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PLEASE NOTE: The welfare and CYF tables supplied to the Ministry of Education were sourced from files intended to support internal modelling at MSD processes. They are not official statistics, and analysis based upon them 
may not agree with publically released reports or statistics prepared by MSD. MSD has not been able to check details of how the data sets, which are complex, have been combined  to produce the MoE analysis. 

Qualification at 18 

NCEA Level 2 or equivalent 

NCEA Level 1 or equivalent 

NCEA Level 3 or above 

Achievement at 18 by Ethnicity, Gender, and Key Risk Factors at Age 13 

Key 
EUROPEAN 
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SUPPORTED BY BENEFITS 5+ YEARS 

NOTIFIED TO CYF AGE 13 
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68% 
of students with 

1 risk factor 

achieved NCEA Level 2 or above by Age 18 

34% 
of students with 

3 risk factors 

52% 
of students with 

2 risk factors 

84% 
of students with 
no risk factors 
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Proportion of students who have one or more key risk factors at age 13 
– Domestic students (Approximately 63,000 students per cohort)

PLEASE NOTE: The welfare and CYF tables supplied to the Ministry of Education were sourced from files intended to support internal modelling at MSD processes. They are not official statistics, and analysis based upon them may not agree with 
publically released reports or statistics prepared by MSD. MSD has not been able to check details of how the data sets, which are complex, have been combined  to produce the MoE analysis. 
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12.2% 0.7% 

1.2% 
1.7% 

5.4% 

2.5% 

9.3% 

2.5% will have all
three risk factors by 13 

67% of students have
none of these risk 

factors at 13 

18% will be known
to CYF by age 13 

CYF 

6% of students will
be stood-down or 
suspended by age 13 

Stand-downs / 
Suspensions 

25% will have
spent at least 5 years 
on a welfare by 13 

Welfare 

Key 

SUPPORTED BY BENEFITS 5+ YEARS 

NOTIFIED TO CYF AGE 13 

STOODDOWN OR SUSPENDED BY 13 

The  outer box represents all children in a birth cohort. The blue circle represents the children with a notification to Child Youth & 
Family by age 13. The Yellow circle represents the children who have spent 5 or more years supported by Welfare by age 13. The 
red circle represents all children who have a stand-down or suspension by age 13. The remaining gray is children with no risk factors 
by age 13. Where the circles overlap children have multiple risk factors.  
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Proportion of students who have one or more key risk factors 

PLEASE NOTE: The welfare and CYF tables supplied to the Ministry of Education were sourced from files intended to support internal modelling at MSD processes. They are not official statistics, and analysis based upon them may not agree with 
publically released reports or statistics prepared by MSD. MSD has not been able to check details of how the data sets, which are complex, have been combined  to produce the MoE analysis. 
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7% 
1% 

3% 3% 

21% 
5% 

23% 

Māori Students Approximately 13,900 students per cohort

34% will
be known to 
CYF by 13 

14% will be
stooddown or 
suspended 
by 13 

53% will
have spent at 
least 5 years 
on a welfare 
by 13 

38% have 
none of these 
risk factors  

32% 

5% 

7% 

6% 

27% 

4% 

10% 

Alternative Education Approximately 1,350 students per cohort

8% have
none of 

these risk 
factors 

69% will
be known to 
CYF by age 

13 

56% will be
stooddown or 

suspended 
 by age 13 

77% will
have spent at 
least 5 years 
on a welfare 

by 13 

30% 

10% 

10% 

20% 

10% 

10% 

Activity Centres 280 places funded per year

10% have 
none of 

these risk 
factors 

56% will be
stooddown or 

suspended 
by age 13 

78% will
have spent at 
least 5 years 
on a welfare 

by 13 

67% will be
known to CYF 

by age 13 

20% 5% 

5% 

23% 

5% 

15% 

5% 

Te Kura - At Risk Gateways Approximately 610 per cohort

21% have 
none of these 
risk factors 

34% will be
stooddown or 
suspended by 
age 13 

62% will
have spent at 
least 5 years 
on a welfare 
by 13 

52% will
be known to 
CYF by age 
13 

Key: SUPPORTED BY BENEFITS 5+ YEARS NOTIFIED TO CYF AGE 13 STOODDOWN OR SUSPENDED BY 13 
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4 

The below chart shows that the number of children with 3 risk factors 
increases with each age. A large proportion, but not all, end up participating 
in Alternative Education or another form of at risk provision 

The below chart shows the proportion of students by number of risk factors at 
that age, that eventually go on to achieve NCEA level 2 by 18.  No matter 
which age children accumulate all three risk factors, achievement is relatively 
low. 

Students who have one or more key risk factors at different ages
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Average number of CYF notifications  per student, by age & participation in at risk provision 

Average number of stand-downs/suspensions per student, by age & participation in at risk provision 

 Average number of years supported by welfare, by age & participation in at risk provision 

By age 18, 
students in AE will 
have been stood-

down or 
suspended 2.9 

times by age 18 

This is 12 times the 
rate of students 

who never end up 
in at risk provision 

The difference in 
time spent on 

welfare for 
children who end 

up in at risk 
provision 

compared to 
those who don’t 

exists even 
before students 

begin school. 

For students in 
AE the average 
number of CYF 
notifications 
triples between 
ages 10 and 15. 

By 17 the 
average AE 
student will have 
been notified to 
CYF over 7 times 

Age 8 Age 10 Age 12 Age 14 Age 16 

Number of students with all 
three risk factors (per cohort) 

140 460 1,180 2,910 4,230 

Proportion who ever participate 
in at risk provision 

52% 46% 42% 39% 35% 
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Cross-over between alternative education and other at-risk interventions 

0% 

10% 

20% 
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60% 

These graphs indicate the cross-over between AE and other interventions 
and programmes designed for at-risk students. While this cohort is only 
around 2% of the total student population, they occupy approximately:  
• half of the special education assessment for youth offending places
• one in three special education behavioural services
• one in six places in Teen Parent Units

Of the 610 students per age cohort nationwide accessing Te Kura through 
an At-Risk Gateway, 15% (90) are Alternative Education students. These 
students occupy:  

o more than one in three CYF-referred places
o around one in five Teen Parent and Alienation Gateway places.
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Intervention (average number of AE students per cohort in intervention) 

GRAPH C: Percentage of each Te Kura At-Risk Gateway filled by 
Alternative Education students 
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GRAPH A: Percentage of students in each intervention who also spend time in AE GRAPH B: Percentage of students in AE who also spend time in other interventions 
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

Far North – Kaitaia 

Community of Learning

Kaikohe 

Community of Learning

At-risk provision in the regions

Tai Tokerau

1

TA

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

TA

TA

TA

TA

What are the at-risk interventions?

SA

3 schools

3 providers

AE

SA

AE

3 schools

4 providers

AE

5 sites

TA

2 schools

2 providers

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE

Services Academies2

Trades Academy with 10 locations1
0 Activity Centres

out of 14 AE providers are managed by

schools in Communities of Learning5

out of 38 schools use Alternative Education22

Alternative Education providers14

38

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

2 Communities of Learning

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

3,760
students enrolled in school

(years 9-13+)

9,801
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

38%

students aged 13–16 students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

8,394 434 5%

Alternative Education and 

Activity Centre places

127
at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

149
of 13-16 year-olds in AE, 

ACs, or at-risk Te Kura

3.3%

secondary/composite schools
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Bay of Plenty, Rotorua, Taupō

4

42 secondary/composite

schools

What does the whole system look like?

What are the at-risk interventions?

Who are the students?

13 Communities of Learning

AC

2 schools

2 providers

AE

AE

AE

6 schools

4 providers

5 schools

5 providers

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

Alternative Education providers18
out of 42 schools use Alternative Education26
out of 18 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning14
Activity Centre1
Trades Academies2
Services Academies3

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

3%

of 13-16 year-olds in AE, 

ACs, or at-risk Te Kura

2.0%

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

5,268
of students receive ops 

grant adjustments

26%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

20,072

students aged 13–16

16,838

Alternative Education and 

Activity Centre places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

471

at-risk students on Te 

Kura roll

151185

Mt Maunganui 

Community of Learning

AE

Opotiki 

Community of Learning

AE

Te Puke 

Community of Learning
AE

Papamoa 

Community of Learning

Tauranga Peninsula 

Community of Learning

Otumoetai 

Community of Learning
AE

Whakatane

Community of Learning

TA

AE

Rangitaiki Plains 

(Eastern Bay of Plenty)

Community of Learning

Taupō

Community of Learning

TA

AE

Rotorua Catholic

Rotorua Central

Rotorua East

Rotorua West

Communities of Learning

AE

SA

SA

SA
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Taranaki , Whanganui, Manawatu

5

What are the at-risk interventions?

TAActivity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

9 schools

2 providers

AE

SA

AC

SA

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE

AC

TA

2 schools

1 provider

AE

5 schools

3 providers

AE

39 secondary/

composite schools

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

6 Communities of Learning

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

3%

of 13-16 year-olds in AE, 

ACs, or at-risk Te Kura

3.0%

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

3,793
of students receive ops 

grant adjustments

21%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

18,270

students aged 13–16

15,017

Alternative Education and 

Activity Centre places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

472

at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

283172

Services Academies2

Trades Academies2

Activity Centres2

out of 14 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning3

out of 38 schools use Alternative Education31

Alternative Education providers14Freyberg 

Community of Learning

Inglewood 

Community of Learning

7 schools

2 providers

Palmerston North 

Catholic 

Community of Learning

Rangitikei (Manawatu) 

Community of Learning

Ruapehu 

Community of Learning

Stratford 

Community of Learning

AE
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Hawkes Bay and Gisborne

6

Napier / Hastings Gisborne / East Coast

What are the at-risk interventions?

SA

TA

2 centres

1 school

2 providers

AE

2 schools

2 providers

AE

AE

5 schools

2 providers

AE

AE

AE

14 schools

6 providers

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

38

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

10 Communities of Learning

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

3%

of 13-16 year-olds 

in AE, ACs, or at-risk 

Te Kura

3.2%

secondary/composite 

schools

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

3,996
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

29%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

13,573

students aged 13–16

11,458

Alternative Education 

and Activity Centre 

places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

392

at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

180183

Alternative Education providers13
out of 38 schools use Alternative Education25
out of 13 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning5
Activity Centres3
Trades Academies3
Services Academies3

East Coast Bilingual 

Community of Learning

Wairoa

Community of Learning

Havelock North

Community of Learning

AE

AE

AC

Napier City

Community of Learning

Matariki

Community of Learning

AESteiner Waldorf

Community of Learning

Tamatea

Community of Learning

SA

TAAC

AE

Taha Whānau

Taha Tinana

Taha Hinengaro 

Communities of Learning

SA
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Wellington

7

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE What are the at-risk 
interventions?

Activity Centres3 3

Services Academies4

Trades Academies3

Alternative Education 

providers15

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

1 school

2 providers

SA

SA

TA

AE

See insets

58

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

12 Communities of Learning

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

2%

of 13-16 year-olds 

in AE, ACs, or at-risk 

Te Kura

1.6%

secondary/composite schools

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

5,605
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

18%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

31,478

students aged 13–16

25,681

Alternative Education 

and Activity Centre 

places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

558

at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

184

Wellington Lower Hutt Porirua

AE

5 schools 

2 providers

TA

TA

AC

227

out of 14 AE 

providers are 

managed by 

schools in CoLs

9

out of 58 

schools use 

Alternative 

Education

43

Bush (Pahiatua)

Community of Learning

Dannevirke

Community of Learning

Wainuiomata

Community of Learning

AE

Tawa

Community of Learning

Porirua East

Community 

of Learning

AE

Northern Porirua

Community of 

Learning

SA

Western Porirua

Community of Learning

AC

SA

AE

AC

Naenae

Community of 

Learning

Steiner Waldorf

Community of Learning

Horowhenua

Community of Learning

AE

South Wairarapa

Community of Learning

AE

Taita/Stokes Valley

Community of Learning
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Marlborough, Nelson, West Coast

8

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

SA

AE

AE

What are the at-risk interventions?

Activity Centres0

Services Academy1

out of 7 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning7

out of 24 schools use Alternative Education18

Alternative Education providers7

Trades Academies2

24

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

11 Communities of Learning

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

2%

of 13-16 year-olds 

in AE, ACs, or at-risk 

Te Kura

1.9%

secondary/composite schools

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

1,740
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

17%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

10,147

students aged 13–16

8,265

Alternative Education 

and Activity Centre 

places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

193

at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

8969

Westland 

Community of Learning

TA

Māwhera (Greymouth) 

Community of Learning

Kaikoura 

Community of Learning

Marlborough Sounds 

(Picton) 

Community of Learning

Blenheim

Community of Learning

AE
Buller

Community of Learning

AE

Golden Bay

Community of Learning

Nelson

Akonga Whakatu (Stoke)

Communities of Learning

TA

AE

Motueka

Community of Learning

AE

Top of the South Area Schools

Community of Learning

5 schools 

2 providers
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

At-risk provision in the regions

Canterbury

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

Christchurch

9

What are the at-risk interventions?

Activity Centres0

Services Academy1

See inset

58

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

17 Communities of Learning

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

2%

of 13-16 year-olds 

in AE, ACs, or at-risk 

Te Kura

1.2%

secondary/composite 

schools

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

4,648
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

14%
students enrolled in 

school (years 9-13+)

33,554

students aged 13–16

26,545

Alternative Education 

and Activity Centre 

places

students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

576

at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

141182

AE

AE

AE

AE

AE

8 schools 

1 provider

AE

27 schools 

6 providers

TA

SA

Alternative Education providers13
out of 58 schools use Alternative Education46
out of 13 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning6

Trades Academies2

Geraldine

Community of Learning

AE

Southern Area Schools

Community of Learning

Waimate

Community of Learning

Opuke (Mount Hutt)

Community of Learning

Rangiora

Community of Learning

Malvern

Community of Learning

AE

Katote (Christchurch)

Community of Learning

AE

South Canterbury Catholic

Community of Learning

Hakatere (Ashburton)

Community of Learning

AE

AE

AE

North Canterbury Area

Community of Learning

Hereora Community of Learning

Hornby Community of Learning

Linwood 

Community of Learning

Steiner Waldorf 

Community of Learning

Tōtara Nui (Papanui)

Community of Learning

TA

AE

Christchurch Catholic 

Community of Learning

Ngā Mātāpuna o Ngā Pākihi

Community of Learning
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Dr. Andrea Schöllmann, Deputy Secretary, Education System Policy

1 July 2016

Gore

Community of Learning

Northern Southland 

Community of Learning

Wakatipu Basin

Community of Learning

South Otago 

Community of Learning

Dunstan

Community of Learning

Cromwell

Community of Learning

Southern Area Schools 

Community of Learning

Lower Mataura Valley

Community of Learning

AC

AC

SA

At-risk provision in the regions

Otago-Southland

10

AE

AE

AE

TA

AE

AE

AE

3 schools 

2 providers

Oamaru 

Community of Learning

19 schools 

2 providers
AE

6 schools 

7 providers

Activity CentreAC

Services AcademySA

Trades AcademyTA

Alternative Education provider AE

Secondary schools in a 

Community of Learning

Other secondary school 

(i.e., not in a consortium)

Secondary school in an Alternative 

Education consortium 

AE

AE

Activity Centres2

Services Academy1

What are the at-risk interventions?

42

What does the whole system look like?

Who are the students?

9 Communities of Learning

students targeted for 

ops grant adjustments

2,769
students enrolled in school

(years 9-13+)

17,267
of students receive 

ops grant adjustments

16%

students aged 13–16 students aged 13-16 

with 3 key risk factors

of 13-16 year olds 

have 3 key risk factors

14,174 310 2%

Alternative Education and 

Activity Centre places

150
at-risk students on 

Te Kura roll

32
of 13-16 year-olds in AE, 

ACs, or at-risk Te Kura

1.3%

secondary/composite schools

Alternative Education providers17
out of 42 schools use Alternative Education41
out of 17 AE providers are managed by 

schools in Communities of Learning6

Trades Academy1
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Supplementary at-risk material 
Of the 768,600 students enrolled as at 1 July 2015, the majority (72%) had none of the three identified risk factors. 

Number of risk factors None One Two Three 
Distribution of students below level 2 44% 29% 20% 6% 
Distribution of students with level 2 or above 78% 16% 5% 1% 

Segment 
Number in 
Segment 

% of Risk 
Group 

Welfare & Corrections ages 18-25 
Average cost 

per student 
Total cost for 

Segment 

No Risk factors 
Below Level 2 7,170 17% $13,500 $97 M 
Level 2 or above 34,900 83% $4,400 $154 M 

One Risk factor 
Below Level 2 4,720 39% $31,600 $149 M 
Level 2 or above 7,240 61% $14,100 $102 M 

Two Risk factors 
Below Level 2 3,210 59% $57,600 $185 M 
Level 2 or above 2,260 41% $33,100 $75 M 

Three Risk factors 
Below Level 2 1,040 69% $82,900 $86 M 
Level 2 or above 460 31% $58,500 $27 M 

Total 
Below Level 2 16,140 26% $32,100 $517 M 
Level 2 or above 44,860 74% $8,000 $358 M 

553,000 
72% 

129,600 
17% 

76,200 
10% 

9,800 
1.3% 

Students enrolled 1 July 2015, by presence of Riskfactors  
(50% of Childhood on Welfare, Ever CYF, Ever Stood-down / Suspended) 

No risk factors 

One risk factor 

Two risk factors 

Three risk factors 

 7,170 ; 12% 
($13,500) 

 4,720 ;  8% 
($31,600) 

 3,200 ; 5% 
($57,600) 

 1,040 ; 2% 
($82,900) 

34,900 ; 57% 
($4,400) 

 7,240 ; 12%, 
($14,100) 

  2,2610 ; 4% 
($33,100) 

460, 1% 
($58,500) 

'Average cohort' by achievement & number of risk factors 
(Average per student welfare and corrections liability between ages 18-25) 

No Risk Factors - Below l2 

One Risk factor - Below l2 

Two Risk Factors - Below l2 

Three Risk Factors - Below l2 

No Risk Factors - Level 2+ 

One Risk factor - Level 2+ 

Two Risk Factors - Level 2+ 

Three Risk Factors - Level 2+ 

26% 
 Below 
Level 2 
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Review of Funding Systems 
Provisional predictive modelling of risk of education under-achievement 

Date: 02/09/16 
Deputy Secretary: Ellen 
MacGregor-Reid 
METIS: 1008505 

This A3 compares the provisional outcomes of models we have used to predict children and young people most at risk of 
educational under-achievement using two sets of indicators – administrative data alone, and with Census data added.  

What are we trying to do? 
• We want to develop an education funding system that leverages our ability to use risk factors early in life to predict educational under-achievement– in particular not achieving NCEA Level 2.

• This will enable funding to be allocated in a more targeted way than the current decile funding system’s blunt method.

• To help us do this, we constructed two sets of potential risk factors using government administration data (Corrections, MSD etc) and Census data. We then modeled how predictive of educational
achievement (measured via NCEA Level 2 attainment) these two sets of indicators are.

• The indicators used, grouped by their relative contribution to models’ predictiveness, are shown in the tables below.

What did we find? 
• We ran models using two indicator sets:

administrative data alone, and a
combination of administrative and Census
data.

• Both indicator sets were significantly more
predictive of risk than using the decile
system as measured via Census meshblock.

• However there is little difference between
the two datasets. Though some Census
information is quite predictive relative to
other indicators (e.g. parental
qualifications), including it does little to
increase the overall predictiveness of the
model.

• We tested our modelling against a few key
questions:

Indicator set If 25% of population 
defined as ‘at risk’ 

RO
C

 score* 

Proportion of 
those who 
didn’t 
achieve 
identified as 
‘at risk’ 

Proportion of 
those who 
did achieve 
identified as 
‘at risk’ 

Census 
meshblock 
(standard 
decile 
calculation) 

42% 22% 0.65 

Admin dataset 
59% 19% 0.78 

Admin+Census 
dataset 61% 17% 0.79 

* The closer the ROC score is to 1, the better the
predictive relationship’s accuracy 

What about traditional 
measures of socio-economic 

status? 

Is it worth going beyond 
administrative indicators? 

What are the pros and cons of 
including gender and 

ethnicity in the indicators? 

Next steps 
We will model the distributional impacts of these indicator sets shortly. We intend to use the 
following assumptions: 

• Using the full set of ‘Admin only’ indicators
• Assessment procedure using an index and covering the 25% of children and young people

with highest risk scores
• Modelling with both (a) the size of the pool based solely on decile funding, and (b) with

the size of the pool doubled by reallocating from other parts of the funding system
• Using a ‘concentration loading’ with a sliding scale.

These assumptions will influence our initial findings on distributional impacts but do not constrain 
future decisions about policy design. 

‘ADMIN ONLY’ MODEL 
HIGH MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

MEDIUM MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

LOW MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

• Proportion of time
spent supported by
benefits since birth

• Child has a CYF
notification

• Sex
• Mother’s age at

child’s birth
• Father’s offending

and sentence history

• Asian (positive factor)
• Youth Justice referral
• Benefit mother unqualified
• Proportion of time spent

overseas since birth
• Mother’s average earned

income over the previous 5
years

• Number of addresses in the
last 5 years

• Maori
• Country of birth
• Father’s average earned

income over the previous 5
years

• Migrant category/NZ born
• Number of children (mother)
• Mother received third tier

benefits
• Most recent benefit male

caregiver is not the birth
father

• Pacific

‘ADMIN + CENSUS’ MODEL (Census-only indicators are italicised) 
HIGH MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

MEDIUM MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

LOW MARGINAL 
CONTRIBUTION 

• Proportion of time
spent supported by
benefits since birth

• Child has a CYF
notification

• Sex
• Mother’s

qualifications
• Mother’s age at birth

of first child

• Mother smokes
• Asian (positive factor)
• Father’s qualifications
• Youth justice referral
• Proportion of time spent

overseas
• Father’s offending and

sentence history
• Country of birth
• Tenure
• Mother’s average earned

income over the previous 5
years

• Number of addresses in the
last 5 years

• Mother’s Labour Force  Status
• Household equivilised

income
• Pacific
• Number of children (mother)
• Father’s industry of

employment
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education.govt.nz 

We can better identify those at risk 
of under achievement 

2 

Social 
Investment 
indicators 

Parental benefit 
dependence 

CYF finding of 
abuse or 
neglect 

Parental 
Corrections 

history 

Parental 
education 

Other 
‘socioeconomic’ 

indicators 

Parental 
Income 

Parental 
occupation 

Transience 

Background 
within the 
education 

system 

Prior 
achievement 

Truancy/ 
irregular 

attendance 

Stand-downs/ 
suspensions/ 

expulsions 

Proxy indicators 

Neighbourhood 
characteristics 

Community 
Services Card 

Family 
characteristics 

indicators 

Mother is a sole 
parent 

First child born 
in mother’s 

teens 

Other 

‘Vulnerable 
children’ 

Abnormal 
conduct 

reported at B4 
School Checks 

Following sector feedback, the Ministry, Treasury and the Social 
Investment Unit explored a range of indicators that could 
better identify children at risk of underachievement.    

We assessed the predictiveness of possible indicators, individually and 
collectively 
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education.govt.nz 

The IDI Admin+Census Indicator 
Set – Disadvantage Index  

3 

HIGH MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Proportion of time
spent supported by
benefits since birth

•Mother’s qualifications
•Gender
•Child has a CYF care

and protection
notification

•Mother smokes
•Mother’s age at birth

of first child

MEDIUM MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Father’s qualification
•Asian (positive factor)
•Youth justice referral
•Number of addresses

recorded in the last
five years

•Pacific
•Father’s offending and

sentence history

LOW MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Mother Maori
•Migrant
•Benefit mother unqualified
•"Child has a substantiated finding of 
abuse or neglect " 

•Country of birth
•Number of children (mother)
•Industry of employment (father)
•Mother has proven charges
•No father listed on child’s birth
certificate

•Father smokes
•Family income
•Age of mother
•Mother received sole parent benefit
•Mother European
•Mother is MEELA
•Fathers occupation
•Equivilised HH income
•Father Pacific
•European
•Mother has a community sentence
history

•Mothers Labour Force Status
•Father Asian
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education.govt.nz 

If we just used IDI admin 
indicators – Disadvantage Index 

4 

HIGH MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Proportion of time
spent supported by
benefits since birth

•Child has a CYF care
and protection
notification

•Gender
•Mother’s age at child’s

birth
•Father’s offending and

sentence history

MEDIUM MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Asian (positive factor)
•Youth Justice referral
•Benefit mother

unqualified
•Proportion of time

spent overseas since
birth

•Mother’s average
earned income over
previous five years

•Number of addresses
recorded over last five
years

•Maori
•Country of birth
•Father’s average

earned income over
previous five years

LOW MARGINAL CONTRIBUTION 

•Migrant category/NZ
born

•Number of children
(mother)

•Mother received third
tier benefits

•Most recent male
caregiver is not the
birth father

•Pacific
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So what did we find ? 

5 
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What is a predictive risk index 

6 

> A predictive model uses historical events to predict likely
future events

> It uses a number of indicators – some are more predictive
than others - the combination of indictors is also important

> Some children will have associations with more indicators
than others

> The indicators are correlated with risk of not achieving –
they do not imply causation

> Prediction is not destiny- some children predicted by the
index to be at greater risk will achieve and some predicted
to be at lower risk will not
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education.govt.nz 

Questions 

7 

> What judgements do we need to apply in defining 
disadvantage (setting a threshold)? 

> Are there factors (such as gender and ethnicity) that 
should be excluded from the index? 

> What concerns you about the use of a predictive index to 
support the allocation of funding for disadvantage? 

> What are the practical considerations we need to address? 

> What else do we need to consider if we were to introduce 
a disadvantage index? 
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education.govt.nz 

Some provisos 

> The results in this presentation are not official statistics, they have
been created for research purposes from the Integrated Data
Infrastructure (IDI) managed by Statistics New Zealand.

> Access to the anonymised data used in this study was provided by
Statistics NZ in accordance with security and confidentiality
provisions of the Statistics Act 1975.

> Only people authorised by the Statistics Act 1975 are allowed to
see data about a particular person, household, business or
organisation and the results used in this presentation have been
confidentialised to protect these groups from identification.

> Careful consideration has been given to the privacy, security and
confidentiality issues associated with using administrative and
survey data in the IDI.

> Further detail can be found in the Privacy Impact Assessment for
the Integrated Data Infrastructure available from
www.stats.govt.nz.

8 
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