
         70%+           2500+     5–8       £0

of local market
independent
schools on 
Ed-admin 

admin hours saved
per year by schools

that switched to 
Ed-admin 

Legacy systems
replaced by one 

Ed-admin platform.
Schools report
saving £10k+ 

Ed‑admin charges,
dedicated

support, contract
duration

One System.
Everything.
The hidden cost of running your school on platforms
that don't talk to each other.

Integrated School Management Software

Integrated School Management Software



What this paper will show you 
The real cost of fragmentation is not the licence fees; it is the staff hours
lost to systems that were never designed to work together. 
The schools paying the highest price are often not the ones with the most
complex setups; they are the ones that have normalised the workarounds. 
Cloud access, report card control, and data on demand are not
aspirational features. They are available now. Schools using them are
reclaiming hours every week. 
The question is not whether your current setup works. The question is what
it costs your staff to make it work every day. 

Executive Summary
Most independent schools don't choose fragmentation. It happens one
workaround at a time: a scheduling tool added here, a billing system there, and
a parent communication platform chosen because someone needed a quick
fix before the end of term. Over the years, the average independent school
ends up running five to eight separate systems, none of which was designed to
work with the others. 
 
The cost of this is not what appears in the accounts. The licence fees are visible.
The staff hours spent compensating for the gaps between systems are not. The
time a Head of Academics loses to manual mark reconciliation at the end of
every term does not appear as a line item. The afternoon an IT Director spends
managing integration failures between a legacy MIS and a finance system is
not invoiced to anyone. 
 
This paper examines what fragmentation actually costs independent schools
in staff time, in data reliability, in operational risk, and in the growing gap
between what school leadership needs and what their systems can produce. It
draws on direct intelligence from school decision-makers and post-migration
feedback from schools that have already made the move to a single
integrated platform. 



1. The Fragmentation
Problem — How It Happens
No school sets out to build a fragmented technology environment. The Head
who approved the third-party attendance tool did so because it solved an
immediate problem. The Bursar who kept the old finance system running did so
because changing it felt like a bigger risk than staying. The IT Director who built
integrations between four separate platforms did so because the alternative
was losing data. 
Fragmentation is not a decision. It is the accumulated result of pragmatic
choices made in moments of pressure, each one reasonable on its own, and
collectively expensive. 
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The intelligence behind this paper
comes from direct conversations with
school decision-makers across
independent school markets in the UK,
Australia, and New Zealand. These are
not survey responses. They are the
things schools say in demo
conversations, in due diligence calls,
and in post-migration feedback. They
have been validated and documented
by Ed-admin's sales leadership. 

1.1 What schools actually say 

"Too many screens. Too many clicks. Too many systems. What should take ten
minutes takes forty because nothing connects properly." 
— IT Director, UK independent school 

"Managing multiple databases between finance, admissions, academics, and
the library, information entered in one place has to be re-entered in another.
It's been that way for years. We stopped questioning it." 
— Business Manager, Australian independent school 

"Not being able to work from home is the thing that finally pushed us to look.
During the holidays I couldn't access anything without remoting in. That's not
sustainable." 
— Head of Academics, New Zealand school 

The pattern is consistent across markets and school sizes: 
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These are not complaints about catastrophic system failures. They are
descriptions of low-grade operational friction that has become so normalised
that staff no longer notice the cost, until they are asked to measure it. 



Across the institutions surveyed, five failure modes appear repeatedly. Each is
individually manageable. Together, they represent a significant and
compounding operational cost. 

Workflows that break at department
boundaries 
The most expensive gap in any fragmented
school technology environment is the one
between admissions and finance. When a
student progresses from enquiry to enrolment,
someone has to carry the information across the
boundary, manually, by email, or by phone. The
same gap exists between academic records and
attendance, between attendance and
safeguarding, and between finance and
reporting. 
Each gap is a handoff. Each handoff is a point
where information can be delayed, lost, or
entered incorrectly. In a single integrated
platform, these handoffs do not exist; the
workflow continues automatically because the
data is already there.

1.2 The five fragmentation failure modes 

Duplicate data entry and data drift 
When student information lives in more than one system, someone has to keep
it synchronised. When an admissions status changes, it must be updated in the
MIS, in the finance system, and in the parent communication platform. This is
not a workflow; it is a manual tax on staff time, every day. 
Data drift happens when the updates don't all land at the same time. A student
is enrolled in the MIS but still marked as a prospect in the CRM. A fee change is
processed in finance, but the parent portal still shows the old amount. These
discrepancies are small and recoverable, and they happen constantly in
fragmented environments. 
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Reporting that is delayed, inconsistent, and spreadsheet-dependent 
The most reliable signal that a school is running on fragmented systems is the
presence of the spreadsheet. Not as a tool, as infrastructure. When a Head
Teacher asks for an attendance trend analysis, and the answer begins with 'Let
me pull that together,' the school is running on fragmentation. 
Report cards are the most visible version of this problem. In schools using
separate systems for gradebooks, report templates, and document generation,
producing a report card requires exporting data from one system, importing it
into another, and reviewing the result for errors introduced during the transfer.
The process is not unreliable by design; it is unreliable by architecture. 



Staff expertise concentrated in too few
people 
Complex systems require complex
knowledge. In most schools, that knowledge
concentrates in one or two people who
have learned, over years, how to make the
system work. When one of them leaves, the
school discovers how much operational
capacity was dependent on that individual.
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"We have two people who actually
understand our system well enough to
configure and troubleshoot it. What
happens when one of them leaves? That's
the question we don't talk about." 
— Bursar, UK independent school 

This is not a hypothetical risk. It is one of the
most commonly cited triggers for MIS
review across all three markets. Staff
turnover in school administration is
significant, and the knowledge transfer
problem is acute when that knowledge lives
in a complex, poorly documented system. 

A fragmented stakeholder experience 
Parents expect to receive information the
way they receive everything else, through a
single, consistent, well-designed channel.
When a school is running separate
platforms for academic reporting, fee
communications, attendance notifications,
and event management, the parent
experience is fragmented in direct
proportion to the school's internal
architecture. 

Staff experience the same fragmentation. A
teacher who needs to check a student's
attendance history, review their academic
record, and send a communication to their
parents should not need three separate
logins to do it. 



Conservative example: 10
minutes per day per teacher,
30 minutes per day per admin
staff member. 
At 200 school days per year: 33
hours per teacher, 100 hours
per admin staff member. 
Multiply by headcount. A
school with 40 teachers and 8
admin staff loses 1,320 teacher
hours and 800 admin hours
every year to process friction. 
That is not a technology cost. It
is a staffing cost — and it does
not appear in any system
budget. 

2. What
Fragmentation
Actually Costs 

The ROI calculation
most schools never run

The financial case for integrated school
management is not made in licence fee
comparisons. It is made in staff hours, a
resource that is finite, expensive, and
rarely measured with the precision it
deserves. 
The calculation is not complicated. It
requires two numbers: how many staff are
affected by fragmented systems, and how
much time they lose each week to the
workarounds those systems require. The
result is almost always surprising. 

Report cards are the most measurable
fragmentation cost in most independent
schools. The process is predictable,
happens every term, and the time spent
on it can be tracked. 

2.1 The report card problem —
quantified 

In schools running separate systems for assessment data, report templates,
and document generation, a typical end-of-term report cycle follows a
consistent pattern: data export from the gradebook, import into the report
template, manual review for errors, correction round, sign-off, and distribution.
In larger schools with multiple year groups and assessment types, this process
can stretch across three to four weeks. 
In schools using an integrated platform where assessment data, report
templates, and document generation share the same database, the same
process takes a fraction of the time. Teachers enter marks once. The system
calculates averages, applies weightings, and populates the report template
automatically. The review process addresses content, not data errors
introduced during transfer. 
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"Report cards built in Ed-admin take a fraction of the time they took before.
Teachers edit in the system. Marks calculate automatically. No vendor call. No
extra charge. No waiting." 
— Head of Academics, post-migration school 



UK independent schools operate under a compliance framework that requires
data to be available on demand, not assembled over three weeks. VAT on
school fees, safeguarding records under KCSIE, Ofsted and ISI inspectorate
reporting, and governor dashboard requirements all demand the same thing: a
single source of truth that can be interrogated immediately. 
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Remote access to school systems is no longer a premium feature; it is a
baseline operational expectation. The shift to cloud-based working across
professional environments means that staff who cannot access school
systems from home are increasingly disadvantaged relative to their peers in
other sectors. 
For independent schools, the cloud access gap has a specific and measurable
cost. Bursars who cannot review financial reports from home during evenings
and weekends lose planning time. IT Directors who cannot monitor system
performance remotely lose response time during incidents. Heads of
Academics who cannot access gradebooks during holidays lose the window in
which moderation and preparation work happens most efficiently. 
In the UK context specifically, data residency requirements post-Brexit mean
that cloud access must be paired with appropriate UK or EU data hosting.
Schools evaluating cloud-based systems should confirm hosting location and
data processing agreements as part of any procurement decision. 

2.2 The cloud access gap 

2.3 UK compliance — data that fragmented systems cannot
produce 
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VAT on school fees: requires finance and
admissions data in the same system to identify
eligible and non-eligible supplies accurately. 
Safeguarding (KCSIE): requires attendance,
behaviour, and pastoral records to be cross-
referenced immediately, not pulled from three
separate systems. 
Ofsted / ISI inspectorate: inspectors ask for
attendance trends, behaviour data, and
academic performance in the room. Not at the
end of a reporting cycle. 
Governor dashboards: boards expect real-time
visibility into school performance metrics.
Manual reports produced fortnightly are not
sufficient. 

UK compliance — what fragmented
systems cannot deliver on demand 



In the Australian and New Zealand independent school markets, fragmentation
presents a specific and underestimated challenge: the widespread belief
among school leaders that one system cannot possibly do everything their
school needs. 
This belief is not irrational; it is based on years of experience with systems that
genuinely could not. The result is that schools in these markets have built
increasingly elaborate combinations of specialist tools, each of which handles
one part of the school's operations well and none of which handles the whole. 
The operational cost of this architecture is identical to the UK fragmentation
problem, duplicate data entry, broken workflows, and spreadsheet-dependent
reporting. The additional cost in the AU and NZ context is the integration
maintenance burden: the ongoing technical work required to keep multiple
specialist systems talking to each other as each one is updated, upgraded, or
replaced.

2.4 Australia and New Zealand — the one-system belief 
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Fragmented systems Ed-admin — one system

Single institutional record

Student data exists in
multiple systems.
Synchronisation is manual
and error-prone.

One complete record per
student, parent, and staff
member. Every module
draws from the same source.

Connected workflows

Workflows break at
department boundaries.
Admissions to finance
requires manual handoff.

Enquiry to admissions to fee
collection to enrolment,
automated, without manual
data transfer.

Stakeholder access by role

Separate logins for parents,
staff, and leadership.
Fragmented experience
across all.

Parents, students, and staff
each see what they need, on
any device, through one
environment.

Financial control

Billing system separate from
admissions. Fee changes
require manual updates in
multiple places.

Billing, invoicing, payment
tracking, and fee changes
integrated with student
records. One update,
everywhere.

Analytics for leadership

Reporting requires manual
data assembly. Governors
receive fortnightly reports,
not real-time visibility.

Attendance trends,
academic performance, and
behaviour data available on
demand. Governor questions
answered in the room.

3. What an Integrated
Platform Actually Means
The word 'integrated' is used widely in school management software
marketing. It is worth being precise about what it means and what it does not. 
Integration is not a CSV export. It is not a third-party connector that syncs when
the API conditions are met. It is not two systems that share a login page but
maintain separate databases behind it. True integration means one core
dataset. When admissions updates an enrolment status, finance sees it
immediately. When attendance is captured, it feeds safeguarding workflows
and parent notifications automatically. When assessments are completed,
reports draw from the same data, not assembled from three separate sources.

2.4 Australia and New Zealand — the one-system belief 
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Fragmented — a typical week 
Monday: The IT Director resolves the
integration failure between MIS and
the finance system. Parent data not
synced from weekend enrolment. 
Tuesday: Head of Academics exports
gradebook data for report card
preparation. Discovers three students
with incomplete records and traces
the error to manual entry in week 3. 
Wednesday: Bursar asks for
attendance-linked fee adjustment.
The finance system does not connect
to attendance records. Manual cross-
reference required. 
Thursday: Parent calls about wrong
fee statement. Admissions data and
finance data show different
enrolment status. 
Friday: Governor requests dashboard
update. Admin staff spend two hours
pulling data from four systems and
building a spreadsheet. 

The most useful way to understand the difference between fragmented and
integrated school management is not to compare feature lists — it is to
compare what a school's typical operational week looks like under each model. 

3.2 What the comparison looks like in practice 

Integrated — the same week 
Monday: Weekend enrolments are
visible in finance and academic
records automatically. No IT
intervention required. 
Tuesday: Head of Academics
opens the report card module.
Marks calculated. Template
populated. Review is content
quality, not error correction. 
Wednesday: Attendance-linked
fee adjustment applied in the
system. The finance record was
updated automatically. 
Thursday: Parent query resolved in
90 seconds from one screen.
Admissions and finance show the
same status because they are in
the same database. 
Friday: The Governor clicks the live
dashboard. All data current. No
spreadsheet. No assembly
required. 
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4. Migration — The Fear and
the Reality 
The most common reason schools with
fragmented, underperforming systems do not
switch is not cost. It is the fear of the project.
Schools have seen migrations go wrong
before, their own or a colleague's shared at an
ISBA conference dinner or a cautionary tale
from a vendor's competitor. That fear is real.
And it is almost always larger than reality. 
This section does not dismiss the fear. It
examines what the migration experience
actually looks like in practice, based on the
post-migration feedback of schools that have
been through it. 

4.1 What schools feared before
migration 

Ed-admin's migration model is designed specifically to address each of these
fears. The process is structured, phased, and supported throughout, not by a
generic help desk, but by a named implementation consultant whose sole
responsibility is that school's successful go-live. 

4.2 What migration actually looks like 

All historical data is migrated from the previous system before training begins. Staff never work
in an empty environment. 
Each school receives a named Implementation Manager, not a ticket queue. A person who is
assigned to the school for the first year at a minimum. 
Migration timelines: 1–2 months for smaller schools. 2–4 months for larger or multi-campus
environments. 
Zero academic disruptions reported across every migration in Ed-admin's history. 
Training is conducted in the live environment, with the school's own data, not a sandbox with
sample records. 

The Ed-admin migration model 

Data loss Disruption Resistance Abandonment

Primary fear: years
of historical records

not surviving the
transfer 

Academic year
interrupted by

system failure or staff
confusion 

Staff refusing to
adopt or learn a new

system 

Vendor present for
go-live, absent for
everything after 
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"Changing systems is scary. But Ed-admin delivered on all fronts." 
— Louise Griggs, Peterhouse Group of Schools 

"We were on our previous system for 13 years. The migration was
supported all the way. We were up and running within the first
term." 
— Business Manager, post-migration school 

"Nobody likes change. I was hesitant, as were others in our school.
Yet the changeover has been seamless and one I certainly do not
regret." 
— Syndie Williams, Theodor Herzl School 

The schools that migrated describe a consistent pattern: the anticipation of the
migration was more stressful than the migration itself. The moments of
genuine difficulty, data mapping decisions, training scheduling, and workflow
redesign were navigable with dedicated support. The moments of feared
catastrophe did not materialise. 

5. What Changes After
Migration 
The improvements reported by schools post-migration are not concentrated in
a single area. They are felt across reporting, efficiency, support, cost, and
system complexity simultaneously, because in an integrated environment,
these things are connected. When the system is easier to use, staff use it
properly. When data is cleaner, reporting is faster. When reporting is faster,
leadership has better visibility. 

5.1 Assessment and reporting 

Before migration 
Reporting cycles stretched across
weeks with manual data
consolidation. 
Difficulty generating student
averages without manual calculation. 
Report card changes required vendor
involvement and additional charges. 
Leadership had visibility into the
assessment only at the end of the
process, not during it. 

After migration 
Reporting cycles shortened. Fewer
corrections. Less manual intervention. 
Averages calculated automatically.
Weightings applied by the system. 
Report card templates are edited in-
system, by staff, at no extra cost. 
Live dashboard visibility throughout
the assessment process. Intervention
is possible while it still matters. 
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<50% £0 Zero 12 months 

Peterhouse Group
of Schools, Ed-

admin costs less
than half their

previous systems 

Per-call support
charge, all support

included as standard 

Academic
disruptions across

every migration Ed-
admin has
managed 

Dedicated
implementation

consultant on-site
or available full-
time at go-live 

"Teachers are able to work things out for themselves —
which frees up my time considerably." 
— System Administrator, post-migration school 

One of the most operationally significant changes reported post-migration is
not about reporting at all. It is about dependency. On complex legacy systems,
a small number of staff accumulate the expertise needed to operate the
platform effectively. Everyone else works around them. 

5.2 Staff independence and knowledge distribution 

This is not a marginal efficiency gain. It is a structural change in how
operational knowledge is distributed across an institution, one that reduces risk,
improves resilience, and removes the invisible dependency on individuals that
schools often do not recognise until one of them hands in their notice. 

Cost was both a primary driver of migration and a confirmed post-migration
benefit. The comparison is not always dramatic; it depends on what a school
was previously paying and which modules they require. But the pattern of
paying for premium complexity that does not serve the institution is consistent
across every piece of post-migration feedback collected. 

5.3 Cost alignment 
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6. Three Questions Worth
Answering Honestly 
The decision to stay with a fragmented system is not a decision to stay with
what works. It is a decision to continue paying the cost of what is not working, in
staff hours, in data reliability, in operational risk, and in the growing gap
between what leadership needs and what the current systems can produce. 
Before concluding that the status quo is the right choice, three questions are
worth considering with some precision: 

1. How many members of staff genuinely understand your current system well
enough to configure and troubleshoot it? What is your plan for when one of
them leaves? 
2. How much time did your last reporting cycle take from first data entry to final
published reports? How much of that time was value-adding work, and how
much was correction, reconciliation, and error-chasing? 
3. If you were evaluating your current system for the first time today against
what is available in the market now, would you choose it? 

Three questions worth answering honestly 

The schools represented in this paper delayed migration longer than they
needed to. Not because they were satisfied. Because change felt riskier than
the friction they had learned to live with. What they found on the other side of
that decision was consistent: the migration risk was real but manageable. The
status quo risk was invisible but compounding. 

There is a fourth question, one that is
worth raising here, though it is addressed
fully in the second paper in this series. 
When you find a system that resolves the
fragmentation problem, that gives your
staff a single platform, your leadership
real-time data, and your IT Director an
integration architecture worth managing,
pay attention to what the contract tells
you about the vendor's confidence in it. 
A vendor that backs its product does not
need a seven-year contract to keep its
clients. That question belongs in the
evaluation. 

6.1 The question about your contract 
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A practical conversation about whether and
how a transition would work for your specific
institution, tailored to your current system,
your assessment requirements, and your
academic calendar. 
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(Business Development Director)
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Conclusion and Next Steps 
Fragmentation is not a technology problem. It is an operations design problem,
one that compounds quietly, over years, until the cost becomes impossible to
ignore. The schools that move away from fragmented systems do not do so
because of a single dramatic failure. They do so because the accumulated
cost of the workarounds finally outweighs the fear of the change. 
Ed-admin has been built to solve this problem, not by adding features but by
removing the complexity that fragmented systems impose. One platform. One
database. One support team. Every part of the school's operations is
connected, visible, and manageable from a single environment. 
With over 70% of independent schools in South Africa on the platform and
expansion now underway in the UK, Australia, and New Zealand, the evidence
base for what an integrated platform makes possible is substantial and
available on request. 

Five or more separate systems required to manage daily school operations 
Report cycles that stretch across weeks with manual data consolidation 
Operational knowledge concentrated in one or two individuals 
Staff unable to access systems remotely or from home 
Governor or leadership reporting that depends on manually assembled
spreadsheets 
UK: compliance data that cannot be produced on demand for Ofsted or ISI 
AU/NZ: a belief that one system genuinely cannot do everything your school
needs 

If your school recognises any of these patterns: 

Then staying with the current setup is already a decision. And it is not a neutral
one. 

Request a migration-
focused Ed-admin
walkthrough 

mailto:brett@ed-admin.com
https://www.ed-admin.com/


About Ed-admin 

This white paper draws on post-migration feedback from multiple Ed-admin
client institutions, direct intelligence from school decision-makers across the
UK, AU, and NZ independent school markets, and validated buyer intelligence
sourced from Ed-admin's sales leadership. Client quotes are reproduced with
attribution. All intelligence has been validated by Jason Moore (Sales Director),
Dave McKinney, and Brett (live demo observations, May 2026). 
This is the first paper in a five-part series. The second paper, 'The Settling Trap',
addresses the strategic and emotional cost of complacency and the question
of what long contract terms signal about vendor confidence in their own
product. 

Ed-admin is a fully integrated school management platform built to run an
entire institution from a single application. With modules covering admissions,
finance, academics, attendance, communications, HR, boarding, and transport,
it is designed to reduce administrative complexity and improve operational
visibility across every part of the school. 
Ed-admin has been adopted by more than 70% of independent schools in
South Africa — the result of 20 years of development in direct partnership with
school leadership. The platform is now expanding into the UK, Australia, and
New Zealand independent school markets, operating under the Progressify
brand in the AU and NZ market. 
Support is included as standard — not charged per call, not routed through an
overseas help desk. Every school has a named Customer Success Manager
and access to the Ed-admin support team who knows their implementation. 
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