between 2014/17, 13 schools were responsible for more than half (51%) of all the exclusions. 
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Table 6 – Numbers of New Starters on the Elective Home Education Register 

  2014/15  2015/16  2016/17 

Primary aged  121  125  189 (+51%) 

Secondary aged  185  183  281 (+54%) 

TOTAL  306  308  470 (+53%) 

 

Sources: 

 Education Data Hub 

 Gloucestershire County Council Exclusions Report 2016/17 

http://glostext.gloucestershire.gov.uk/documents/s41949/High%20Needs%20SF%2020Oct17%20An

nex%20C.pdf 

 Institute for Public Policy Research – Making the Difference.  Breaking the link between school 

exclusion and social exclusion. 

https://www.ippr.org/files/2017‐10/making‐the‐difference‐summary‐october‐2017.pdf 
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Gloucestershire County Council led initiatives  
 
Restorative Practice in Schools 
Restorative approaches refer to a range of methods and strategies which can be 
used both to prevent relationship-damaging incidents from happening and to resolve 
them if they do happen (this can include disputes between students, their families, 
and members of staff). Furthermore, restorative approaches enable those who have 
been harmed to convey the impact of the harm to those responsible, and for those 
responsible to acknowledge this impact and take steps to put it right. The task group 
recognised the inclusivity of this approach and its ability to actively engage students 
in learning about their (social) behaviours, rather than acting as passive recipients of 
rules and sanctions.  
 
Restorative practice has been piloted in a range of school settings in 
Gloucestershire: Tewkesbury School and Moat Primary School. Evidence provided 
by the County Council’s Restorative Approach Practice Development Manager 
suggests that becoming a restorative school has many benefits, including increased 
attendance, reduced exclusions and improved behaviour. This is largely due to 
restorative practice creating the conditions to promote the development of self-
managing behaviours and positive attitudes to learning. The following statistics 
illustrate the success of introducing restorative practice into the two pilot schools:    
 
Tewkesbury School 
 

• Attendance has increased over the Autumn term from 92.9% in 2016 to 
94.2% in 2017, a rise of 1.3% 

• No PEX to date. 3 last academic year with one in the first term   
• Autumn Term 2016: 50 FTE’s’s across 35 students totalling 127.5 days This 

year: 23 FTE’s across 16 students totalling 35.5 days. A reduction of 54% in 
the number of FTE’s and 72% in the number of days lost  

• Same Day Detentions down 28.6% from 654 in 2016 to 467 in 2017 
• Maths Faculty detentions down from 227 in 2016 to 79 in 2017 
• Positive class chart points up from 86,263 to 92,560 an increase of 6,297 

points (7.3%) 
• Negative class chart points down from 11,479 to 9,437 a reduction of 2,042 

points (17.8%) 
 
Moat Primary School 
 

• Academic Year 15/16 – 49 fixed term exclusions, 1 permanent exclusion.  
This equates to 112 days of education lost 

• Academic Year 16/17 – 8 fixed term exclusions, 1 permanent exclusion. This 
equates to 17.5 days of education lost  

• This is a reduction of 84% 
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• So far this academic year there have been no permanent exclusions, 2 fixed 
term exclusions which equates to 3.5 days of education lost  

 
The scheme has now been extended to include a further two secondary schools: one 
in Gloucester and the other in the Forest of Dean. Training is under way and both 
schools are aiming to be fully restorative at the start of September 2018. 
Furthermore, an additional four primary schools in Tuffley (Gloucester) are also on 
their way to becoming restorative practice schools.  
 
In order to be effective, a whole-school restorative approach needs to be adopted. 
This means all students; staff (including non-teaching staff); management; and the 
wider school community must understand what acting restoratively means and how 
they can do it. 
 
Education Inclusion Team 
The Education Inclusion Team was created in January 2018. This brought together 
some of the council’s existing functions around exclusions and other related topics 
such as attendance and home education; but changed the emphasis to providing 
support to children and families more than to schools – providing a child centred 
approach and looking more holistically at the child’s needs.  
 
One of the key aims of the team is to reduce the level of permanent exclusions 
across the county by working creatively with schools, other services, families and 
children to reduce escalating behaviour that would usually lead to an exclusion. In its 
first 4 months, the team has needed to be more reactive (working with children very 
close to a permanent exclusion) but it has prevented at least 8 children being 
excluded in that time. However, it is expected that the team will start identifying 
children at risk of future permanent exclusion much earlier on in their school life (i.e. 
through patterns of fixed term exclusions) so their work can be more proactive in 
managing a child’s behaviour effectively - so they never reach that point where a 
school has to consider an exclusion and that they are able to learn better when in 
school and achieve more in later life.   
 
Gloucestershire Police/Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner led 
initiatives 
 
Restorative Gloucestershire 
Restorative Gloucestershire is a group of statutory, non statutory and voluntary 
sector partners that have joined with the aim of offering all people who come into 
contact with the criminal justice system (CJS) or who come into conflict in the 
community an opportunity to participate in a restorative intervention.  
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Restorative Gloucestershire is committed to promoting the use of Restorative 
Practices through facilitation, advice and by supporting others to use and develop 
restorative skills. 
 
Children First  
This programme aims to use restorative justice in a partnership approach, wherever 
practically possible, to replace criminalising sanctions for children (i.e. youth 
cautions, youth conditional cautions and prosecution). There is hope that the process 
will enable early identification of children in need of support, alongside clear 
pathways for assessment and intervention. A priority is therefore to improve 
education outcomes for young people in the criminal justice system, who may have 
received inadequate research and assessment into the reasoning for their poor 
behaviour (particularly in school). 
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The High Needs Budget 

The High Needs block of the Dedicated Schools Grant (DSG) for Gloucestershire 
totalled £57.2m for the 2017/18 financial year. High Needs funding covers a range of 
support for children with additional needs in mainstream schools and specialist 
provision. These include: 

 SEND in early years 
 Top-up funding in mainstream schools to meet additional needs costing over 

£6,000 p.a. 
 Special Schools 
 Specialist placements in independent schools 
 Post 16 education  
 Alternative provision for children and young people whose needs cannot be 

met in mainstream or who have been excluded from school 
 Specialist services e.g. the Virtual School for Children in Care and the 

Hospital Education Service 

In future years costs are forecast to rise much more sharply than income.  

Part of the reason for this is the increase in the number and age range of Education 
Health and Care Plans (EHCPs) which parents and schools can request as part of 
the SEN statutory process. It is estimated that the current cost of the process of 
applying for an EHCP costs approximately £5000. The current trend in the number of 
EHCPs is unsustainable and if it continues the thresholds for support and the level of 
that support may have to be adjusted.  

Another reason for rising costs is the increase in permanent exclusions from 
Gloucestershire schools and the difficulty of reintegrating many such excluded 
children back into mainstream schools. This has meant that Gloucestershire 
Alternative Provision Schools have been running over capacity and having to spend 
more on provision for these pupils. 

A High Needs engagement process took place between January and February 2018 
during which stakeholders were asked for their views and ideas on High Needs 
provision. Some of the common themes were as follows: 

 There is a collective responsibility to improve the opportunities and outcomes 
for all children in Gloucestershire 

 The focus should be on the needs of the child not on the requirements of the 
processes that are in place 

 Where a child is experiencing problems with his/her learning we need to 
better understand why it is happening and be flexible in how we respond 

 We need to enable support to be delivered more quickly and easily 
 We need to make more use of the support and expertise that is available 

locally 
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The engagement process has shaped the work of the High Needs Programme team 
which has been looking at ways that these challenges can be met without damaging 
the prospects of our most vulnerable children. The High Needs review is an 
opportunity for all stakeholders to rethink the way in which we try to meet the needs 
of our most disadvantaged children and young people. There will be a formal 
consultation on the proposals between May – September 2018 and the task group 
would urge as many interested parties as possible to respond. 
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