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Overrecent yearsthere has been growing concern about the prevalence of pupils being taken off
schoolrolls without being formally excluded. This has attracted widespread media coverage in both

the educationsector and national press, with accusations that some schools andacaliiemy

trusts are “gaming the syst e nhatthosg pupileareonoetiheng pupi |
counted in the school(s) GCSE restitss possible that other motivations exist, such as managing

financial pressures and the cost of meeting additional needs.

Unlike formal exclusions, there is no requirement to recdrel teason why a pupil has been

removed from a school roll. It is therefore difficultéstablishwhether such removals are

happening because of the decisions that schools have taken (which may relate to the desire to

i mprove t he s c h odecisibns tha pasems have wken (6.6 o mave house, to send
their child to a higheperforming school or to move their child to a special schoaol).

Two important research reports published last year shed some light on the prevalence of pupil
movementout of schools.

In June 2018, Ofsted published new analysis which tracked a cohort of pupils as they moved from
year 10 to year 11 between January 2016 and January 20%{portant to note here that the

January datesvere chosen because, if a pupilda a school roll in the January before they take their
GCSEs, the results of that pupil will be attributed to the school, irrespective of whether the pupil has
moved on since January/Yhe report found that, by January 2017, 19,000 of those pugmitsi(d

three to five per cent of the total cohoit were no longer registered at the same school as in January
2016. Around half of those pupils were not reappearing on the roll of another-atted school.

Ofsted also found that pupils with Special EdugsidNeeds and Disabilities (SEND) and those

eligible for Free School Meals (FSM) were aeeresented amongst the 19,000 pupils.

Of sted’”s analysis, however, was | imited to one Yy
that could have beeninstigatd by t he pupi | ‘mevedramavdtyaspeeialg. a hou
school) and those that could have been encouraged by the school. Sahihitesearb gave us a

shapshot of pupil movement in years 10 and 11 in a given year, ih@table to tell us mch more

about the reasons behind those moves or whether the trend in these types of moves has been

increasing or decreasing in recent years.

A separate report published (also in June 2018) by Education DatalLab looked at a wider cohort of
pupils—from yea 7 to year 1E Thisreport found that, in 2017, 22,000 pupils between year 7 and

year 11 had left their school but were not attending any other state school. Education Datalab found
that this figure wad0 per cent higher than in each of the three predsglyears. This report also
highlighted that pupils with SEND and eligible for FSM were disproportionately represented amongst
the pupils who disappeared from state education.

While both reports have been helpful in highlighting the prevalence of pugitgtiaken off roll in
recent years, neither rebeen able to distinguish between moves that appear to be driven by

1 For example, sedattps://www.bbc.co.uk/news/educatiord2943997
2 https://educationinspection.blog.gov.uk/2018/06/26/cfbllingrusingdata-to-see-a-fuller-picture/
3 https://ffteducationdatalab.org.uk/tag/whodeft-2018/
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parental choice and those that are unexplained (and could therefore warrant further investigation
by either Ofsted or the Department for Echtion) and neither have been able to identify whether
this issue is becoming more prevalent over time.

In this working papetzPI researchetsave sought to fill that evidence gap by analysing data from

the National Pupil Database spannmgre thanl10years. By analysing the pupil level data collected
over those years, we are able to identify motieat appear to have been driven by parents and
thosethat are unexplained. Our methodology (on which we are seeking feedback) is set out in detalil
int he KiwWog met hods’' section.

Whilethis paper sets outhe trend and prevalence of formal exclusions, the primary focus of this
paper is to shed further light on unexplained moves. The increase in recentiyéamsal
exclusions has also been the subject adegpread media coverage and policy debatedwe do

not attempt to comment onor analyseformal exclusions for now.

Unexplained moves are, by definition, not consistently recorded or regulated and there is therefore

a pressing need to improve our und&sding of the scale of the issue, the reasons behind these

types of moves and the extent to which they affect vulnerable learr@fsted defines offolling as

‘“the practice of removing a pupil fromrityhe schoo
encouraging a parent to remove a child from the school roll, when the removal is primarily in the
interests of the school rat her ourrhethadologpis t he best
di fferent from Of st ed’ s we aretoffefing a shdrper qgaatificatiorpofi e n 0 me n

As both the approach and analysis presented in this paper are new, we are seeking feedback on our
methodology and outputs before we further develop this work. Onceéheaxeconsidered that

feedback and updated aumethodology where necessary, we plan to publish a final report later in

the summer That final report wilpublish much greater detail, including showinbere the

prevalence of unexplained moves is highest across the country and in different typésolssnd

school groups.

If you would like to provide comments on our methodology, you can do soriajfling us at
feedback@epi.org.uk

N A {Ja e

David Laws

Executive Chairman

Education Policy Institute
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Thisworking paper presemstestimates ofdifferent types ofmoves withinthe English school system
for three cohorts ofsecondarypupils.The purpose of this paper is kay out our methodology and
findingsto elicit feedback.

Ouranalysis investigatesxits from secondary schoalsing longitudinatecords orthree different
cohorts ofpupils taking their GCSEs in 2q602,933 pupils)2014(616,829 pupilsand 2017
(603,705 pupils)First, weidentified pupilswho exitedtheir schoolat some point in timédetween

the autumn, springandsummercensuses ifvears 7 to 11. From this groupie removed exits due to
middle school transitions. From the remaindee removedexitsthat were likely to havdeen

driven byfamily reasonssdiscernible from the available datas well as permanent exclusiofge
were then able to focus oexitsthat we are calling u n e x pds théyrn@ndt'appear to be due to
family or nonschool relatedfactors captured inthe data.

Our test findings show that

A In each cohort, substantialminority of pupilsmovedto a different school or left the state
school system entirelfor unknown reasonsTt hegee X pl ai ne d’ 47225int s
the 2011 cohort of pupil€t9,051in the 2014 cohort and55,309in the 2017 cohort; this
corresponds t/.8 per cent of pupils in the 2011 cohoeperiencing at least one
unexplained exit during secondasghooling 7.2 per cent of pupils in the 2014 cohband
8.1 per cent of the 2017 cohort.

A Thosemostlikely to experienc&n unexplainedxit were:

A pupilswith a high number o&uthorisedabsencegapproximately two in five of
whomin the 2017 cohorexperienced at least ongnexplained exijt

A pupilsin contact with the social care systejane in three)

A pupilswho have experienced asfficial permanenexclusion(one in three)or fixed
period exclusiorfone in five)

A those ever eligible for free school meébse insever);

A thosefrom black ethnicbackgroundgone ineight); and

A those in the lowest prior attainment quartile (one in eight).

A A small proportion of schools account for a large numberraxplainedpupil exits:in the
2017 cohort330 schools (osixper cent of the total numbeof secadary and specialist
schoold had at least 30 unexplained exits from thedhortduring the five years of
secondary. We used the threshold of 30 pupils to represent a class size. These schools
accounted foralmost a quartef23 per cent) of themationalnumber of unexplained exits.

A Schools witlthe highesthumbers ofunexplainedexits were those in the middle of the
disadvantagaelistribution. In the 2017 cohortthe quintile (20 per cent) adchoolswith the
least disadvantaged intakeccouned for the smallest proportion ofotal unexplained
moves five per cent), while schools with the most disadvantaged intake acealfior the
secondowestproportion (L4 per cent).Fewer unexplained exiigere accounted for by the
most disadvantaged schoolsriecert cohortscomparedwith earlier cohorts.

The mainlimitation of this analysis is that we are only able to accounpfmssiblereasons foexits
included in the information collected by the school cenand other DfE dataset®¥Ve have
attempted to account for all possible reasdmassed on the available datelowever we arelikely to
classifysome exits agamily-driventhat are, in actuality, driven by schools. Ti#l particularly
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affect pupilswho are both more likely to benobile and at risk of poorer outcomsasich as
Gypsy/Roma/Traveller and migrant pupils.



The following data sources were included in the dataset constructed for this working paper:

School Census termly recoragtumn2007 tosummer2017 [Oct/Jan/May];

Al ternative Provision ‘AP’ Census 2008 to 20!
Pupi | Referral Unit “ PRU’ Census 2010 to 201:
Chil dren Looked After *CLA'" Census 2006 to 2
early as 1991 for childn with ongoing care records since the collection started in 2006;
Children I n Need * CI N’ Census 2009 to 2017 [
children with ongoing need records since the collections started in 2009;

Key Stage 2 prior attainemt 2005/06 to 2011/12 and linked school census records 2002 to

2012 [Jan];

Get I nformation About Schools * GIAS”’ records
Ofsted Inspection Outcomes Data 2005 to 2017.

Cohorts were constructed with membership determirsctording to month and year of birth,

aligning to the school year [September to August]. Cohort membership was based moghe

recently recordetirth month and year for records with conflicting information recorded in earlier

or later census returns.hE analysis in this working paper is based on cohorts where the majority of
children reached year 11 in 2010/11 (‘the 2011 c
2016/ 17 (“the 2017 cohort’”). The 2¢demicyecarsrort i s
2013/14 to 2010/11, and so forth. This captures years 7 to 11 (inclusive) for most pupils. Secondary
cohorts for the intervening years between 2011, 2014 and 2017, and primary school cohorts ending

year 6 in 2012/13 to 2016/17 have also besamstructed but are not analysed in this working paper;

these cohorts will be examined in a subsequent report.

Records were matched across data sources, terms and years using the anonymised pupil matching
reference ‘' PMR’ as the sole matching key. Cohort
Census and PRU Census records to form the core of the analytias¢td@uplicate records for the

same time period and Census type were deleted based on file order to produce no more than one

record per PMR at one point in time. It is possible to have records from the School Census, AP

Census and/or PRU Census for thmeahild where they have been duagistered or have moved

between institutions over time; these records are retained in the analysis.

The time structure of the core dataset is longitudinal spandifigchool terms. However, children
only ever registereih the AP or PRU Censuses throughout years 7 to 11 only have data for five
annual time points.

All other datasets were matchdd this core but retained for analysis only if they refer to children in
the specified cohorts based on the School Census, Afusemd/or PRU Census. The additional data
were restructured to fit the termly structure of the core dataset, reflecting activity during one school
term, or the latest position. Wherever the data record the dates of events leading to a status the
latest sttus for each term was established. This was the case for exclusions records, CIN and CLA
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episode records, and Ofsted inspection records. For some statuses the position recorded is as at the
date of the census. This was the case for Scien$us recordsush as Free School Meals status, AP
and PRU records and some aspects of the CIN and LAC data.

Using the original School Census school uni que r
what the status of a schdavas at the time when a pupil left that school; for example, whether that

school was an academy or a local authority school, and whether it was a mainstream school or a

special school or alternative provision school.

However, when determining whether a pillhas moved schools by comparing their URN in two

different terms, sometimes the URN changes, for example due to academy conversion, without the

child having moved anywhere. In order not to spuriously count these URN changes as moves, we

also associateec h child with a ‘stable URN’ for each t el

Where two or more URNSs are linked as predecessor or successor schools, we select one URN
arbitrarily from e aalthevadigné of'thiataahoolto/cieateatim d srt eachd dee
URN"’ t hat determines whether a child has moved s
to attribute any characteristics of the school as these can change over time; it is solely used to

identify when URN changggnuinely represena move of school.

The CIN and CLA data were restructured into termly variables using the date of referral for the CIN
episode to assign a school term and year to each episode of need (CIN), or the date the CLA episode
commenced (GL). The latest record for each episode (defined by date) was retained and any earlier
records for the same episode discarded.

Different episodes within each term for each child were then ordered by date. The first and last
episodes within each term for eh child were retained and any intervening episodes were dropped.

Termly childd evel variables describing first and | ast
vari abl es’ restructure command, and matched to t
We t ookstt hainsd ‘Ifaisrt’ approach to structuring the

are sometimes several episodes within a term for one child that would be unmanageable to analyse
in detail for this project. Selecting the first and last episodes per wmables most lasting changes

in status or type of need or abuse to be captured without overloading the analysis with a level of
detail that would be difficult to interpret.

Exclusions data for 2005/06 to 2016/17 wenatched into a single pupil level file covering these
years using the PMR identifier variable. The exclusion start date was used to assign a school term
and year to each exclusion.

To create termly variables for the number of fixed period exclusionsttdumber of sessions

missed due to fixed period exclusions, records were aggregated for each child, within each term,

year and school. Separate records were maintained where exclusions were reported by two

different schools for the same childandternrnTs was so t hat exclusions b\
child | eaving “school A’ and joining school B’
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Exclusion records with missing dates were assigned to the year in which the record was returned but
without associatingthmm wi t h a t er m; these are then treated
moves occurring between threummerterm and theautumnterm of the subsequent school year, or

later, in the analysis.

Where partial duplicate records exist for the same child issuethe same date, records from
mainstream schools were retained in preference to duplicates from AP, PRU or special schools.

Then, for any remaining duplicate exclusion dates, exclusion records with longer duration were
retained over those with shorter dations.

Then, for any remaining duplicate exclusion dates, records were prioritised according to the reason
for exclusion, and those for reasons appearing earliest in the following list were retained: assault on
a pupil, assault on an adult, sexual misgoct, racist abuse, bullying, verbal abuse of a pupil, verbal
abuse of an adult, damage, theft, drug or alcohol related, persistent disruptive behaviour, other
reason.

The list ordering is to some extent arbitrary but prioritises those reasons for extlisit are

likeliest to harm others. Only a small minority of exclusion records were date of issue duplicates, so
the impact of the ordering is not large. In this way, only a single exclusions record was retained for a
given date for each pupil (for thogeipils with exclusions).

For each child, each term, in each school, aggregate variables were then created to capture the total
number of fixed period exclusions, the number of fixed period exclusions for each reason, and the
total number of sessions forhich the child was excluded (for any reason).

There are no available administrative data to measure the use of isolation and/or internal exclusions
as alternatives to fixed period exclusions, but we acknowledge that these form a part of the picture
with respect to factors that may be associated with unexplained school exits.

The structuring of permanent exclusions was simpler due to the smaller numbers of these. For each
child, year and term, exclusion records were orteby the date they took effect. There were only a
very small number of records with duplicate dates for the same child, and these were removed by
retaining those with a reason appearing earliest in the list above.

For each permanent exclusion of eachdalil each term, aggregate variables were then created to
capture the identity of the school that excluded the child and the reason for the exclusion. Children
were permanently excluded a maximum of two times within any term and all records were retained
sothey could be associated with particular schools in the analysis.

For school absences, a simpler approach was taken from that of exclusions. Data on absences by

each child during the whole of the year 7 to 11 period were createid. i$Hecause absences were
expected to be |l ess directly associated with | eas
an expression of the general vulnerability of the child in the analysis.

In fact, the absence measures were among the sjemt factors correlated with unexplained moves,
and it could be argued that some absences may be at the direction of the school, rather than a
characteristic of the child and their individual circumstances. We have not taken this approach in this
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working mper, but intend to examine absences in relation to unexplained moves in more detail in
the report that is to follow this working paper.

Aggregated variables were created to capture the number of sessions missed by each child in total
(for all reasons) andeparately for each of the following reasons: illness, medical, traveller,
exclusion, other authorised reason, lateness, unexplained, and unauthorised (truancy).

12



Working method

We analysed the secondary school records of

A 602,933 pupils whose date of birth places them in the cohort taking their GCSEs in 2011;
A 616,829 pupils whose date of birth places them in the cohort taking their GCSEs in 2014; and
A 603,705 pupils whose date of birth places them in the cohort taking BEISEs in 2017.

The analysis followethe steps detailed below.
Step 1:Flaggingoupil exits between terms

The first step of the analysis was to idengfi/pupilswho exiteda school between censusebhese
exitscan be divided intéhree categories

a. pupils who werepermanently excludedwe treated these as a separate category to family
driven and unexplained movgs

b. pupilswho changed schoolbetween censusesnd

c. pupilswhomoved from a school t@n unknown destination

Box 1: Transitions

Any moves into schools in the autumn term in which at least 20 pupils joined that
school and any moves out of a school in the summer term in which at least 80 pe
cent of pupils left that school were classified as transitions and not included in the
figures presented here.

Box 2: Moves due to a permanent exclusion

For pupils recorded as being permanently excluded but who remained in the sam
school in the term following the exclusion, we have assumed that this represents

time lag in removing the pupifrom the school roll. We recoded the first subsequen
exit in any census leading up to the next spring census as occurring in the term of
exclusion. As this was only the case for a small number of pupils, it will not have 4
significant impact on oveall volumes.

Step 2:Flagging pupiéxitsthat arelikely to be driven by family factors

The second step of the analysis was to idertifypupils exiting school®r reasons which are likely
to be unrelatedto the school. These are listed below, along with further explanagimhjustification
for why they were includedA | | ‘ e v e lintluded aecoedgaing baekdo autumg007for all
three cohorts

Forboth exits from the system and dgito a different schoglwe flagged

13



A Pupils with parents in military service
Al l pupils that were ever recorded as ‘service c

A Pupils with Gypsy, Roma or Trave({BRTpthnicity andpupilswith anyabsences due to
their family travelling for occupational purposes.

All pupils that wergecorded as having GRT ethnicity were included in this group, aaswallthose
ever recorded as absent from a session due to ‘'t

A Pupilswho movefrom any type of schoahto a special school
These moves are liketp be decided with parental consent and the interest ofthe pupil
A Pupilswho move to a school with a higher Ofstgcade

We deemed moves to better rated schools torhest likelydriven by parental choicdzurther
analysis of school movéy Ofsted ratingvill be undertaken in the follovap report to this working

paper . I n particular, we will consider whether c
i mprovement’' todschpoel asr kdrivednoyeg dsohosk romfschauls | y
rated ‘good’ to schools rated 'outstanding’

A Pupilswho moveto a differentlower super output aregLSOA

We assume that any school move that happens at the same time as an LSOA moveah&here

pupil’s home address has changed) is due to this
1500 people on average, with a minimum of 1000. It is therefore possible to move home without

moving LSOA, but unlikely that this would require a charigeloool.

LSOAdata for thesummerandautumn2011censusesre missingso weconsidered any schoob-
school moves between thepring2010 andspring2012censuses coinciding with a house move
between these two points in tim® be explained by thousemove.
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LSOAnformationin the autumn2007 andspring2012 censuses for the 2011 cohort are also
missing. Therefore, we are unable to identify the pupils that mds©A betweenautumnand
spring2007 andspring2011 andspring2012.SinceLAmovers make up the largest proportion of
family-drivenmoves, we imputed values for the 2011 cohort to make total voluofehfferent
types of exittomparable across cohortSee Box 4 for more details.

Box 4: Missing data in the 2011 cohort

For the 2011 cohort, LSOA records for thgtumn 2006/07 academic year and the
spring2010/11 academic yeawere missing from the data extracts we receivednd
recordson the entry date and EAL statuoflate entrants, and late entrantswith
English as an additional language (EAlH)o joined school after Reception but
before Year 3re not available because these are prior to when the data were first
collected

In order to fill in these gaps, @ calalated the proportion of exits accounted for by
LSOAmoves in the corresponding terms in the 2014 and 2017 cohorts, took the
average of these proportionsand usedit to approximate the number of LSOA
moves in the 2011 cohort terms missing dat&/e estimate that the number of
pupilswho moved to a different house who are not also included in another
category of familydriven move to be 146in the autumn 2006/07 term and 134 in
the spring2010/11 term

Formissing data on late entrants and EAltdaentrants who joined school after
Reception but before Yedas, we used the average proportion @xits accounted for
by this group of pupils across th2014 and 201 ¢ohorts to estimate theexits
accounted for by these pupils in the 2011 cohort. Basedthis methodology, we
estimate thatnumber to be 3298.

These imputations were applied to the total number of unexplainedits [on page
22], but not to any of the other analyses as this would have involved making
detailed assumptions about unknown aspeaté$ the distribution.

A Looked after ppilswho are adopted
We includedany looked after pupil whose period of care ended because they were adopted
A Looked after pupilsvho experience a change in their legal care status

For pupils missingSOAnformation, we flagged a change in their care legal statised as a proxy
for a dhange in their placemenWe are missing care legal status data for the summer 2017 term
because these data were not yet available at the time of our data reqbests this is a very small
number of pupils it does not have a significant effect on ovex@lmes

For «its from the systemwe flagged
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A Pupilswho are late entrants to the school systeng.jjoin at any point in time after
Reception

We expect these pupils to be more likely to exit the school sy$tefore the end of secondary

school for reasons including moving to the independent schools seé&tor.the 2011 cohort, we

only have data going back ¥ear3, thereforeit is not possibléo distinguishbetweenYear3 arrivals

or those whgjoined the systenpreviously.In order to estinate the number of late entry pupils

arriving between years 1 and 3 in the 2011 cohort teak the average proportions of these groups

of pupils in the 2014 and 2017 cohorts and used this average to estimate the number of pupils this
would represent in th&2011 cohort. We then removed these pupils from overall volume figures, but
not from termly move figures.

A EAL pupilsvho are late entrants to the systene. join at any point in time after Receptio

We used late entrant and EAL statupaaxy markers of having a migrant backgrouw expect
these pupils to be more likely than their peers to exit the school system before the end of secondary
schooling for reasons including migration out of England

A Pupilswho live on the Welsh or Scottish border in the term of the move
These pupd may have moved to a school in Wales or Scotlendrder toflagthese pupils

1. We identified he eastings and northinjfor Scottish andVelsh schools using their
postcodes

2. Wethen splitthe Scottish schools by primary and secongdasyweemployeddifferent
thresholds to determine whether anSOAN Englands close to a Scottish school depending
on whether it is a primary or secondary school. This is because secondarymabitsdre
likely to travel a longer distance than primary school mupihe thresholdsve used were
five miles to a primary school arelghtmiles to a secondary schodihere are a flagsin the
EduBase datzaseto indicate whetheiWelsh schools arprimary or secondar§ Therefore,
we used the eightnile threshold for all Wish schools.

4 Eastings and northings are map coordinates that specify a location.
5 Postcodes were obtained herettps://gridreferencefinder.com/postcodeBatchConverter/
8 https://get-information-schools.service.gov.uk/
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3. For each of Scottish primary and secondary schools and Welsh scheaigtehed the
schools to all EnglidhlSOA in order to calculate the distance betwettlem each English
LSOA

4. We calculated the distance in metres between EndliS®A ard schools usinthe
Pythagorean theorem: we took thejsare rootof: ((eastings of SOA-eastings of schodi}+
(northings ofLSOA- northings of schoof). We thenconverted the result into miles.

5. Next we filtered outLSOA thatsurpassed our thresholds. those thatwere morethan
five milesfrom Scottish primary schoodnd eight miles from Scottish secondary and Welsh
schools. For Welsh schools, we filtered out schools that were clesiadEduBase data.

Moving to a school in Wales or Scotland is stildl
assumed that this could plausibly be due to a parental preference for the curriculum, qualifications

or other aspects of the education system in Wales or Scdtland need not necessarily reflect on

the inclusiveness of the school previously attended in England.

Schoolevel distribution of unexplained exitssecondary

After removing the categories of pupilisted above, we are left witbupil exitsthat cannot be
explained by the available data. For this reason, we have labelledéx@ise unex pl ai ned.

Next, welooked atthe prevalence ofhese exitsacross schools. We aggregated the number of
unexplaired exitsfrom schools by term and summetdmover all terms in thdive years of
secondary for each cohort.

We also investigated the prevalenceuwfexplainedexitsby schoolevel of disadvantageNe used
the average proportioof FSMeligible pupils ireachschool across all terms as a measure of the
overall disadvantage level of the school.

Risk profile of pupilwith at least onaunexplainedexit in secondargchool

Finally, wdooked at differences in the prevalence of totaiexplainedexitsoverthe fiveyears of
secondary school hiye characteristicdisted below Here we includen explanatiorfor how we
coded these characteristics from the originatords

A Gender

We classified all pupils ever recorded as being male as, mwadeall other pupilas female
A Ethnicity

We usedp u p imdstgécentethnicity record:

Any‘other’

Bangladeshi

Black African

Black Caribbean

Chinese

Indian
Other Asian background

=A =4 =4 =4 =8 -8 =9
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Other Black background
Other mixed background
Other White background
Pakistani

White and Asian

White and Black African
White and Black Caribbean
White British

White Irish

=8 =8 =8 =8 =8 -8 -9 -9 -9

A Term of birth

Weusedbupi | s’ maenth eindyearaf l@rth tecords toflag pupils born in thespring
summerandautumnterms.

A EAL status

We included pupilgver recordedasspeakingenglish asraadditionallanguage who entered the
school system in Receptiowhile EAL status may not necessarily mean that children are not
proficient in English, nor that they are first generation migrants, it is used here as a proxy for
potential migrant status. If ivas availablewe would use actual migrant status for this purpose, but
these data are not collected from schools.

A FSM eligibility

Weincludedpupils ever recorded as being eligible for free school meals.
A Looked afterstatus

We classifiedhese pupils intotiree groups:

9 pupils who have ever been the caresystem;
i1 pupilswho entered the care system in secondary schaald
i1 pupilsin care who experienced a change in legal status in secondary school

We considered these groups have differen risk profiles and wanted to test differences in the
prevalence ofinexplainednoves in eachThese groups are not mutually exclusive, so the same
pupil can appear in more than one of them.

A Child in needstatus

We looked at two groups aildren in need which we considered to have different risk profites
mutually exclusive)

i pupils who have ever been recorded as a child in need; and
9 pupils who became a child in need in secondary school.

A SEND type

We looked at the prevalence ahexgainedmoves among pupils ever identified with each type of
SEND

i specific learning difficulty;
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moderate learning difficulty;

severe learning difficulty;

profound and multiple learning difficulty;
behavioural, emotional and social difficulty @fter 2014)social, emotional and
mental health difficulty;

speech, language and communication difficulty;
hearing impairment;

visual impairment;

multi-sensory impairment;

physical disability;

autism spectrum disorder; or

any other SEND

=A =8 =4 =9

=8 =4 =4 =8 =8 -9 =9

A Prior attainment quartiles

Reading and maths fine grades were used for all children who sat the KS2 tests at age 11. The
availablekey stage? attainment data have changed slightly over time: in the 2011 cohort those who
had missing test data had an English tesrcassessment used, whereas in the 2014 and 2017
cohorts a reading teacher assessment was available instead.

We standardised the attainment scores by converting them into decimal rankings for the cohort,
indicating each child's relative position in thigsgnment distribution. These rankings were then
used to create prior attainment quartiles.

A Absence record

We used the Department for Education’s threshol o
misses at least 10 per cent of sessions in a termldked at pipils that were persistently absent
across all 14 terms afecondary school for the following reasons:

i1 overall absences regardless of reason

i illness and medical appointment absences;

i authorised absences includiegclusiona nd ‘0t lmenrd

i unauthorised reasons, including latenegagxplained andother unauthorisedreason.

A Fixed period exclusiomecord
We included pupils ever recorded as having at least one fixed period exclusion.
A Permanentexclusionrecord

We included pupils eveecorded as having at least one permanent exclusion.
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Test results of our analysis are presented belova bl e entri es of * x°’ mean th
suppressed due to small numbers. We have suppressed pupil and school surfiteever than 10

Figuresl.1 to 1.6 present the breakdown dlmily-driven and unexplainedexits and permanent
exclusionsby termfor each cohortWe present(1) the total numberof each type okxitand (2)
each type of exias a proportion of the total cohort.

After removingfamily-drivenexitsand official permanent exclusionse found that he total
number ofunexplainedexits from schooldor each cohort wa:

A 47,225in the 2011 cohort:
A 49,051in the 2014 cohort; and
A 55,309in the 2017 cohort.

The2017 cohortsawthe highest number of unexplained exits, with maecuring particularlyin
Years 9 to 1bf secondancomparedwith the 2011 cohortThese figures represent total
unexplainedexits; a small percentage of pupils experienced more than one unexplained exit in
secondary school (see Figuz& and2.2).

Annex 1 pesentsfigures for total exits of any kind by term.

" For the 2011 cohort, we are missing LSOA records for the autumn 2006/07 academic year and the spring

2010/11 academic year, andcords on late emmants and EAL late entrants who joined school after Reception

but before Year 3. Based on the proportion of exits accounted for by these categories of pupils in the 2014 and

2017 cohorts, we estimated the number of exits accounted for by pupils in tleegaries for 2011 (see
“Working methods’ section for more details). We have
before Year 3 in Figures 2.1 and 2.2 presented belthverefore, the total number of unexplained exits

presented in Figure 2.\ill exceed the number presented here.

20



Figurel.l. Type of termly exitfor pupils in the2011 cohort(number)’

14,000 Family-driven = Permanent exclusions m Unexplained
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8,000
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0 572
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Year 7 Year 8 Year 9 Year 10 Year 11
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Figurel.2. Type of termly exit for pupils in the 2011 cohompioportion of total cohort)’

2.50%
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Figurel.3. Type of termly exit for pupils in the 2014 cohort (humbe

12,000 Family-driven exits = Permanent exclusions m Unexplained exits
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Figurel.4. Type of termly exit for pupils in the 2014 cohort (proportion of total cohort)
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Figurel.5. Type of termly exit for pupils in the 2017 cohort (numbe
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Figurel.6. Type of termly exit for pupils in the 2017 cohort (proportion of total cohort)
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Unexplained exits per pupil

Figures2.1 and 2.2 presentthe number ofexits experienced by each pugilring the fiveyears of
secondary schooh the 2014 and 2017 cohorte/e have not included ehartfor the 2011 cohort as
missing data means we are unable to provigieaccurate estimate afiumber ofexitsper pupil®

The number of pupils experiencing at least emexplainedexit from a school was:

A 46,759in the 2011 cohort, o7.8 per cent of the tdéal number of pupils in the cohort;
A 44,307 in the 2014 cohort, or 7.2 per cent of @@hort, and
A 49,101 in the 2017 cohort, or 8.1 per cent of ehort.

While the large majority of this group experienced one exit, more pupils experienced more than one
unexplained exit during secondary school in the 2017 cohg@8%pupils (or 0.9 per cent of the
total cohort) comparedwith 4,289 pupils in the 2014 cohort (0.7 per cent of the total cohort).

Figure2.1. Number ofunexplained exis per pupil betweenYear7 andYearllin 2014 cohort

45,000

40,018

40,000
35,000

30,000

o
25,000

20,000

Number of pupils

15,000

10,000
3,862

1 2 3 4+
Number of exits per pupil

5,000

0

8 For the 2011 cohort, we are missing LSOA records for the autumn 2006/07 academic year and the spring

2010/11 academic year, andcords on late entrants and EAL late entrants who joined school after Reception

but before Year 3. We used the average proportion of (1) exits accounted for by LSOA movers at these two

points in time and (2) late entrants joining between Year 1 and Year 3 in the other two cohorts to estimate the
number of pupils with at least one schooliex i n 2011 who make up these groups
section for more detail.
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Figure2.2. Number ofunexplained exis per pupil betweenYear7 andYearllin 2017 cohort
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Breakdown of familydriven exits

Figures3.1 to 3.3 present he breakdown of familgriven exit types for each cohomlost family-
drivenexits aredue toLSOAnoves(where the pupil has changed their home addresgd)ile a
substantial proportiorare due tomoves to higher rated schoolsate entrants to the system make
up a significant proportion of moves out of the English school system.
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Figure3.1. Types ofamily-driven exits by origin and destination settingamong pupils in the2011 cohor?

School to school

Sclool to unknown destination

Within Mainstream to Within Specialist to Mainstream to Specialist to

Family drivenexit type mainstream specialist specialist mainstream unknown unknown
LSOA move 27,166 130 60 35] - -

Care legal status change (missing L8%8ard9 X 0 0 0f- -

Adopted X 0 0 0f- -

Move to a special school 0 972 278 0f- -

Move to a higher rated school 18,452 91 36 23| - -

Late entrant - - - - 11,149 90
Late entrant and EAL (migrant background) - - - - 5,593 18
Live on Wales or Scotlahdrder - - - - 430 X
GRT ethnicity or ever 'traveller' absence 821 X X 0 1,286 X
Ever service child 1,228 X X 0 364 X

Note: X represents fewer thanQlbut at least one casesmall numbers are suppressed to prevent disclosure of data concendivgdual children

°Due to the dat a

mi ssingness

outlined
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Figure3.2. Types ofamily-driven exits by origin and destination settingmong pupils in the2014 cohort

School to school

School to unknown destination

Mainstream to Within Specialist to| Mainstreamto | Specialist to

Family drivenexit type Within mainstream specialist specialist | mainstream unknown unknown

LSOA move 23,100 550 348 62 - -
Care legal status changmiésing LSOA recoids 0 0 0 0 - -
Adopted X 0 0 0 - -
Move to a special school 0 2,062 867 0 - -
Move to a higher rated school 11,285 528 219 80 - -
Late entrant - - - - 10,501 326
Late entrant and EAL (migrant background) - - - - 6,281 89
Live on Wales or Scotland border - - - - 348 21
GRT ethnicity or ever 'traveller' absence 651 50 X X 1,594 41
Ever service child 1,401 21 15 X 661 19

Note: X represents fewer thanQlbut at least one casesmall humbers are suppressed to prevent disclosure of data concerning individual children

30




Figure3.3. Types ofamily-driven exits by origin and destination settingmong pupils in the2017 cohort

School to school

School tounknown destination

Mainstream to | Within Specialist to | Mainstream to | Specialist to
Family-driven exit type Within mainstream specialist specialist | mainstream unknown unknown
LSOA move 23,080 1,000 531 191 - -
Care legal status changmiésing LSOA recoids 18 X X - - -
Adopted - 0 0 0 - -
Move to a special school 0 2,146 986 0 - -
Move to a higher rated school 11,245 1,156 290 288 - -
Late entrant - - - - 10,797 482
Late entrant and EAL (migrant background) - - - - 6,982 190
Live on Wales or Scotland border - - - - 369 22
GRT ethnicity orevért r a absdntee r '’ 756 129 28 21 1,930 112
Ever service child 1,532 49 13 X 619 33

Note: Xrepresents fewer than@but at least one casesmall humbers are suppressed to prevent disclosure of data concerning individual children
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Figurest.1 to 4.3 present total unexplained exits in secondarygbyernance structure ajrigin and
destinationschools Total numbepof exitsare presented on the right and exits as a proportion of the
total number of pupils in the origin school typee on the left.

As a reminder, moves to special schoddisvdm'om any
moves, because the SEND code of practice means it is very likely that moves into special schools are
with the agreement and s dognptmake theoshmetadswanptorhabdutd® s p a
moves to alternative provision schools or pupil referral units because these are not regulated in the

same way. These moves to alternative provision are included in the unexplained exits where they
werenotaresultdb an offici al per manent excdmuisvem’ and di
explanations.

In the 2011 cohort, the proportion of pupkxiting academies to any destination was approximately
14 per cent of the total pupils in academies, compareth 10 per cent of pupils in LA maintained
schools. The proportion of pupixiting academies for unknown reasomngh unknown destinations
waslarger thanthat of pupilsin LA maintained schools.

In the2014 and 2017 cohortgroportionsof exiting pupilsvere more similaracross school types
there were, however, some differences between termwith proportionally more pupils leaving
academiego unknown destinationsn Years 7 and B the 2014 cohortand more exiting LA
maintained schools in Years 9to.11

Alimitation of the Alternative Provision census is that it only collects a snhapshot of pupils once a
yearin January. As a consequence of the termly structure of the mainstream school data being
different from that of the annual alternative provision dathere is potential undercounting of

cases where pupils moved into alternative provision and potential overcounting of cases where their
destination was unknown.

These patterns of school type of origin and destination will be examined further in the/fofio
report to this working paper.
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Figure4.1. Unexplainedexits by origin and destination schools for 2011 coh@ptoportion of pupils inorigin school type on left number on righy*°

LA maintained to any destinatio_ 9.8%

Within LA maintained 4.3%
LA maintained to academy 0.3%
LA maintained to AP 0.9%
LA maintained to unknown 4.3%

Academy to any destination_ 13.8%
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Academy to LA maintained 3.7%
Academy to AP 2.1%

Academy to unknown 7.5%

0.0% 3.0% 6.0% 9.0% 12.0%15.0%

YDue to the data missingness outlined
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Figure4.2. Unexplainedexits by origin and destination schools for 2014 cohort (proportion of pupil®iigin school type on left number on righ)

LA maintained to any destinatio_ 9.0% LA maintained to any destinatio_ 36,282

Within LA maintained 3.8%
LA maintained to academy  1.2%
LA maintained to AP 0.7%
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Figure4.3. Unexplainedexits by origin and destination schools for 2017 cohort (proportion of pupil®iigin school type on left number on righ}
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Figuresh.1 to 5.4 presentthe total number ofunexplainedexits family-driven exitsand permanent
exclusiongrom schools between Years 7 and 11 for the 2017 colfrogures for the 2014 and 2011
cohorts follow a similar distribution and are presented in Axew2 and3. All figures except Figure
6.2 present exits from all school types, indhgimainstream and nemainstreamschools'! Figure
6.2 presents the distribution afnexplainedexits across all nemainstream schoolghese include
specialand independenschools, alternative provision anpaipil referral units.

The number of unexplaéd exits per school during secondaghoolranged from O to 116 for pupils

in the 2017 cohor{schools with more than 40 moves have been combiinetthe chart to prevent
disclosure of small numbersihe found that high numbers of unexplained exits in secondeingol

are concentrated among a small number of schools; these schools are mostly mainstream schools
(see Figure 6.2). 330 schools (or 6 per cent of the total number of schools in the 201fJ babat

least 30 unexplained exits from their school during the five years of secondary. We used the
threshold of 30 pupils as this approximates to a class size. These schools accounted for over a fifth
(23 per cent) of the total number of unexplainexiits experienced by the cohort in secondary

school

1 This is because some new schools opened while others closed in the period during which the cohorts in this
analysiswee i n secondary school. Schools are not counted &
conversion, sponsorship or other predecessor and successor relationship. Spurious pupil moves due to changes

in the school URN for predecessor and successor schoadie®n cleaned from the data and are not

counted as school exits.
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Figure5.1. Total unexplained exits fronmainstream and noAmainstreamschools between Years 7 and 11 (2017 cohort)
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Figure5.2. Total unexplained exits from nomainstream schools between Years 7 and 11 (2017 cofort)
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2 Non-mainstream schools include special schools, alternative provision, pupil referral units and independent schools.

38



Fgure5.3. Total familydriven exits from mainstream andgon-mainstreamschools between Years 7 and 11 (2017 cohort)
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Figure5.4. Total permanent exclusionsom mainstream and normainstream schools (2017 cohort)
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Figure6.1 shows total unexplained exifiom all schools by level of disadvantage, based on the proportion of pupils attending the school in secondary who
were eligible for free school meals. Thest and least disadvantaged schools are more likely than those in the middle of the distribution to have zero
unexplained pupils exits. See Figér2 for further information.

Fgure 5.5 Total unexplained exits from all secondary schoblg disadvantageyuintile (2017 cohort)
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Figure6.2 presents the prevalence of unexplained exits by school disadvantage quintilk fioree
cohorts, andurther illustratesthat they are concentrated in schools in the middle of the
disadvantage distributiorin the 2017 cohort,chools with the least disadvantaged intake acceaaht
for the smallest proportion of total moves.(bper cent), while schools with the most disadvantaged
intake accountd for the secondowestproportion of total movesi3.8per cent).Between the 2011
and 2017 cohortsthe proportion of unexplained exits accounted for by the least disadvantaged
schoolsrose (from 1.1 per centwhile the proportion accountedf by the most disadvantaged
schools has fallen (fro23.5per cent)

Figure6.2. Proportion of total unexplained exits by school disadvantage quintile
0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

1.1%

Least disadvantaged. 2.3%
5.0%

Second quintile

28.1%
21.6%
22.6%

27.1%
28.5%

Third quintile
29.1%

20.2%
30.6%

Fourth quintile
29.5%

23.5%
17.0%
13.8%

Most disadvantaged

2011 = 2014 m2017

Pupil risk factors for unexplained exits

Figuresr.1 to 7.3 presentthe prevalence of at least onenexplained exit in secondasghoolamong
sub-groups of pupilsn the 2017 cohortin all three cohortshe same groups of pupils wergore
likely to experience unexplained ex{tiggures for the 2014 and 2011 cohorts can be found in
Annexes4 andb):

A pupils with a high number of absencg.9 per cent of pupils who wegersistentlyabsent
for authorised reasons experienced at least one unexplainedrettie 2017 coho

A pupils in contact with the social care systéof these, those most at risk we pupils who
entered into care in secondary school, 3peé8 centof whom experienced an unexplained
exit in secondary

A pupils who have been permanently excluded (32.1 per cent) or experienced a fixed term

exclusion (21.8 per cent)

pupils with social, emotional or mental health needs (24.3 per cgnt

pupils who had ever been eligible for FSM (13.5 per ceami)

pupils with Blaclor mixed Black and White ethnic backgrourtdgproximately B per cent)

> > >



Hgure 7.1. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least onmexplainedexit: demographics

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%

All 8.1%

Gender: Female [ 8.0%
Male [ 8.3%
= Bangladeshi [ 6.4%
Indian [ 5.1%
Other Asian background Il 5.9%
Pakistani [ 8.0%
Black African I 9.4%
Black Caribbean [[INNNEGEGEGEE 12.5%
Other Black background Il 10.7%
Chinese I 4.6%
Other mixed background [ 10.3%
White and Asian I 8.3%
White and Black African 12.3%
White and Black Caribbeari I 12.7%
Any other [ 7.4%
White British [ 38.4%
White Irish [ 8.2%
Other White background [ 6.0%
EAL (from reception) I 7.0%
Spring born [ 8.4%
Birth term Summer born [ 8.2%
Autumn born [ 8.7%
Ever FSM I 13.5%

Ethnicity

43



Figure7.2 Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least onmexplainedexit: additional need?

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0%

Ever LAC [ 27.5%
New LAC I 3/ 6%
Social care] LAC status changej e 34.2%
Ever CIN [ 17.6%
CIN status change I 19.4%
— Specific learning difficulty [ NN 8.0%
Moderate learning difficulty [ 10.0%
Severe learning difficulty [ 7.2%
Profound & multiple learning difficulty [ 7.8%
Behavioural, emotional & social / SEMEININGNN 24.3%
Speech, language and communicatiofil 9.9%
Hearing impairment [ 8.3%
Visual impairment [ 9.6%
Multi-sensory impairment [N 11.3%
Physical disability [ N 8.4%
AsD I 12.8%
other SEND [ 12.7%
- NsSA [ 16.4%
Ever SEND [ 11.8%

—
SEND type

B New LAC’ refers to pupils whaehemtered AtChsta@admues syt
status change’ refers to | ooked after pupils and pupi
legal status in secondary school including moving out of the social care system.
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Figure7.3. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least onmexplainedexit: pupil history

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0% 40.0% 45.0%

Lowest quartile [ 12.1%
-490, 0,
—— 25-49% [ 9.7%
attainment 50-74% [ 7.3%
Highest quartile [l 5.1%

Persistent absentee |GG 22.2%
Absence | Persistent absentee_health reasonS I 15.5%

record ) .
Persistent absentee_authorised I 40.9%
Persistent absentee_unauthorised N 32.6%
History of Ever fixed period exclusion NG 21.8%
official
orciusons Ever permanent exclusor N 1%

Considering the findings Rgures 6.2 to 7.3, the analysis suggests that individual risk factors
including deprivation matter to a pbutphatthe s chance
risk isnot highest in the schools with the highest concentrations of disadvantageispup
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We are seeking feedback on how we have analysed pupil mobility and how we have defined
explained and unexplained school moves. While we are keen to hear suggestions of other reasons
why a pupil might move out of a school, pleasde that we are not seeking personal or

professional opinions about whether school practices are right or wrong and neither are we seeking
comments on the purpose of this research as a whole. Any comments that are not directly related to
our questions aset out below will not be considered.

Responses will be considered for use in a further report on this subject looking at more detailed
breakdowns of where the most unexplained moves have occurred. The acceptance and use of any
suggestions received from you is at the sole discretion of thed&uhn Policy Institute. You do not
need to give us any personal details in order to send us feedback. Comments received will not be
publicly attributed to you or your organisation without your prior conserty personal details you
choose to supply withe managed according to our privacy policitps://epi.org.uk/privacypolicy/

We have set up a dedicatednaail address for feedbackeedback@epi.org.uk

1. About you: Everyone is welcome to respond to this working paper. Please state your role / how
you are interested in this working paper. You can choose not to answer this question but still answer
other questions if you wish.

Parent, caer or young person

Teacher or school support staff in mainstream school

Head teacher or senior leader in mainstream school

Teacher, leader or support staff in alternative provision, PRU or special school
Multi Academy Trust representative

Local Authorityrepresentative

Other professional or volunteer working with children

Academic or researcher

Nonprofit organisation working with or advocating for children

Other

P A D PP P

2. Your views: Do you wish to suggest any changes or additions to the analysis in the papkir®y
For example, are the groups of 'explained' moves defined appropriately? Are there any other ways
that we could use the data to get a better insight into unexplained moves?

For each suggestion please state what it is and why you think this wolddrgdicial

3. Alternative explanations for school moves: Do you wish to propose any alternative reasons why
some children move schools that we have not taken account of?

For each suggestion please state what it is and whether you believe this is a tieaisisrwithin the
control of schools, or not within the control of schools. Please give any supporting details for
whether you believe this is within the control of schools or not.

4. Are there any further questions about pupil mobility, inclusion orustoh that you would
suggest that we investigate?

46


https://epi.org.uk/privacy-policy/
mailto:feedback@epi.org.uk

For each suggestion please state what it is and give any details you can about how this could be
done and/or why it is important.

We will consider feedback on the methodology, and comments on the testsdbal are relevant
to the methodology. We are patrticularly interested in feedback on the following areas:

A Our nethodology for excludingransitions from moves

A Categories ofamily-drivenmoves and whether wehave missed anything we are able to
pick upin NPD dataalso,whether thereany problems with the categories we have
included/ how we havegenerated them based on the underlying data

We will not consider comments on the test results that have no relevance to the methods, views on
whether thesubject matter of the analysishould be investigated or reactions to government policy.

The closing date for emailing feedback to uslg" May.
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FiguresAl.1 toAl.3 present the tothvolume of nortransition termlyexits from schooldetween
Yeas 7 and 11 for pupils in each cohdgitsinclude:

A betweenschool moves;
A school tounknown destination moves: and
A permanent exclusions.

Forall threecohorts, we found that school exitsgtween censuses represard between 0.3 per
cent and 2.0 per cent of the total cohort of pupils, with exits spiking between acagemis

Exits as a proportion of total pupils in the cohort were highest in 2017 (17.9 per cent), and lower in
2014 (15.60er cent) and 2011 (16.9 per cent). The 2011 cohort saw a higher number of exits in Years
7 and 8 of secondary compared to the 2014 and 2017 cohorts, while the latter saw a higher number
of exits in Years 9 to 11 compared to 2011. This was particuladpledbetween the Year 11

autumn and spring censuses: 3123 pupils in the 2011 cohort exited a school, (0.05 per cent of the
total cohort), 5219 in the 2014 cohort (0.08 per cent) and 6880 in the 2017 cohort (1.1 per cent).
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FigureAl.1. Termlyexits bypupils taking their GCSES in 201
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FigureAl.2. Termlyexits bypupils taking their GCSES in 2014
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FigureAl.3. Termly exits by pupils taking their GCSEs in 2017
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Annex?2. Schoollevel distributions of exits 2011 cohort

FigureA2.1. Total unexplained exits from mainstream and nanainstream schools between Years 7 and41
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FigureA2.2. Total unexplained exits from nomainstream schools between Years 7 and*11
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FigureA2.3. Total family-driven exits from mainstream and nemainstream schools between Years 7 and41
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FigureA2.4. Total permanent exclusions from mainstream and nomainstream schools between Years 7 and'11
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FigureA2.5. Total unexplained exits frormainstream and normainstream schools by disadvantage quinfife
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Annex3. Schoollevel distributions of exits 2014 cohort

Fgure A3.1. Total unexplained exits from mainstream and nanainstream schools between Years 7 and 11
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Fgure A3.2. Total unexphined exits from noAmainstream schools between Years 7 and 11
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Figure A3.3. Total family-driven exits from mainstream and nomainstream schools between Years 7 and 11
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FigureA3.4. Total permanent exclusions from mainstream and nomainstreamschools between Years 7 and 11
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FigureA3.5. Total unexplained exits from mainstream and nonainstream schools by disadvantage quintile
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Annex4. Risk profile of pupils experiencing unexplained exits:
2011 cohort

Please note that comparing the risk of unexplained exit for the groups of pupils betbes2011

cohort and the later cohorts is not advised. This is due to the missing data issue descBbed.in

Data prior toYear 3 were not collected for this cohtpwith the result that our understanding of

when pupils first attended a school in England and their early status with respect to free school

meals, English as an additional language and special educational needs and disabilities is incomplete.

FigureA4.1. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained exit: demograghics

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0% 16.0%

All 8.6%

Gender | Female I 5.7%
L Male [N 8.5%
Bangladeshi [N 95%
Indian [ 5.6%
Other Asian background I 7.7%
Pakistani [[IINNENEG 9.3%
Black African [N 11.5%
Black Caribbean [N 11.6%
Other Black background Il 11.8%
Ethnicity Chinese I 5.0%
B Other mixed background NN 10.8%
White and Asian [[NNENERN 8.8%
White and Black African R 11.3%
White and Black Caribbeard R 12.7%
Any other [N 9.5%
White British [N 7.4%
white Irish [N 10.1%
Other White background NN 8.5%
EAL (from reception) NG 9.5%
Spring born GGG 8.1%

Birth term
Summer born [N 7.9%
Autumn born [N 8.2%
Ever FSM e 14.6%
®Due to the data missingness outlined in the-*‘“Working

estimation of true numbers.
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FigureA4.2. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained eadditional

need?
- 0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%
ver Lac [ 45.1%
Sociakare. Lac status chang I <50
ever N [ 35 2%
CIN status change_ 33.0%

Specific learning difficulty- 9.1%
Moderate learning difficulty _ 11.3%
Severe learning difficulty- 7.1%
Profound & multiple learning diﬁiculty_ 10.9%
SEND type Behavioural, emotional & social [ 25.7%
— Speech, language and communicatic_ 9.3%
Hearing impairment - 9.5%
Visual impairment - 9.4%
Multi-sensory impairment - 7.4%
Physical disability [ 10.5%
L AsD [ 11.5%
Other _ 14.9%
Ever SEND [ 16.5%

®Due to the data missingness outl

ined in the-"'"Working
estimation oftrue numbers.
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FigureA4.3. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained egitpil history?!

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

Prior attainment: lowest quartile _ 12.8%

Prior B Prior attainment 25-49% - 9.2%

attainment
Prior attainment 50-74% - 7.1%

Prior attainment: highest quatrtile - 5.2%

—

Persistent absentee (over 10% of sessio

Absence missed) _ 21.0%
record .

_J Persistent absentee_health reason_ 17.4%
Persistent absentee_authorise_ 43.0%
— Persistent absentee_unauthorised_ 33.4%
History of Any fixed period exclusion_ 17.8%
official

Any permanent exclusion_ 21.6%

exclusions

2Due to the data missingness outlined in the-‘ Working
estimation of true numbers.
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Annex5. Risk profile of pupils experiencing unexplained exits:
2014 cohort

FigureAb.1. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained exit: demographics

0.0% 2.0% 4.0% 6.0% 8.0% 10.0% 12.0% 14.0%

All 7.2%

B Female I 7.2%
Male [N 7.2%
B Bangladeshi [ 7.0%
Indian [ 4.2%
Other Asian background I 6.4%
Pakistani [N 7.5%
Black African [[IIINNENEG 8.2%
Black Caribbean [N 10.8%
Other Black background N 9.7%
Ethnicity | Chinese [N 3.8%
Other mixed background [N 95%
White and Asian [N 7.9%
White and Black African [ NN 10.1%
White and Black Caribbear R 11.5%
Any other [INEGGN 7.7%
White British [N 7.0%
white Irish [N 7.5%
L Other White background [ 6.1%
EAL (from reception) [INNINEGE 6.83%
Spring born [ 7.2%
Birth term summer born [ 6.9%
Autumn born [ 7 6%
Ever FSM e 12.4%

Gender
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FigureA5.2. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained eadditional need

0.0% 5.0% 10.0% 15.0% 20.0% 25.0% 30.0% 35.0%

- cver Lac [ 27.1%
vew Lac I 32.7%

Sockal carg LAC status chano< N 31.7%

SEND type
—

ever CIN [ 175%
- CIN status change_ 17.8%
Specific learning difficulty_ 7.9%
Moderate learning difficulty _ 9.6%
Severe learning difficulty- 5.7%
Profound & multiple learning difficulty_ 9.2%
Behavioural, emotional & social / SEM_ 23.5%
Speech, language and communicatic_ 7.5%
Hearing impairment _ 8.7%
Visual impairment - 5.6%
Multi-sensory impairment _ 7.9%
Physical disability [ NG 11.2%

- aso I 1: 5%
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FigureA5.3. Proportion of pupil group experiencing at least one unexplained egitpil history

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0%

Lowest quartie [N 11.0%
. 25-49% [ 8.0%
Prior
attainment 50-74% [ 6.0%
Highest quartile [l 4.3%
Persistent absentee [ 21.7%

Absence | Persistent absentee_health reasonSI 17.4%

record Persistent absentee_authorisedi NG 42.0%
Persistent absentee_unauthorised [ NG 33.6%

History of Any FX prior to move [ 18.5%

official

exclusions Any PX prior to move [N 23.5%
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