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Examining the disruption caused by pupil mobility
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Foreword by Sir Robin Wales, ALG Chair

Many schools face diverse and multiple challenges which affect the whole learning environment and place huge demands on staff. These schools deliver daily specialist support for a range of additional educational needs, and also provide ongoing pastoral care for deprived pupils and their families coping with the effects of homelessness, relationship breakdown, drug and alcohol addiction and other problems associated with the complexities of modern living.  

So often the schools that need to provide this extra support are the same schools which face continual classroom instability from an ever changing pupil roll and high levels of teacher turnover. This report uses the day-to-day experiences of teachers from 67 London primary and secondary schools to illustrate how high levels of pupil mobility help compound multiple disadvantages and show how this affects the equality of educational opportunity for all children in these schools. 

Education is a key factor in determining a child’s life chances. It is critical that deprived children are given the full opportunity to reach their potential. That means ensuring that the schools they attend are given sufficient resources to address their needs. But no additional funding is targeted to the schools and education authorities which bear the brunt of constant pupil movement. Vital teaching resources are often diverted from the children who need them most, because schools with large numbers of deprived children can be overwhelmed by the sheer extent of the challenges they face.   

Too often pupil mobility is dealt with by just ‘getting by’ and relying on the goodwill of teachers to work extra unpaid hours to address genuine educational need.  Real opportunities to lift children out of poverty must be supported by additional teaching capacity. This means ensuring that schools with multiple deprivation and high pupil turnover receive sufficient funding to make equality of educational opportunity a reality.
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Findings

Schools with mobile children face additional demands which translate into additional costs for extra administrative, teaching and other support. The impact of these additional demands can be critical for some schools and their pupils.

The induction or settling process has clearly identifiable costs, associated with tasks which are necessary to settle all new pupils. The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) does not provide any additional resources for schools with high pupil movement. Currently, schools cope by diverting staffing resources away from other priorities and by working extra unpaid hours (Section 2). 

Some schools appear to have a greater capacity to absorb these costs, particularly if pupil movement is relatively small scale and the mobile pupils they admit do not have exceptionally high needs. However, schools facing the greatest pressures from multiple disadvantages are unlikely to have sufficient staffing resources to provide the level of support their pupils need. In these circumstances, a significant movement of pupils with high needs can be critical. 

High mobility is not evenly distributed between schools. There are underlying factors which cause high pupil turnover to be heavily concentrated in specific geographical locations and in specific schools. 

Mobility is not evenly distributed between schools or local education authorities. 

It varies more than some other measures of need used to help target education funding. Inner London averages conceal in-year mobility as high as 60 per cent within particular schools.1 

Some 37 per cent of key stage 2 pupils attending schools in the London Borough of Hackney were not at that school for key stage 1.2 

The failure to acknowledge, financially, the impact of high pupil turnover means that a number of schools face extra unfunded pressures compared to the vast majority of schools with stable pupil populations or low turnover (Section 1). 

High mobility in schools with high levels of educational disadvantage reduces equality of opportunity for all pupils in that school. 

Continuous movement of pupils disrupts the whole learning environment within a school. This becomes critical where the school already has large numbers of socially and economically deprived children with additional educational needs (AEN). Tackling mobility draws precious teaching resources away from children who also need high levels of support. This affects the quality of educational opportunity the school can realistically offer a deprived child and may be a significant contributor to continued inter-generational poverty3 in many parts of London (Section 3). 

Underfunding already results in a high level of unmet educational need in schools with large numbers of children with multiple deprivation. High levels of pupil mobility compound the pressures these schools face and help perpetuate under-achievement for all children attending that school.

Continuous pupil movement has the most profound effect on schools where persistent underfunding is most heavily concentrated. Pressures are particularly evident in schools with diverse disadvantages and, most acutely, in those with significant numbers of children with English as an Additional Language (EAL), because they demand such a high level of support.

Research commissioned by the DfES4 acknowledges that the current funding system does not provide sufficient resources to meet the needs of educationally deprived children and those schools with high levels of EAL are most likely to face problems of underfunding (Section 7).

The most mobile groups of children (excluding service children) are more likely to have significantly higher educational needs compared with non-mobile pupils. 

Children who move schools frequently are  more likely to be socially and economically deprived and experience the specific circumstances linked to under-achievement (Section 6). This finding does not apply to service children whose frequent moves take place as a consequence of their parents’ employment. 

Mobile pupils are also more likely to have experienced gaps in their education or to have had no formal education prior to their introduction to the English education system. Failure to fund mobility means that some groups of mobile pupils will not experience the same equality of opportunity as other non-mobile children. 

Existing government measures of educational outcomes fail to recognise fully the value added by teaching and support staff who work with a constantly changing pupil roll.

Current measures are unable to reflect fully the value added by schools in supporting mobile pupils (Section 5). This is because:

• Many mobile pupils are new to the English education system and do not have a baseline key stage history or may have an ‘unmatched’ history because of their frequent moves

• Official measures do not recognise that extended absences or gaps in education between key stages may necessitate the development of resource intensive ‘catch-up’ programmes for individual pupils 

• Mobile pupils frequently move schools before value added can be measured and consequently the efforts of individual schools are not recognised. 

The lack of secure affordable accommodation for homeless families in London creates pupil mobility and further reduces educational equality for already disadvantaged children.

Children from homeless families, particularly those in temporary accommodation, are significantly more likely to have emotional, behavioural and educational difficulties. Homeless children have four times the incidence of developmental delays linked to under achievement.5 They also face serious disruption to education through gaps in schooling. The average amount of school time missed by an individual child in temporary accommodation is 55 days.6 

The use of temporary accommodation is a key factor behind pupil turnover in London. This constant movement between schools of children already coping with multiple disadvantages has a profound impact on their life chances (Section 4).

Recommendations

Equality of opportunity needs a more co-ordinated approach to investment

Lack of funding to cover the additional costs of pupil mobility means that many schools have to cope with high turnover in whatever way they can. Government guidance on induction for new pupils is helpful but is not a substitute for resources. Many schools facing multiple educational challenges are struggling to offer children (both mobile and non-mobile) equality of educational opportunity. 

Improvements in pupil achievement may continue to be compromised without a better understanding of the relationship between pupil mobility, deprivation and English language acquisition and the role of a more cohesive investment strategy in offering genuine equality of opportunity to all children. 

Co-ordinated investment in education requires the commitment of all government departments and recognition of the interactions between education, health and housing policies. It needs to be acknowledged that some policies have increased pupil mobility, and are failing deprived children by helping to perpetuate child poverty and inter-generational poverty. 

Focusing funding on need 

While all schools with high pupil movement face extra teaching and support costs, mobility has the most acute impact on schools with high levels of deprivation 

and significant numbers of pupils for whom English is an Additional Language. The constant movement of pupils has a major effect on classroom dynamics and on the whole learning environment. In these circumstances, the extra pressures created by high pupil mobility are manifold and cannot be absorbed without some dilution of teaching and support to all pupils attending that school. This is largely because existing unmet need is most highly concentrated in these schools.

The highest levels of pupil movement (non-armed forces) frequently occur in schools with the most challenging pupil needs, where places are more likely to be available. Their existing pupils need extra teaching resources to provide them with appropriate learning opportunities to compensate for the multiple disadvantages they face. However, the current funding approach does not provide any extra money to cover the additional strain placed on teaching resources. As a consequence, supporting pupils arriving at non-standard times actually diverts precious resources away from the children who need them most. 

Additionally, some groups of mobile pupils are significantly more likely to have diverse and exceptional educational needs. In London, large numbers of mobile pupils 

are refugees and asylum seekers, and/or live in temporary housing and have very specific, resource intensive needs. This affects local education authorities, who provide specialist support for children with special needs and also schools, as large numbers of deprived mobile pupils compound the existing disadvantages in any one school. 

Tackling the implications of pupil mobility should be a key funding priority for the Government. Multiple disadvantage and pupil turnover are major determinants in reducing life chances for mobile pupils and other deprived children who compete for teaching support and whose education is constantly disrupted by classroom instability. 

Strategies for reducing pupil mobility

In recent years, housing policy has been overly reliant on using temporary accommodation to house homeless families in areas where there is a shortage of affordable rented housing. This is a major cause of pupil mobility in London. 

It reduces educational opportunities for some of the most deprived children in the country and contributes to persistent under achievement and inter-generational poverty. 

The Department for Education and Skills and the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister should work together to ensure that children in homeless families are offered the same educational opportunities as other children. 

There is a need to minimise disruption to childrens’ education by adopting policies and funding mechanisms which provide sufficient permanent homes for homeless families most affected by the constant upheaval of changing schools. This means prioritising the supply of permanent accommodation in London, where the significant shortage of affordable rented housing is directly responsible for high levels of pupil movement in some schools.

Section One

What is pupil mobility and why does it matter?

“The practical business of dealing with a new intake of pupils – interviewing parents and pupils, updating records, organising induction and providing equipment and materials – is time-consuming. 

Dealing with a steady trickle of newcomers from insecure and disadvantaged backgrounds is especially demanding. The school may need to take account of special educational needs for which provision is not immediately available. 

Some children arriving at a school are emotionally unsettled and need exceptional levels of support. Amongst other things, they have been separated from friends or from families. Some have very little experience of schooling.7 ”

OFSTED

Defining pupil mobility

OFSTED defines pupil mobility8 as the total movement in and out of schools by pupils other than at the usual times of joining and leaving. Children would usually be expected to join a primary school around their fifth birthday and remain until the age of 11. Pupils would normally enter secondary schools at 11 and remain until they are 16.

What causes pupils to move schools? 

Research by University College London9 (UCL) has identified the main causes 

of pupil mobility as:

• International migration – children moving from and to other countries. It frequently includes a high number of new pupils

• Internal migration – children in families moving within the UK for housing, employment and other reasons, including the homeless

• Institutional movement – children changing schools without moving home, which would cover exclusions and voluntary transfers

• Individual movement – children moving alone, such as those taken into care or moving between separated parents.

The UCL research, which focused primarily on secondary schools with high levels of pupil mobility, found that specific underlying causes of mobility had widespread significance. The groups frequently found were: poor or dispossessed migrants from overseas, including refugees and asylum seekers; low income families with parents born in the UK; and armed forces families.10 The study concludes ‘there appears to be 

a common link between children moving into and out of high mobility schools and particular social situations (poverty, debt, harassment, domestic violence and family break-up); housing situations (temporary accommodation, women’s refuges, run 

down estates and renting rather than owner occupation); and employment (especially seasonal work and the armed forces)’.11
Variation in rates of pupil mobility

“Pupil mobility is a common experience for most schools but some experience significant numbers of pupils moving in and out of the school, which means that this phenomenon becomes a significant challenge for the school and both the mobile and stable communities of pupils.”

DfES, 200312
The Department for Education and Skills (DfES) has argued that the phenomenon 

of high mobility schools is widespread. Therefore, it would be difficult to justify targeting funding for something which affects so many. However, closer examination of pupil movement shows this to be a misconception. Rates of pupil turnover between schools vary enormously. In some local authorities, the majority of primary schools record high levels of mobility,13 while other authorities have a more stable pupil population. 


Even using average rates of mobility, which actually dilute extreme variation by masking the more localised effects, there is a marked variation between different types of authority. According to official DfES data, on average, schools in Inner London have mobility rates of 14.2 per cent of pupils and 6.8 per cent in Outer London. In comparison, the average rate of mobility for the counties is 5.7 per cent, rising to 5.9 per cent in other metropolitan cities and 6.3 per cent in other areas.14 

Research by University College London15  (UCL) examined the mobility experienced 

by secondary schools in three education authorities, including one Inner London borough and one Outer London borough. This research revealed that in the 2001-02 school year, 505 children joined Westminster schools at non-standard times, with 631 children joining Haringey schools at non-standard times. In one Westminster secondary school, 120 mobile pupils joined within the 2002-03 school year, while in the same period, one Haringey secondary school took in 137 mobile pupils. Of the 111 pupils who took their GCSE examinations at one Westminster school in summer 2002, 56 pupils were non-standard admissions.

Looking at why pupil mobility matters

“[High pupil mobility is] one of the greatest problems, if not the greatest problem, that any school can face.” 

Mike Tomlinson, Former Chief Inspector of Schools, in evidence to the House of Commons Education Sub-Committee, June 199916
In autumn 2004, the Association of London Government began a study into the implications of pupil mobility in primary and secondary schools in the capital. The key objective was to determine whether pupil mobility has a tangible impact on schools’ resources and on the learning of their pupils and in particular to consider the following: 

Does the induction and settling of all pupils who arrive at non-standard times require additional teaching and support?

What impact does a constantly changing pupil roll have on the learning environment for all pupils? 

Do pupils who move schools more frequently have higher levels of educational need and, if so, how should their needs be addressed?

The Government does not target any additional funding to schools with a constantly changing pupil roll. Therefore, understanding the nature and costs of teaching and support to settle new pupils is critical to identifying the real impact of the current failure to provide extra resources. If there are necessary processes with identifiable cost implications for all new pupils and with significant cost implications for higher needs mobile pupils, what are the educational consequences for all children in that school? Does this mean resources are being diverted away from frontline teaching in schools with very high mobility? In these circumstances, can schools facing multiple educational challenges really offer children (both mobile and non-mobile) equality of educational opportunity? Does pupil mobility compound the impact of deprivation on educational achievement? 

Sixty seven London primary and secondary schools in 23 boroughs provided information to help us find answers to some of these critical questions. This report uses their data and experiences to give us a better insight into the day-to-day reality of tackling pupil mobility.

Section Two

The cost of settling new children

“All my staff work a long day. We are here until 7pm. The extra hours make a difference – if they didn’t I would leave at 4 o’clock. But the children here, particularly the mobile ones, have a range of needs and being there for them makes a difference.” 

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (East London)


“New pupils need to be welcomed and supported but the resources needed to do it properly are quite substantial.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

“We have always made provision for pupil mobility, by doing that we under-resource ourselves in other areas in school life. We have to cut corners to be able to support these children.”

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London)

The induction of all new pupils requires additional teaching and support

“The Government needs to realise that in order to manage mobility effectively, schools need to have staff dedicated to deal with it. It is very disruptive if students don’t start at the usual intake time, they miss out academically and socially.”

Head teacher, Inner London secondary school (South London) 

The data collected by the ALG study from 53 primary and 14 secondary schools reveals that the process of settling new pupils requires a wide range of additional teaching and support from a number of different school and local authority staff. Thirty three different staff were identified as providing support to mobile children, ranging from the head teacher, other teaching staff and specialist support from the Ethnic Minority Achievement Services (EMAS), Special Educational Needs Co-ordinators (SENCO), Education Welfare Officers, Learning Mentors, Home School Support Workers and translators. This suggests that the nature of the support can be fairly complex, depending on the needs of the individual pupil. 

“It is difficult for those of us in the position of tackling pupil mobility without extra resources. An extra member of staff or some other extra staffing support would make a really big difference.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

“It would be good if the Government funded induction mentors, who could work with two or three schools with very high mobility.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

How schools support new pupils

“High levels of mid-year mobility, so-called ‘casual admissions’, are disruptive to learning for pupils and teachers. At times the authority has no alternative but to respond to unforeseen and uncontrollable pressures from outside, for example, with an influx of large numbers of refugees or asylum seekers.”17
OFSTED/AUDIT COMMISSION


Over the past five years, a much clearer understanding has developed about the intensive administrative and educational processes some schools face because of the number of mobile pupils they admit. 

The DfES guidance for induction mentors breaks down a wide range of tasks necessary for the induction of all new pupils. The attached Appendix to this report, Supporting Mobile Pupils, reflects the type of support that schools in London would be expected to provide. 

Research from 2004, based on schools in Lambeth,18 identifies three major areas of additional work associated with new pupils. They are:

• Administrative issues

• Pastoral issues

• Teaching and Learning issues.

Additional administration

The additional administrative processes for new pupils can be broadly broken down into three main areas:

• The fielding of parental enquiries

• Follow up tasks

• Record keeping.

“What people have to realise is that there’s an opportunity cost. So while you’re doing so much extra during the school day it means that staff are going to be working very very late in the evening, doing the paperwork they would have done when they’re actually looking after mobile pupils with very specific needs.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

Additional pastoral care

Three main additional pastoral areas were identified as contributing to the welfare 

of new pupils:

• Clear induction policies with individual responsibilities and procedures

• Strategies for establishing good relationships with and between pupils and their parents

• Developing effective links with the wider community. This could include a wide range of activities, such as extensive liaison with housing and social services departments, health professionals, the National Asylum Support Service and others. 

“We do a lot of work alongside social services; these children tend to miss great gaps in their learning, they have to have a catch-up programme. When you think about some of their backgrounds it is quite traumatic.” 

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London) 


“Sometimes my dad doesn’t pick me up after school and Mrs B (the deputy head teacher) needs to take me home. She’s kind.”

New pupil from overseas in Yr 4, Inner London primary school (South London) 

Additional teaching and learning

“We invest a lot of money in mobile children, in terms of the one-to-one support we provide. Whether they have a learning difficulty or learning gap depends on each individual child. We provide a lot of individual teaching assistant support for each child and that is the main drain on resources.” 

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London)

New arrivals create significant additional pressures for teachers and support staff. The range of extra teaching and learning issues which need to be addressed include:

• Assess the level of achievement on arrival

• Help children to establish routines

• Flexible planning, target setting and monitoring on a range of learning needs

• Consider whether to adapt the curriculum

• Consider the best way of maximising resources.

Every child is an individual challenge, because no two children have the same needs, and this can make them expensive in terms of the staffing resources required to provide induction and other ongoing support. 

“Many are refugees who do not speak English but also need additional counselling and support because they have been deeply traumatised.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London)

Examining the cost of pupil mobility

Sixty seven London schools provided details of the specific processes undertaken and the numbers of hours they currently spend in settling a ‘typical’ pupil, arriving at a non-standard time. The ALG’s survey specifically asked schools to exclude very high needs pupils to ensure that the average numbers of hours calculated were not distorted by the much higher costs associated with children with special or exceptional needs. Therefore, the figures understate the real level of support necessary for pupils with special and 

very high needs.

It is also important to be aware that the costs included in this report are not a reflection of the levels of funding required to meet the additional pressures resulting from high mobility. They represent the level of support that the schools surveyed currently manage to provide. The failure to fund pupil turnover means that schools, particularly those with the additional challenges of high deprivation, do not have the capacity to meet the true level of need associated with mobile pupils or existing pupils with diverse multiple disadvantages. The majority rely heavily on staff to provide support for new pupils by working additional unpaid hours and, in part, reflect a dilution of teaching and learning support to all children in that school. The figures, therefore, significantly under record the true numbers of hours necessary to meet higher levels of need associated 

with mobile pupils.

“I look at my senior team and heads of learning and they are bearing the brunt of this, and they’re exhausted….. it’s really horrendous. Staff are here from 6.30 in the morning until 10 at night. We shouldn’t be expected to absorb the additional pressures of supporting mobile pupils on top of all the other pressures that we are coping with. My staff are putting too many hours in.” 

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school 

(West London) 

On average,19 primary schools in the ALG’s study spend an additional 141⁄2 hours in total supporting a ‘typical’ 20 mobile pupil at an estimated opportunity cost of just under £400.21 This includes, on average, two hours of additional administration, five hours additional pastoral care and six and a half hours of additional teaching and learning.22 Over 30 per cent of primary schools which provided information invest more than 10 hours in extra teaching and learning.

On average, secondary schools in the ALG’s study spend an additional 29 hours23 in total supporting a ‘typical’ 24 mobile pupil at an estimated opportunity cost of around £800.25 This includes, on average, four hours of additional administration, 151⁄4 hours additional pastoral care and 171⁄4 hours of additional teaching and learning.26 Secondary schools in the study recorded higher levels of extra teaching and learning support, with one school providing an average of 621⁄2 additional hours for a typical mobile pupil.

Although the rates of pupil mobility are lower at secondary school level than at primary, a number of secondary schools are particularly affected by high mobility. There is widespread evidence to associate high mobility with increased educational need and this appears to be borne out by the levels of support provided by secondary schools. Choice related movement seems to be less prevalent at this level, as parents may consider it to be educationally disruptive. Therefore, the patterns of additional need appear to be easier to identify because they are frequently linked to enforced movement, such as moves between temporary accommodation or refugee pupils new to the country. However, the ALG believes that higher levels of need also exist in the primary sector and that they are most identifiable where high pupil mobility occurs in schools with significant levels of Additional Education Need (AEN) and deprivation. 


The impact of workforce reform 

“Pupil mobility affects the achievement of every child in school. Students in my school do not have the same educational opportunities as pupils in most other schools as they are constantly affected by a stream of new pupils joining their classes. New children start every week... we are always welcoming and supporting new pupils.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school 

(West London)

“Workforce reform is a good idea but because it is not funded adequately, it is a total nightmare to organise. Putting unqualified people in front of children, especially with the children I’ve got in this school, goes against my principles… it’s not manageable, we need things funded properly. When teachers start demanding their 10 per cent out of the classroom, what are you putting in? You’re certainly not putting in teaching time – you are putting in child minding time.” 

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London) 

Given the current need for schools to cope with pupil mobility within existing staffing levels, many expressed very real concern about how they would be able to implement workforce reform. They felt they were already stretched to capacity and severely reliant on the goodwill of staff to maintain current levels of support. When those staff insist on the full implementation of workforce reform, which allows them non-contact time away from the classroom, there will be major additional resourcing implications. This will diminish the level of teaching and learning support further in the schools facing the greatest capacity pressures. 

Section Three

Pupil mobility – a disruption to the whole learning environment?

Impact on classrooms

High pupil turnover can cause enormous disruption to the classroom dynamics because continual arrivals and departures create instability and are a drain on precious staffing resources. This is particularly evident in schools with pupils with diverse needs who require greater support. Recent research by the Migration Research Unit at UCL27 indicates ‘that schools with high pupil movement and disadvantaged intakes have difficulty in fully meeting all the different learning needs of their pupils, whilst managing frequent movement’. 

“During the course of the year, one class admitted 12 new pupils in a class of 30. There was a special needs pupil who was placed in that class and within the space of about two weeks that class took in six new pupils, most of whom had never been to school before. Many didn’t speak English and were actually copying the behaviour of the EBD [Emotional and Behavioural Difficulties] pupil. I actually employed an additional LSA [Learning Support Assistant] for two terms because the teacher could not be in enough places at the same time to calm them and keep them on track.”

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London) 

Research into the impact of pupil mobility28 describes it as creating a ‘chaos factor’ which permeates the very fabric of the learning environment. Teachers who have to constantly double back to integrate new students into the classroom lose precious time on lessons for the whole class and have less time for all students individually.29
Within tutor groups, social relationships which have been established may be disturbed by new arrivals and cause children to feel unsettled or distressed. The fact that the tutor group spends months expanding and settling down is not ideal when the school is trying 

to focus on learning.30
“What people forget is that every time a new pupil joins, the dynamics of the classroom change. It unsettles other students and it’s bound to have a detrimental impact on achievement.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

“My existing pupils are also worthy and needy of support.”

Head of Year, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

In a study of mobility in primary schools, Dr J Dobson (University College)31 concluded that while schools with mobile service children experience some similar demands, they do not face the same degree of pressure as schools with other highly mobile pupil groups. This is because they do not tend to have large numbers of existing pupils with high levels of need and there is also a framework of support in place for mobile service families. Additionally, records from previous schools are more likely to be available to schools receiving service children than to schools with other types of mobility.

If the intake of a high mobility school mainly comprises children who are fluent in English, are achieving at a level appropriate to their age and have a fairly stable and supportive background, there appears to be no logical reason why a well-organised and well-staffed school should not enable its pupils to continue to perform well during their period of attendance.32
In contrast, schools with high mobility and deprivation faced significant pressures, particularly those with exceptionally large numbers of children with Special Educational Needs and large movements of children with learning difficulties. The research concluded that the needs and circumstances of the children who form the pupil component of the learning environment were key to determining a school’s capacity to raise achievement and develop the potential of all within the resources available. 


The greater the aggregate needs of the children for concentrated attention to overcome language barriers or learning difficulties or emotional or behavioural problems, the harder it becomes for a given number of teachers and support staff with a given number of hours in the day to raise achievement across the board.33 

“We do our best for every student but we worry about the impact on our existing students when so much time must be devoted to newcomers by the Year Team and myself. My non-contact time is often totally absorbed by our latest arrivals. My existing students are also needy and worthy of my support. I seldom have a break or lunch break and often work late into the evening to overcome this problem.” 

Head of Year, Outer London secondary school (West London)

Section Four

Examining the needs of mobile pupils

“Often, because of circumstance, indigenous mobile pupils are from dysfunctional families, so there is a whole layer of additional work to support these families. Our aim is to provide some stability and security for the children. Many of these families have serious and often multiple underlying problems - parents, one or both, with mental health problems, and/or lack of parenting skills, and/or problems with drug addiction etc...” 

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (East London)

Do mobile pupils have greater needs?

Research by the Education Management Information Exchange (EMIE)34 identifies causes of pupil movements as first and second order. The key or first order factors behind pupil mobility were considered to be:

• Movement of refugees and asylum seekers

• Relocation to and from social housing. This group includes homeless families placed in temporary accommodation and movement into and out of refuges from those fleeing domestic violence

• Movement of armed forces personnel.

For the majority of schools in the ALG’s pupil mobility study, the first two of these factors were the most frequently identified as the major drivers of pupil movement in London. Additionally, head teachers said that these pupils generally had other needs associated with under achievement. They specifically identified that many mobile pupils were also in the early stages of English language acquisition and had characteristics related to deprivation, such as receiving free school meals. 

While pupil movement does have clear costs associated with greater teaching, management and support required to settle new pupils, its relationship with achievement is a complex but important one. A growing body of research indicates that pupil mobility compounds the negative impact of multiple needs on educational achievement. One particular feature of the ALG research was the relationship between high levels of pupil movement and schools with the highest and most diverse pupil needs profiles. This is a logical relationship because, despite the best efforts of very dedicated teaching and support staff, schools with greater challenges are often perceived less favourably, especially on crude measures of achievement and, therefore, are more likely to have places available for mobile children. Children who move schools more frequently have a much higher incidence of multiple need35 and, therefore, pupil mobility compounds the need for additional teaching and support in the schools where there are already enormous pressures. This also has implications for local education authorities which may have to provide much higher levels of specialist support to pupils with special educational needs. 

“So many of our mobile pupils have a diverse range of needs. It’s a really huge job to address all those needs, to keep all the balls in the air and to make sure that nobody misses out.”

Head teacher, Outer London secondary school (West London) 

Many schools in the London study of pupil mobility specifically referred to the type 

of children who, in their experience, were significantly more likely to be mobile and have gaps in their education. These included:

• Asylum seekers and other international migrants entering the English educational system

• Asylum seekers and other international migrants resettling to other parts of the country/London

• Children in temporary accommodation

• Children who return to their country of origin (or parental country of origin) on extended visits

• Children not previously in education. 

Mobile pupils with high needs 

“Funding often focuses on project based work on literacy, mathematical skills or assimilating the child into the English national curriculum. But not enough is done to address the underlying causes of poor child development. Issues like poor quality housing and families squeezed into a one bedroomed flat have a really significant impact on a child’s attainment. We feel that a lot of the money is wasted on projects when it would have been invested more effectively in children’s centres and supporting parents.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

Homeless children in temporary housing

Pupil mobility caused by families moving between temporary accommodation is a London phenomenon. It was seen as a frustrating and avoidable cause of high turnover by many schools in the ALG study. This frequently resulted in gaps in childrens’ education and had a negative impact on achievement. Children in temporary accommodation were also more likely to face multiple disadvantages.

“Children who spend long periods in temporary accommodation are among the most excluded and disadvantaged children in the country.” 36
Shelter

Recent research by UCL into the causes of pupil mobility37 concludes that the links between poverty, insecure accommodation and frequent moves are logically related. 

So too are the reasons for a heavy concentration of mobility in specific schools. 

The researchers point out “the poorest in our society, those in temporary and insecure employment and those who leave their homes without financial resources to fall back on are all liable to find themselves in impermanent accommodation or bad housing which they would wish to leave as soon as possible – or from which they may be forced to move, either by the public authority that housed them, the private landlord who evicts them or friends and relatives whose hospitality has been exhausted.” 38 
“Housing accessible to the poor and dispossessed is not spread randomly across urban areas but tends to be concentrated in specific geographical locations. High pupil mobility tends to be found in particular primary schools in those localities.”39
Research into the effects of homelessness on children40 found that homeless children experience developmental delays that hamper academic success at four times the rate of other children. They are almost three times more likely to suffer emotional and behavioural problems that affect learning. They also have twice the incidence of learning disabilities, such as speech delays and dyslexia, compared with other children.

Homeless children are significantly more likely to experience stress related anxieties and display aggressive behaviour. Shelter’s latest research into homelessness found “evidence of suicidal depression and self-harming amongst children living in bad housing”.41 One study found that almost half (47 per cent) of homeless children between the ages of six and 17 have problems with anxiety, depression or withdrawal, compared with 18 per cent of other school age children.42 Thirty six per cent demonstrate delinquent or aggressive behaviour, compared with just 17 per cent of other school age pupils.43 


International research indicates that homelessness has a significant negative impact on academic achievement and homeless pupils are more likely to have special educational needs than other children.44 Interestingly, this research found that homeless children were less likely to have access to the specialist education services they need, with only 

38 per cent of homeless pupils with learning disabilities receiving additional services compared with 75 per cent of other children with learning disabilities. 

“Some kids don’t want to leave the school but they are often moved on very quickly. They have a sense of ‘temporaryness’ hanging over them. How do you engage with your education when you don’t know when it’s going to end?”

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service (EMAS), Outer London secondary school (East London)

A survey45 of homeless households in temporary accommodation by Shelter found that 68 per cent of their sample of homeless households said one or more of their children was experiencing problems at school as a direct consequence of living in temporary accommodation and having to change school. They identified a range of issues that their children faced including: changing schools, travelling long distances to school, suffering emotional instability, lacking space to do homework, gaps in education and having to make new friends.46 Eleven per cent of parents in the survey said that one or more of their children didn’t have a school place for that term and just under half said that one or more of their children had missed school because of their housing circumstances.47 The average amount of school time missed by an individual child was 55 days.48 
Pupil mobility compounds the educational problems of homeless children or children in insecure accommodation. These children are more likely to have multiple needs which affect achievement and are also more likely to be absent from school49 and experience gaps in their education. This contributes to them falling behind other pupils of the same age. 

The ODPM acknowledges that a higher proportion of children from homeless families are on the Child Protection Register (12 per cent compared with less than 1 per cent in the general population)50 and as a result suffer greater educational disruption and disadvantage (29 per cent attending school compared to 73 per cent before they were homeless).51
“It feels as if you are fighting your own little corner. There should be more strategic policy development and cross thinking between housing, education and health. We constantly spend many additional hours with children who literally disappear the next day.”

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service (EMAS), Outer London secondary school (East London).


“Homeless children living in temporary accommodation are some of the most deprived children in the country, missing out on schooling, on play and opportunities to develop.”53    

Shelter

Strategies to reduce pupil mobility caused by the use of temporary accommodation

In its report, Breaking the Cycle,52 the Social Exclusion Unit identifies homelessness as 

a key driver of social exclusion which has not been fully addressed. It points to an increased supply of affordable housing as the way to mitigate the damaging consequences of homelessness, particularly for children. The number of households in temporary accommodation in London has been increasing year on year since 1998.54 

It reached over 61,000 in the third quarter of 2004, up almost 9 per cent on the previous year’s figure, compared to 40,300 for the rest of England in the same period, an increase of 4.9 per cent.55 Included in these households are some 73,000 children in London alone.56
In January 2005, the Government announced its intention to halve the number of households in temporary accommodation by 2010.57 If this is achieved, this may help reduce some of the current pupil movement in the longer-term. However, up to 2010, housing related mobility in London is expected to rise until appropriate homes can be established. The drive to reduce the use of temporary accommodation coupled with investment in growth areas will mean that many London boroughs will not be able to meet housing need in their areas and, as a consequence, greater mobility is anticipated. The introduction of more choice and mobility for social rented housing tenants and applicants through Choice Base Lettings (CBL) is likely to further increase mobility, at least in the short-term. This is something that the DfES needs to plan for, as it is essential that additional government funding and strategies are in place to support the schools and local authorities facing the greatest problems during this period. 

The regional allocation of funding for the supply of new social rented housing and the reduction in Homelessness Grant cast serious doubt about whether London is receiving a sufficient share of resources to enable the ODPM to realise its ambitious temporary accommodation target by 2010. An additional £60 million will be included in the overall Homelessness Grant funding for local authorities for 2005/06 to help prevent homelessness; however, the total level of this grant will actually fall by 6 per cent compared to 2004/05.58 This means an average reduction of 2 per cent for most authorities, but in London, where the use of temporary accommodation is a significantly greater problem than elsewhere in the country, the reduction will be 10 per cent on average. London will face a disproportionate fall in funding and will account for 84 per cent of the total reduction in grant levels. Individual London boroughs face losses in grant of up to 37 per cent.59 The Government should recognise that, while homelessness prevention results in increased local authority revenue expenditure, successful prevention has the potential to generate significant savings for the Treasury. Therefore, it is 

not unrealistic for authorities to expect some additional government funding to establish more effective homelessness prevention strategies. Otherwise they would be expected to incur the costs but not share in the savings.

The Social Exclusion Unit points out60 that a continued drive to reduce child poverty is necessary to help break the links between inherited disadvantage and life chances. Improving services that tackle material deprivation, such as housing and homelessness, are at the forefront of this agenda.61 

Investment in increased social rented housing would have the greatest impact in terms of reducing social exclusion in London, where the use of temporary accommodation and levels of child poverty are significantly higher than anywhere else in the country. However, despite 60 per cent of all households in temporary accommodation living in London62 and 51 per cent of children in Inner London experiencing child poverty,63 the highest rate for any region, there are serious concerns about the relatively small amount of new investment intended to tackle homelessness in the capital. This, in turn, raises questions about whether the current distribution policies of some government departments are really maximising return on investment. 

Refugee children and children of migrant workers

Just as the use of temporary accommodation is responsible for creating high mobility in specific schools, the movement and settlement patterns of refugees result in a similar effect. Despite the efforts in recent years to disperse refugees, it is an issue which continues to have marked implications for London schools. 

“The children of asylum seekers present a particular set of issues for schools, mainly because of the need to support their English language learning but also because of the need to understand the background from which they have come both culturally and in terms of their experience of being a refugee or an exile from their country.”64   

University of Central England

“Within Local Education Authorities, asylum seeking and refugee children are not evenly distributed among schools (an issue more marked at secondary school level).”65 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

Research undertaken by the London Metropolitan University in 200266 concluded that there were approximately 80,000 asylum seeking and refugee children in UK schools, with an estimated 62,666 in schools and nurseries in London. This study found that in seven London education authorities, refugee children comprise more than 10 per cent of the total school roll. No other area has this concentration of asylum and refugee children. 

“Some families, who are new to the country, are not entitled to any money from the state, they are living on people’s floors but the kids still come to school every day.”

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service (EMAS), Outer London secondary school (East London) 

“There is growing evidence to show that some groups of asylum seeking and refugee children are underachieving in schools.”67 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation

There are a number of issues relevant to settling refugee and asylum seeker children:

• Large numbers will be in the early stages of English language acquisition and will require intensive language support

• Settling families and children from different cultures can be difficult and time-consuming, especially if there are few other children from that background

• Many have had no formal schooling or have had gaps in their education

• Many children are traumatised and are significantly more likely to require child and behavioural psychology than non- mobile children.

“I learn more in a small class because in a small class I don’t feel scared. If I don’t understand I can get help and it is fun. I speak English and I learn how to say the words. In Sudan you have to pay for books and lessons but here it is free… I am happy because I am learning English. I like my teachers. They help me. I do not like the weekend because there is no school.”

Girl A aged 11, Inner London secondary school (South London)

“With support I learn more because I speak more English and I learn new words and how to write them.”

Girl B aged 11, Inner London secondary school (South London)

While existing evidence concludes that lack of fluency in English will be a dominant factor in low achievement initially, its effect on performance diminishes as mastery of the English language increases.68 However, this group of mobile children is particularly resource intensive. Research commissioned by the DfES69 indicates that the education needs of children acquiring English are the most likely not to be met by current levels of funding. This means that high mobility schools with greater intakes of refugee and asylum seeker children are significantly more likely to have a greater concentration of unmet need than other schools. The issue of unmet need is discussed in more detail in section 7, Addressing the funding question. 


Section Five

Valuing our schools

“Our SATs results are below the national average. The impact of mobility on test results is enormous.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (North London) 

“It is difficult to get good staff to work in schools like these because they know they’ll be damned. Because our performance is knocked by so many critical factors, we can’t be called effective.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

“Pupil mobility affects our results – pupils come and go all the time. There is only a small proportion of pupils who have been with us from reception to Year 6. We’re under great pressure to perform – every year results have to get better, but we take in lots of mobile pupils and they are not high achievers. Quite a lot have Special Educational Needs (SEN), which places an inordinate strain on the workload of our Special Educational Needs Co-ordinator (SENCO).”

Head teacher, Outer London primary school (East London)

Interpreting league tables 

The problem with league tables is that they are a very crude measure of outcomes rather than a true measure of the value of teaching and support and whether it has allowed an individual child to reach his/her full potential. This is a real issue for schools with significant levels of deprivation and mobile pupils with high needs. Taking league tables at face value can mean that results disguise good teaching and good progress being made by individual pupils. 

For example, one East London primary school in the ALG study records results in line with the national average, but hidden beneath this ‘average’ performance there 

is a phenomenal amount of value added by teaching and support staff. A recent OFSTED report described the teaching as good throughout the school and the leadership as inspirational. In the last few years, the school has admitted 310 pupils, of whom just 187 remain on the roll. Of these, 146 receive support with learning English, 108 of whom are at an early stage of English acquisition. OFSTED describe the standards of attainment for children on entry to the school at a later stage as ‘invariably low’.

“We have new pupils admitted to the school on a weekly basis and this is bound to affect our drive to raise standards and results. We, therefore, have to be courageous enough to monitor results closely, while insisting that judgements on success must not solely be made on these. What I really want is for ‘the tables’ to also show the progress children have made since they entered the school. We accept, and are prepared for, the fact that many children start from a very low baseline – we would like others to understand and accept this as well. This is not an excuse for accepting lower standards - because everything we do is about raising standards.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (East London)

In order to reflect progress and the value of good teaching, each child needs to have a baseline assessment. In effect, this is the theory behind the Government’s value added measures. However, the current assessment of value added simply does not work. Ironically, the schools that this measure is failing most of all are the ones for whom it is most critical. 

Why current value added measures don’t always add value 

One of the most resonant messages from the 67 schools in the London sample is the failure of existing government measures to recognise their contribution in improving the attainment of mobile pupils.

In 2003, the Government produced value added data in the school performance tables for primary schools for the first time. These measures were intended to reflect the progress children had made between key stages. Crude league tables are unable to identify the effort of schools in tackling diverse need and to reflect the progress made by children with additional and special educational needs. In theory, a good range of value added indicators should be capable of allowing us to interpret league tables more effectively. They should identify the real value that schools add, which so often does not simply translate into ‘good’ key stage or GSCE results. 

However, the Government’s measure of value added is extremely limited and it is not able to provide sufficient background to give a better insight into the effectiveness of all schools. Existing measurements are failing high mobility schools most of all because they are poor at identifying the progress they make with large numbers of pupils. There are a number of specific reasons for this:

“The problem is that we don’t have SATS results for children from overseas entering the system for the first time, so we don’t get the recognition for how much they have improved.”

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service (EMAS), Outer London secondary school (East London) 

(i) Children without a key stage history cannot be measured by the current value added indicators

In London, in particular, many new children are from families who are refugees or economic migrants. They are new to the English education system and have no 

key stage history from which to measure progress. Other mobile pupils who move frequently and have ‘unmatched’ histories are also effectively lost to the system.

“To measure value added they have to take your key stage 1 results and measure the improvement to your key stage 2 results and they can only match about 80 per cent of our students’ results because of turnover.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (North London)

“Value added doesn’t count the children that arrive with no history. Value added 

and the PANDA [Performance and Assessment Report] now pick up children who have taken their SATS elsewhere in the country but not new arrivals to the system. Last year many of my children from overseas did very well in the SATS but those children are lost from the system altogether. They’re just not there. So there is no credit for the effort we put into those children through the Government’s current measure.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

“With some of our kids coming from overseas, they’re very able, its just a matter of English proficiency. They come in and make great progress in a very short space of time, which is indicative of the quality of support given by the school, but they aren’t counted.”

Acting deputy head teacher, Inner London secondary school (South London)

(ii) Schools with high mobility very often recorded high numbers of pupils with extended absences and gaps in education. Value added takes no account of this.

One issue which London schools repeatedly raised was the number of children who take extended overseas trips between key stages. Value added indicators measure the improvement between key stages for these children but what they don’t recognise is that an individual child may have been absent for six or 12 months. Therefore, value added measures are unable to identify the ‘real’ progress which has been achieved with individual children because they do not recognise the teaching resources invested in ‘catch-up’ programmes to ensure that children are brought up to the relevant stage in the national curriculum for a child of their age.

“The problem with value added is that it doesn’t really know how to reflect the input of the school when the pupil has had an extended absence. Many of our extended absences are children who go overseas to visit relatives and this can result in a significant gap in their education. The results of a child who has been absent for nine months and received no education will naturally reflect badly on the teaching quality of the school.” 

Deputy head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

(iii) Very mobile children often move schools before value added can be measured 

A rather obvious problem with measuring value added for schools with a particularly mobile cohort of pupils is that they can move frustratingly often. For schools in the London survey, this frequently means that they may invest a huge amount of effort in a child who arrives after key stage 1 but they will not be credited with adding value if the child moves on before key stage 2.

“Sometimes you invest a lot of effort in mobile children who move on again and you don’t get any recognition for them.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

“We spend hours with children who literally go the next day.”

Ethnic Minority Achievement Service (EMAS), Outer London secondary school (East London) 

This leads us to conclude that schools without a stable pupil base not only have to contend with high levels of additional teaching and other support for new pupils, but they are also considerably more likely to have this extra effort ignored by the current value added measures. This is because they have a much greater number of unmatched pupils without key stage histories, so there is no base to measure value added against. They are also more likely to have sufficient places to take high needs children immediately prior to key stage testing. This can have a detrimental effect on the overall performance measured by league tables. 

The additional impact of excluded children

Although there has been a growing emphasis on all schools sharing pupil exclusions, schools who took part in the London survey stressed the obvious correlation between the availability of school places in their schools and the tendency to accept more excluded pupils or pupils who were just about to be excluded from other schools.

Many pointed out that a number of the children they accept are not officially identified as exclusions because parents frequently find a new school for a child who is about to be excluded to avoid the stigma of exclusion. This means that schools with high mobility and other disadvantaged pupils are also more likely to have a greater proportion of excluded and pre-excluded children, many of whom have severe behavioural problems.

“We have to deal with the complexity of differentiation. Building on mobile children’s learnt competencies is a challenge when such a high proportion have English as an additional language, little or no previous schooling or highly traumatised personal circumstances.

Other schools with little mobility are considered to be ‘similar’ and are praised for being ‘effective’ when their KS2 SATs results are published.

Who would want to teach in an inner city school with high mobility? Outstanding, dedicated and effective staff with a commitment to meeting the most diverse challenges.”


Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

Coping with high teacher turnover and high pupil mobility

One other issue that many of the 67 London schools identified as a key factor, which added to classroom instability and compounded the pressures of high pupil mobility, was the impact of teacher turnover. This is a particular problem for schools in London and the South-East, which continue to face the greatest levels of teacher movement, coupled with consistently high pupil mobility. Primary schools in Inner London experience the highest rates of teacher turnover, with a movement of 23.4 per cent annually. 

This is between three and four times the rate of turnover for similar schools in the North East, which record levels of just 6.7 per cent.70 Primary schools in Outer London face turnover of 19 per cent compared to an England average of 14.7 per cent.71 Secondary schools in Inner London again face the highest rate of teacher turnover with levels of some 15.9 per cent compared to just 9.8 per cent in the North West.72 While secondary schools in Outer London record movement of 14.4 per cent.73 Research published by the University of Buckingham, on behalf of the DfES, in May 200574 identifies the reasons for teacher turnover and notes ‘there was a strong strand of dissatisfaction’ and ‘escaping from the present school’, which underpinned the current movement patterns. 

Section Six

Every child matters

“We want every child to fulfil their potential, regardless of their background  or circumstances.”75
DfES 

“A nation where:

• every child gets the best possible start in life – with integrated services focused on the needs of parents and children not chopped up according to provider

• all schools are extended schools, community schools, healthy schools, inclusive schools and enterprising schools

• every child and young person who is in difficult circumstances gets the extra support they need without stigma.”76
DfES

“Children’s services and education have been too compartmentalised. Services have not been joined up. Funding has been too fragmented. Children and learners have not had their needs addressed in a way that fits their specific needs.” 77
DfES


Helping all children to fulfil their potential

In his foreword to the Five Year Strategy for Children and Learners,78 the former Secretary of State for Education, Charles Clarke, described the early model for the provision of social services and education as a monolithic one with a basic standard product for all, delivered by mechanisms with sharp administrative divisions between health, schools and social services. He talked about the need for a new, more personal, system that is not based on the lowest common denominator. Fitting the system to the individual rather than the individual having to fit the system. 

A system which recognises individual aptitudes and provides tailored paths to diverse employment.

“Pupil mobility in some London schools is significant. Data published in the OFSTED report ‘Managing Pupil Mobility’ in 2002 showed that mobility in both Inner and Outer London was higher than elsewhere… OFSTED evidence suggests that where mobility levels exceed 12 per cent there is an impact on standards achieved for all pupils.”79
Stephen Twigg, former Minister of State for School Standards

The real challenge is in creating an education system where every child is given genuine equality of opportunity, regardless of their individual circumstances and the school they attend. Achieving this will require cohesive policies extending some way beyond the usual educational parameters. Wider support to the families of vulnerable children can only be achieved successfully through joined up policies across education, housing, health and social care.

Understanding the impact that high pupil mobility has on schools with a large number of vulnerable and deprived children, and understanding the needs of mobile children and the factors which contribute to their disadvantage, are critical to redesigning a more equitable system which does not perpetuate current inequalities in terms of educational opportunities and achievement. 

Perhaps the first stage to delivering educational opportunities for individual children is to recognise that inclusive schools with high mobility and multiple disadvantages actually understand more about diverse pupil needs and abilities than policy makers. Therefore, they have a valuable contribution to make in defining what ‘fulfilling potential’ actually means and how this should be judged.  

High mobility schools welcome all children equally 

“Refugee children who arrive in the UK outside the normal admission cycle will only secure places in schools with spaces; schools that are often less popular with more settled groups of parents. In many cases these are the schools that face long-standing challenges and problems.”80
Joseph Rowntree Foundation 

One consistent feature of the schools which contributed to the ALG’s study was their overwhelmingly positive and inclusive ethos. The majority face multiple and diverse educational challenges but they still consistently welcome new pupils, many needing intensive support, because they are fundamentally committed to providing opportunities for all children. 

These schools are often unfairly and inaccurately judged by crude statistical measures even when OFSTED reports identify their teaching as good throughout the school. Not surprisingly, they felt devalued by the lack of recognition for their work with some of the most disadvantaged mobile children in the current educational system. 

“We believe in life-long learning, that is why we are providing adult and family learning opportunities for targeted families. If you invest early on it pays dividends, but you might not see the gains until the end of secondary stage or further - however, it certainly gives children and families a head start. Without sufficient support and lateral intervention it could take two or three generations to make a real difference.” 

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (East London)

“If a child comes in and wants to do, for example, art and drama, you sometimes have to say 'look, you can't because those groups are full', and you just have to put them in a group where there are some vacancies. I think students who come in later in the secondary school are disadvantaged, to a degree, because they may not be able to choose the subjects that they might normally have chosen if they'd been here and come through the lower school and done their Key Stage 3 tests and been through part of the preferences process.”

Head teacher, Inner London secondary school (South London) 

An education system that welcomes children missing education

No discussion about equality of opportunity for all children is complete without reference to the important group of pupils who are missing from education. The DfES acknowledges that children from particular backgrounds81 are more likely to be missing from education and these include children living in temporary accommodation or women’s refuges, asylum seeking children and traveller children. 

“Keeping children and young people in education is a critical factor in their future life chances. Those who are disaffected and disconnected from education are less likely to gain qualifications or employment and are more likely to engage in criminal behaviour. Department for Education and Skills (DfES) data indicate that in excess of 9,000 pupils are permanently excluded from school each year. The DfES estimates that up to 10,000 pupils are missing from school completely. In addition, authorised and unauthorised absence from school accounts for approximately 9 per cent of total school days. National targets and initiatives have been introduced to improve the support for those pupils at risk of becoming disaffected or excluded.”82 
OFSTED

Anecdotal evidence from head teachers who took part in the London study suggests that there could be a critical relationship between the numbers of children missing education and specific year groups working towards key stage tests and GCSEs. This report has already pointed out that the majority of the schools surveyed wholeheartedly embraced inclusiveness, even to the detriment of their league table results. However, it is possible that not all schools are so committed to this ideal, particularly as the current system fundamentally judges them by their results. Popular, more ‘successful’ schools would argue that they don’t have the places. 

This is obviously an issue that Admission Forums will need to continue to monitor, but the real issue for mobile children and children currently missing education is that there is still no clear strategy for ensuring all schools make an equal contribution to admitting and educating vulnerable and disadvantaged children.

In its most recent research83 into pupil mobility in the secondary school system, UCL concludes the “increasing independence of schools, coupled with a diminished LEA role, make it seem doubtful that mobile pupils in city areas will be better served by the secondary school system in future. Indeed, it could be that children from ‘settled’ families will become increasingly concentrated in some schools, while others cater increasingly for those on the move”.

“My one big plea would be for schools to get recognition for the work they do with mobile children… and an acknowledgement that not all children are going to hit level 4 but the things we are doing to support them, we are doing well. The mobile population is a problematic one. We welcome them to our schools and we work hard with them but they still disrupt the life of a class.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (South London) 

Section Seven

Addressing the funding question

“It is unclear how future school funding arrangements cited in the Five Year Strategy will address the particular circumstances of schools with fluctuating populations and a high level of movement.” 84
Migration Research Unit, University College London


“The PANDA [Performance and Assessment Report] doesn’t actually show the mobility we have…so you can have children coming in and out all through the year and they don’t count.”

Head teacher, Inner London primary school (East London) 

Are high mobility/high deprivation schools receiving enough funding to tackle their additional needs?

Staff in many London schools already work significant additional hours but achievement in these schools is not improving or not improving fast enough. One possible explanation for this could be the long-standing failure of the education funding regime to recognise and reflect the role mobility plays in compounding disadvantage. 

The persistent failure to target resources to schools with children with both high levels of educational need and high pupil turnover requires much closer scrutiny as systematic patterns of underfunding could be a major contributor to low achievement in schools which share these characteristics. 

“Our aim is to ensure that we maximise the opportunities open to every child. Educational attainment is a fundamental part of this, giving every child the key to his or her start in life. We are aiming to build an educational system in which every child has the right conditions for learning, and the support they need to achieve their full potential. The work we are doing on pupil mobility is at the forefront of this.”86 

Former Secretary of State for Education and Skills, the Rt Hon Charles Clarke MP

Until now, discussions with Department for Education and Skills (DfES) officials about pupil mobility have been dominated by an overarching desire to identify the costs related to the process of settling mobile pupils. But the question which remains to be addressed is perhaps the one upon which the whole issue of pupil mobility hinges. That is, ‘to what extent does mobility impact on equality of opportunity for all children in affected schools?’
Where individual schools already face considerable levels of unmet and unfunded need due to the volume of pupils with multiple disadvantages, how much genuine capacity do they have to cope with a constant flow of additional pupils, who may have exceptionally high educational needs?

Existing funding only goes so far

All schools with high levels of deprivation receive some extra resources to reflect their greater challenges through their mainstream funding and through Standards Fund grants. But none of the current funding streams is specifically designed to recognise the cost 

of settling new children, the impact of pupil mobility on other disadvantaged pupils or 

to compensate sufficiently for the additional educational and developmental needs of children who move schools frequently. 

The Ethnic Minority Achievement Grant (EMAG) helps fund some of the linguistic costs associated with children acquiring English. But it falls some way short of adequately supporting the needs of new pupils in the early stages of English acquisition. It does not pretend to address the manifold needs arising from pupil mobility and, importantly, it is currently a match funded grant which means that education authorities need to find as much as 50 per cent of resources locally to match the original allocation. It also fails to tackle concerns that asylum seeker arrivals are unpredictable and the current targeting approach means that many LEAs face significant underfunding. It is a cumbersome way of addressing genuine and widely recognised need which is legitimately resource intensive. 

The DfES is looking at how EMAG should be distributed in future years but it is 

not yet known whether its existing inadequacies will be addressed. However, there continues to be a strong case for keeping EMAG separate from other funding streams to enable resources to be targeted more sensitively. 

Other initiatives, like the London Challenge, provide a welcome acknowledgement of the diverse needs which schools in the capital face. However, this strategy is not intended to address the very specific demands of pupil mobility. 

Pupil turnover can compromise funding 

Head teachers, from a number of the 67 London schools surveyed, felt that funding to high mobility schools could be compromised by the existing method of recording pupil numbers. There is a greater probability of funding to high mobility schools being based on an underestimate of pupil numbers as a consequence of recording numbers at a specific point in the year. By their very nature, the public perception of schools with high mobility is not always good. Therefore, they are significantly more 

likely to have school places available for children arriving throughout the year. Other oversubscribed schools with more stable pupil cohorts have a less volatile pupil base, which is considerably less prone to underestimates of pupil numbers. This means that their basic per pupil entitlement and Standards Fund grants based on a per pupil distribution are more likely to reflect pupil numbers accurately. 

Constant pupil turnover could mean that a primary class of 20 in January (when the pupil count is taken), may have been a class of 25 in the preceding September and become a class of 30 in the following April. In a high mobility school, it is possible for the class to have had 50 different children in one academic year. Yet the education authority may receive funding for just 20 pupils if this was the number recorded at the time of the all important pupil count date. 

Funding future needs

The Government has already begun to look at rationalising the range and number of educational grants. This is a positive move because in the past schools and education authorities have not always been allowed to exercise their local expertise and discretion because of the need to spend some grants on specific things. This  investment strategy is ineffective and fails to deliver maximum benefits. Local knowledge about the circumstances of pupils and the exact nature of need is a key factor in informing those decisions. 

However, the process of grant rationalisation still needs to recognise the circumstances in which funding needs to be targeted more sensitively to ensure it goes to an appropriate range of schools and LEAs. Pupil mobility is a case in point because the distribution of high pupil turnover cannot be accurately identified using indicators that don’t measure mobility. Therefore, there is an argument for allowing the funding mechanism to retain some degree of targeting sensitivity to ensure funding goes to the schools and education authorities most affected by that particular pressure.  

High pupil mobility compounds existing unmet pupil need

The interaction between the amount of unmet need a school already faces and the volume of pupil mobility plays an important part in determining educational outcomes for individual children and the perception of ‘how well the school is doing’. 

“...funding levels and the effective use of resources have a direct significance for the capacity of schools to cope with pupil movement while maintaining a focus on raising achievement for all.” 87
Migration Research Unit, University College London

In 2002, the DfES commissioned PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) to review the factors which influence the amount schools need to spend on pupils with additional education needs. They concluded there was significant unmet need within the current educational system. PwC found there was a natural demarcation between the unmet needs of pupils with English as an Additional Language (EAL) and other unmet pupil needs. They concluded that the current resource distribution system was not adequately funding the amount of pupil need that schools faced for children with a range of educational needs, but most notably the unmet need for children with EAL was significantly higher than any other group of pupils with additional educational needs. 

One of the biggest issues for the majority of the 67 London schools which provided information on pupil mobility was the range of pupil needs they already have to address. Current funding only partially meets AEN, so there is a recognition that schools with high levels of pupil need are already having to cope without the appropriate level of financial support required to meet need fully.

A constantly changing pupil roll compounds these pressures, particularly as the groups of mobile pupils in London schools tend to increase the overall level of need because of their greater incidence of severe AEN, which requires one-to-one support. 

The cost to schools with high levels of mobility and high numbers of pupils with educational deprivation is an overwhelmingly important one. It cannot be quantified in financial terms because it goes some way beyond the simple cost of induction and settling a new pupil. It needs to be thought of in terms of the effects of persistent underinvestment in schools with some of the most disadvantaged pupils in the existing education system. 

It poses a number of critical questions:

• Is a distribution system that fails to fund need adequately and fails to reflect the impact of pupil mobility capable of providing equality of opportunity for all children? 

And

• Are we expecting some schools (with multiple needs and high mobility) to cope with too many challenges with too few resources?

“What you need most of all is high quality staff to work with students to help them make progress quickly and that can be very difficult.”

Head teacher, Inner London secondary school (South London) 

A growing body of evidence from research into pupil mobility suggests that the most critical impact occurs in schools with high levels of mobility and deprivation. Lack 

of funding to tackle mobility compounds pressures in a specific group of schools 

and dilutes the impact of precious teaching resources. Where other schools may be capable of absorbing some of the unfunded impact of mobility, these schools cannot. They face an exponential challenge which affects the very fabric of the learning environment and it is essential that funding discussions focus on how mobility affects their capacity, and the capacity of the local education authority, to tackle high levels of pupil need.  

Appendix

Supporting mobile pupils

Case Study from an Inner London primary school 

The majority of children attending the Inner London primary school (ILP School) are from “economically deprived backgrounds and most live in local authority accommodation. The temporary nature of this accommodation means that the school is subject to very high mobility amongst pupils.”[OFSTED Report]. 

Child A joined Year 3 of ILP school at the beginning of June, at the age of 7 years 

11 months. Before joining the school, Child A had previously attended seven different schools across London. Child A’s multiple mobility had left her academic records patchy and vague. 

The upheaval that Child A had experienced had predominantly resulted from moving between her estranged parents. Within weeks of Child A joining the ILP School, the school’s deputy head teacher was required to attend a case conference convened by social services – although lacking any substantive background history of Child A’s case. 

The school’s staff note that although mobility was a large part of Child A’s life, and she had learnt coping mechanisms to deal with upheaval, the instability of Child A’s home life, as a consequence of her mother’s mental illness, remained constant throughout her stay at ILP School. Only as a result of the continued intervention of the school, and provision of extensive support, was Child A’s father persuaded to keep her in the school to complete her primary education.

Case Study from an Outer London primary school 

Ofsted identified three factors which combine to make the teaching environment at Outer London primary school (OLP School) especially challenging. They are: “the high proportion of pupils with special educational needs, a similarly high proportion of pupils for whom English is a second language, and the high degree of pupil mobility.” [OFSTED Report].

In the autumn term of 2004, in Year 6 alone, the proportion of children joining the year was nine per cent. Of these pupils 81 per cent were learning English as an Additional Language. The implications of pupil mobility during the Key Stage 2 year cannot be understated. For schools, like this OLP School, which are already stretched by the needs of the existing pupil cohort, the intake of new, high-need pupils can severely impact on the achievement of all children in the class. Although pupils coming from a non-English speaking country, who are relatively new to the UK, can be discounted from a school’s performance, the impact of their arrival cannot. Invariably the time of the teacher, and support staff, and resources will be diverted into settling and attending to the needs of the latest arrivals. 

Case Study from an Inner London primary school (2) 

Child B moved to the UK from Somalia, and was admitted into a Year 3 class at Inner London primary school 2 (ILP2 School) half way through the autumn term 2004. Child B had no previous experience of formal schooling and spoke no English.

Child B has been receiving intensive support from ILP2 School since his arrival in early November. Aside from bi-lingual teaching support, 19 hours in total (up to January 2005), Child B has received considerable support to deal with his behavioural problems and to develop his social skills, including six hours a week in a reception class, supervision for one hour a day during lunchtime, and meetings to discuss management of his behavioural problems with his parent amounting to three and a half hours. Child B has received 11 hours a week dedicated classroom assistant time to support his learning in class, while the classroom teacher spends a further 15 minutes a day planning how to accommodate Child B’s educational needs in lessons. The school also offers English classes (two hours per week) to Child B’s parent.

Case Study from an Outer London secondary school 

Ofsted notes that the “percentage of students who join and leave (Outer London secondary school (OLS School)) at various points throughout the year is very high, six times above the national average. 

Many of these arrive at (OLS School) with a disrupted education and many have additional needs.” Despite the significant challenges faced by the school, it was concluded that the school benefits from “high quality leadership across (OLS School), very effective management systems, good quality care, and support focused on individual students’ specific needs.”

The juxtaposition of OLS School’s extremely challenging circumstances – many casual admissions with high needs - and ability to provide focused and specific support and care, can be explained by the diligence and quality of OLS School’s staff. Staff put in numerous hours of unpaid work. In case studies of a Head of Year and a subject teacher, both members of staff logged very early morning start times, working through break and lunchtimes and staying late into the evening, in addition to their scheduled teaching hours. In both the case of the Head of Year and Subject Teacher, they report that non-contact time is predominantly taken up with inducting, supporting and coaching new students. 

Child C joined OLS School during Year 9. Upon joining, Child C was offered the support of a learning mentor and counsellor and appointed a “buddy” from her class to help her settle in. Teaching and support staff devoted non-contact time to helping her catch up on missed work, and her progress and attendance was monitored by the Head of Learning. 

Child C then began to exhibit behavioural problems – becoming aggressive, depressed and disaffected. Staff ensured that the appropriate support and sanctions were provided, and began working closely with Child C’s parents to manage the problem. Child C’s attendance and behaviour continued to deteriorate, and the school consequently had to offer a tailored part-time timetable for her. Child C was also offered the immediate support of the Achievement Centre (Learning Support Unit), jumping the usual waiting list, to tackle her ongoing attendance and behavioural issues. The Education Welfare Officer was assigned to look into Child C’s case. OLS School is currently looking 

ahead at measures to encourage Child C to stay in school, to complete her secondary education, including options for an alternative curriculum for Year 10. Despite the considerable resources, in terms of time and money, that will be required to help Child C access the conventional educational system, the school is committed to dealing with 

Child C’s issues, and providing the best opportunities for her to succeed.

Case Study from an Inner London secondary school 

Child D was brought to the UK from Burundi, and abandoned by the stranger who arranged her passage. When she arrived in the UK, she spoke no English. She was assigned to a foster carer and has been at the Inner London secondary school (ILS School) for two years. 

When she joined ILS School, Child D was practically illiterate. At first, she wouldn’t follow instructions and exhibited behavioural and emotional problems. 

In the opinion of the school’s staff, Child D showed all the signs of having been abused. With the help of the school, and her carer, Child D has settled into school life, and is being helped to deal with her personal circumstances.

Academically, Child D’s literacy has improved, to the point that she has been entered for National Vocational Qualifications (NVQ). This means that Child D will be taking 

maths and science, and will also attend a vocational course for one day a week. Child D has not been entered for GCSEs, as the school believes it would be unfair to enter her for qualifications which she could not stand a fair chance of obtaining, on account of her problems with English.

Although Child D has some difficulty with regular lessons, she attends several after-school clubs, and particularly enjoys dancing. The school would like to be able to offer children like Child D more opportunities for non-curricular development, and believes that activities such as dance classes are often invaluable outlets for children who cannot easily express themselves through other means. The school regrets that while it offers sports clubs and dance clubs after school, there are too many children with too few spaces and not enough facilities. The school would like to be able to buy in staff for after school clubs, especially for mobile children, as they believe such extra-curricular activities provide opportunities to increase pupils’ happiness and confidence.
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