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This report provides an overview of the current AEN/SEN indicators used in Kent’s schools funding formula and their advantages and disadvantages.  In addition this paper provides the advantages and disadvantages of alternative AEN/SEN indicators that could be used. 


1 Background

The purpose of this paper is, initially, to provide an overview and understanding of the current AEN/SEN indicators used in the Kent schools funding formula and also to provide information on other possible AEN/SEN indicators that are available for distributing this pot of funding.

2 Distribution of current SEN/AEN funding

The table below summaries SEN and AEN indicators currently used and the total amount of funding distributed using these indicators.
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Total Total

Description Year 

Groups

SEN AEN Personalisation Prior 

Attainment

Mosaic

(£) (£) (£) (£) (£)

KS1 Results, Prior 

Attainment

3 to 6 3,885,717 4,733,377 8,619,094

Mosaic baseline R to 2 3,414,477 3,763,761 7,178,238

Mosaic Deprivation R to 6 1,954,970 8,687,111 10,642,081

Personalisation Prior 

Attainment

3 to 6 2,790,341 2,790,341

Personalisation Mosaic 3 to 6 1,590,662 1,590,662

Total 9,255,164 17,184,249 4,381,003 11,409,435 19,410,981

Secondary  

Total Total

Description Year 

Groups

SEN AEN Personalisation Prior 

Attainment

Mosaic

(£) (£) (£) (£) (£)

KS2 Results, Prior 

Attainment

7 to 11 6,446,616 4,321,391 10,768,007

Mosaic Deprivation 7 to 13 1,771,821 4,643,852 6,415,673

Personalisation Prior 

Attainment

7 to 9 3,874,899 3,874,899

Personalisation Mosaic 7 to 9 2,201,041 2,201,041

Total 8,218,437 8,965,243 6,075,940 14,642,906 8,616,714


3.
AEN / SEN indicators and there advantages and disadvantages.

3.1 
Prior Attainment (PA) 

Prior Attainment is currently used as an indicator to allocate funding in the Kent formula. Appendix 1 summaries the method used to distribute this funding. The educational rationale behind such funding is clear, if a school has an intake with low attainment it is likely to face higher costs in educating them. However, the use of such funding has also been seen as a way of tackling the effects of social deprivation, as there is a high correlation between deprivation and attainment levels.

Advantages 

· Identifies individual pupils that are below the average attainment level for their age group.

· Externally moderated (KS2 only).

· The levels of attainment can be used to allocate funding at different levels (15-5-1).

· Data partially updated on an annual basis, KS1 25 % per annum and KS2 20% per annum. 

Disadvantages

· Perverse incentive - could be less of an incentive for Secondary schools to collaborate with feeder primary schools to improve attainment amongst junior age pupils as schools would arguably be more incentivised to take on pupils with low prior attainment if they received substantial extra funding. It could also be argued that an All Through primary school could understate its KS1 results in order to get a higher level of funding in KS2.

· Inflation and ownership - the majority of key stage stats are taken at the end of a phase of education, therefore it could be argued that an Infant school (KS1) or primary school (KS2) will not be affected by inflated results as this will not impact on their future funding and the future attainment level the pupil may achieve. 

· Reflects attainment level at a point in time which determines levels of funding in primary for four years and secondary for five years.

3.2 
Indices of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)

IMD is currently not used as an indicator to allocate funding in the Kent formula, although it was used prior to Mosaic which was introduced in April 2008. Appendix 2 summarises how an IMD weighted deprivation score is arrived at. 

Advantages 

· Includes all of the population, not dependent on individuals disclosing information. 

· Includes a number of different measures of deprivation e.g. Income, Crime and Education.

· Is not a flat measure of deprivation, provides relative weighted scores that funding can be attached to.  

· Is widely used in the Public sector and recognised as a robust measure of deprivation.

· It is an objective rather than subjective measure.

Disadvantages

· The results are subjective as they are based on a range of indicators and in particular because of the assumptions made as to the correct weightings assigned to the seven different domains.

· Some of the indicators used are not relevant to education.

· The IMD weighting assumes that all families living in a SOA have the same level of deprivation. On average 1,500 people are included in a SOA.

· Periodically updated 2000, 2004, 2007 so could become unrepresentative of the current population.

3.3 
Mosaic

Mosaic is currently used as an indicator to allocate funding in the Kent formula. Appendix 3 summaries the method used to distribute this funding and Appendix 3a lists the 11 groups and 61 types.

Advantages 

· It has the same advantages as IMD and in addition the ability to target IMD at a lower level than a SOA. Mosaic can target IMD at post code and household level. We are currently investigating whether it will be possible to get down to a Mosaic score at individual house level.

Disadvantages

· It is subjective in the rankings as a result of the range of indicators chosen and in particular because of the assumptions made as to the correct weightings assigned to the seven domains.

· Some of the indicators used are not relevant to education.

· The IMD weighting assumes that all families living in a post code have the same level of deprivation on average there are 150 families in a post code.

· Periodically updated this includes Mosaic classification types and IMD 2000, 2004, 2007 so could become unrepresentative of the population.

3.4 
Free School Meals (FSM)

FSM is currently not used as an indicator to allocate funding in the Kent formula. Appendix 4 details the eligibility criteria for free school meals. 

Advantages 

· It is easy to collect and use the data relating to each school (it appears on the pupil-level annual census).

· It is updated annually which makes it sensitive/responsive to school population changes.

· As the criteria for eligibility to FSM is determined by a number of deprivation measures it is therefore by default a measurement of deprivation.

Disadvantages

· Some groups are reluctant to claim due to the stigma, for example some ethnic minorities and people living in rural areas.

· It is thought that whilst the eligibility criteria means that  FSM captures a certain level of poverty, there is also significant layer of poverty just above the level which has an important impact on schools that will not be captured.

· It is not a weighted measure of deprivation, therefore a blunt measure. 

3.5 
Statements

Statements are currently not used to allocate funding in the Kent formula.

Advantages 

· Is a robust method of identifying a pupil with a high level of SEN.

· Different levels of support can be identified from a pupils statement, which can then be translated into a funding amount.

Disadvantages

· Only identifies SEN where a pupil has a high level of need.

· The cost of the statementing administration process is high.  If funding is attached to statements, schools are more likely to be part of this resource intensive process.

3.6 
Action and Action Plus
Action and Action Plus is not used to allocate funding in the Kent formula.

Advantages 

· It is easy to collect and use the data relating to each school (it appears on the pupil-level annual census).

· The levels are different and can therefore be used to allocate SEN funding.

· There is a correlation between low level SEN and deprivation.

Disadvantages

· Is not externally moderated and therefore could be a subjective measure when comparing pupils with Action and Action plus in different schools.

3.7 
Foundation Stage Assessment

Foundation Stage Assessment is not used to allocate funding in the Kent formula.

Advantages 

· Identifies individual pupils that are below the average attainment level for their age group.

· The levels of attainment can be used to allocate funding at different levels

· Data partially updated on an annual basis.
Disadvantages

· Concerns around the moderation and consistency of information collected.

· Is assessed at the end of the Reception year and therefore is not a baseline measure for year R pupils.

3.8 
Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index (IDACI)

IDACI is not used to allocate funding in the Kent formula. IDACI is a subset of the Indicies of Deprivation, the method used to attach a deprivation weighting to a SOA is the same as described in the IMD (see appendix 2 for explanation) however it uses a different data set detailed below.

· Children who’s families are on Income Support,

· Children who’s Families are on Income based Jobseeker's Allowance, 

· Children whose Families are receiving Working Families' Tax Credit or Disabled Person's Tax Credit below a given threshold)

Advantages 

· Includes all of the population, not dependent on individuals disclosing information. 

· Includes specific indicators that are applicable to child poverty.

· Is not a flat measure of deprivation, provides relative weighted scores that funding can be attached to.  

· Is widely used in the Public sector and recognised as robust measure of deprivation.

· It is an objective measure.

Disadvantages

· The results are subjective as they are based on  a range of indicators and in particular because of the assumptions made as to the correct weightings assigned to the different factors

· Is a narrow measure of a child’s deprivation as it excludes some deprivation indicators used in IMD (for example Crime, Heath and education) and therefore provides a wide measure of deprivation.

· The IDACI weighting assumes that all families living in a SOA have the same level of deprivation. On average 1,500 people are included in a SOA.

· Periodically updated 2000, 2004, 2007 so could become unrepresentative of the current population.

4.
Summary

It is difficult, maybe impossible, to clearly define the difference between AEN and SEN and therefore recommend a perfect indicator to distribute funding out to school. It is more realistic to acknowledge that there is an overlap between the two areas. For example a pupil with low attainment may not come from a deprived background however there is a strong correlation between the effects of social deprivation and attainment levels. If funding was solely distributed on a deprivation indicator then those children with low attainment levels from non- deprived background would not be included. Therefore the LA recommends the use of more than one indicator in its formula.  That way, the limitations or disadvantages of each indicator can be offset in part by the advantages in others.
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Prior Attainment (PA)

Primary

Key Stage 1 (KS1) prior attainment results for year groups 3 to 6 are used to distribute a share of the SEN/AEN funding. Weightings are applied in the ratio of 1:5:15 depending on the KS1 attainment level achieved. The table below summarises how the funding is distributed.

	Need
	KS1 SATS result
	Weighting 

	Low 
	Attainment Level 2c
	1

	Medium
	Attainment level 1
	5

	High
	Working towards level 1
	15


The KS1 attainment levels are matched to the October pupil census and the % of pupils in each category is then applied to the number of pupils as at the January pupil census.

Secondary

Key Stage 2 (KS2) prior attainment results for year groups 7 to 11 are used to distribute a share of the SEN/AEN funding. Weightings are applied in the ratio of 1:5:15 depending on the KS1 attainment level achieved. The table below summarises how the funding is distributed.

	Need
	KS2 SATS result
	Weighting 

	Low 
	Level 3
	1

	Medium
	Level 2
	5

	High
	Below level 2
	15


The KS2 attainment levels are matched to the October pupil census and the % of pupils in each category is then applied to the number of pupils as at the January pupil census.
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Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)

The indices of Deprivation 2007 (ID 2007) are the government’s official measure of multiple deprivation at small area level. 

The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2007(IMD 2007) forms part of the ID 2007 and is based on the small area geographically area known as a Lower Super Output Areas (LSOAs). LSOAs have between 1000 and 3000 people living in them with an average population of 1500 people. In most cases they are smaller than wards, thus allowing the identification of small pockets of deprivation.

There are 32,482 LSOAs in England 

IMD brings together 37 different indicators which cover specific aspects or dimensions of deprivation. The 37 indicators are combined to create seven transformed domain scores. 

Transformed domain scores and weightings

Income (22.5%)

Employment (22.5%)

Health Deprivation and Disability (13.5%)

Education, Skills and Training (13.5 %)

Barriers to Housing and Services (9.3%)

Crime ( 9.3%)

Living Environment (9.3%)

Each SOA has an IMD weighted score. The weighted score is attached to a post code that can then be attached to a pupils address.

IMD was initially introduced in 2000 and has been updated in 2004 and 2007. A further update is expected for 2009.
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Mosaic

Mosaic public sector is the latest version of Experian’s classification that covers the whole of the United Kingdom, classifying consumers into 61 types and 11 groups.

400 data variables have been used to build Mosaic they have been selected as inputs to the classification on the basis of their volume, quality, consistency and sustainability.

54 % of the data used to build Mosaic Public Sector is sourced from the 2001 census the remaining 46% is derived from the Experian Consumer Dynamics Database. 

All of the information is updated annually and used to replenish the following classification

Demographics 


Socio-economics and consumptions

Household demographics 
Occupation

Population movement 

Industry

Health 



Employment Status

Background and beliefs 
Qualifications 

Socio-economic status

Financial Measures 

Cars and Transport

Directorship 


Product media

Shareholdings

Bad debt 



Property Value

Credit Behaviour 


Council Tax band 
 

Property value 

Property Characteristics
Property sales 


Housing age



Second residencies

Location

Amenities



Accessibility
Tenure 



Rurality

Building 



Urbanisation

Linking Mosaic to IMD

Although more advanced linkage methods are under consideration, the current method of linking Mosaic Public Sector to IMD has been done by using a simple weighted average approach.

Each of the 32,482 Super Output Areas (SOA) in England has an IMD score. Mosaic Public Sector attaches a Mosaic type to each post code and also has records of the  number of households in that postcode. For each Mosaic Type the number of households within the SOA is multiplied by the IMD score for the SOA. The values for all SOA’s are totalled, and divided by the total household count for that Mosaic Type in England to get an average Index value for that Mosaic Type. 

Item 3a

Appendix 3a

Page 1 of 2

Mosaic 11 Group and 61 Types 

	Group
	Type
	MOSAIC description

	Group A - Symbols of Success (Career professionals living in sought-after locations)
	1
	Financially successful people living in cosmopolitan inner city locations

	
	2
	Highly educated senior professionals, many working in the media, politics and law

	
	3
	Successful managers living in very large houses in outer suburban locations

	
	4
	Financially secure couples, many close to retirement, living in sought-after suburbs

	
	5
	Senior professionals and managers living in the suburbs of major regional centres

	
	6
	Successful, high-earning couples with new jobs in areas of growing high-tech employment

	
	7
	Well paid executives living individually-designed homes in rural environments

	Group B - Happy Families (Younger families living in newer homes)
	8
	Families and singles living in developments built since 2001

	
	9
	Well-qualified couples typically starting a family on a recently built private estate

	
	10
	Financially better off families living in relatively spacious modern private estates

	
	11
	Dual income families on intermediate incomes living on modern estates

	
	12
	Middle income families with children living in estates of modern private homes

	
	13
	First generation owner occupiers, many with large amounts of consumer debt

	
	14
	Military personnel living in purpose-built accommodation

	Group C - Suburban Comfort ( Older families living in surburbia)
	15
	Senior white collar workers, many on the verge of a financially secure retirement

	
	16
	Low density private estates, now with self-reliant couples approaching retirement

	
	17
	Small business proprietors living in low density estates in smaller communities

	
	18
	Inter-war suburbs, many with less strong cohesion than they originally had

	
	19
	Singles and childless couples increasingly taking over attractive older suburbs

	
	20
	Suburbs sought-after by the more successful members of the Asian community

	Group D - Ties of Community - (Close-knit, inner city and manufacturing town communities)
	21
	Mixed communities of urban residents living in well-built, early 20th century housing

	
	22
	Comfortably off manual workers living in spacious but inexpensive private houses

	
	23
	Owners of affordable terraces built to house 19th century heavy industrial workers

	
	24
	Low income families living in cramped Victorian terraced housing in inner city locations

	
	25
	Centres of small market towns and resorts containing many hostels and refuges

	
	26
	Communities of lowly paid factory workers, many of them of South Asian descent

	
	27
	Inner city terraces attracting second generation Londoners from diverse communities

	Group E - Urban Intelligence- (Educated, young, single people living in areas of transient populations.
	28
	Neighbourhoods with transient singles living in multiply occupied large old houses

	
	29
	Economically successful singles, many living in small inner London flats

	
	30
	Young professionals and their families who have ‘gentrified’ older terraces in inner London

	
	31
	Well-educated singles and childless couples colonising inner areas of provincial cities

	
	32
	Singles and childless couples in small units in newly-built private estates outside London

	
	33
	Older neighbourhoods increasingly taken over by short term student renters

	
	34
	Halls of residence and other buildings occupied mostly by students

	Group F - Welfare Borderline- (People living in social housing with uncertain employment in deprived areas)
	35
	Young people renting hard to let social housing, often in disadvantaged inner city locations

	
	36
	High density social housing, mostly in inner London, with high levels of diversity

	
	37
	Young families living in upper floors of social housing, mostly in Scotland

	
	38
	Singles, childless couples and older people living in high rise social housing

	
	39
	Older people living in crowded apartments in high density social housing

	
	40
	Older tenements of small private flats often occupied by hightly disadvantaged individuals
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	Group
	Type
	MOSAIC description

	Group G -  Municipal Dependency - ( Low income families living in estate- based social housing )
	41
	Families, many single parent, in deprived social housing on the edge of regional centres

	
	42
	Older people living in very large social housing estates on the outskirts of provincial cities

	
	43
	Older people, many in poor health from work in heavy industry, in low rise social housing

	Group H- Blue Collar Enterprise - ( Upwardly mobile families living in homes bought from social landlords)
	44
	Manual worker, many close to retirement, in low rise houses in ex-manufacturing towns

	
	45
	Older couples, mostly in small towns, who now own houses once rented from the council

	
	46
	Residents in 1930s and 1950s London council estates, now mostly owner-occupiers

	
	47
	Social housing, typically in ‘new towns’, with good job opportunities for the poorly qualified

	Group I- Twilight Subsistence ( Older people living in social housing with high care needs)
	48
	Older people living in small council and housing association flats

	
	49
	Low income older couples renting low rise social housing in industrial regions

	
	50
	Older people receiving care in homes or sheltered accommodation

	Group J -  Grey Perspectives - (Independent older people with relatively active lifestyles)
	51
	Very elderly people, many financially secure, living in privately-owned retirement flats

	
	52
	Better off older people, singles and childless couples in developments of private flats

	
	53
	Financially secure and physically active older people, many retired to semi-rural locations

	
	54
	Older couples, independent but on limited incomes, living in bungalows by the sea

	
	55
	Older people preferring to live in familiar surroundings in small market towns

	
	56
	Neighbourhoods with retired people and transient singles working in the holiday industry

	Group K- Rural Isolation- People living in rural areas far from urbanisation)
	57
	Communities of retired people and second homers in areas of high environmental quality

	
	58
	Well off commuters and retired people living in attractive country villages

	
	59
	Country people living in still agriculturally active villages, mostly in lowland locations

	
	60
	Smallholders and self-employed farmers, living beyond the reach of urban commuters

	
	61
	Low income farmers struggling on thin soils in isolated upland locations
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Free School Meals

· Income Support

· income-based Jobseeker's Allowance

· an income-related employment and support allowance

· support under Part VI of the Immigration and Asylum Act 1999

· Child Tax Credit (provided they are not entitled to Working Tax Credit) and have an annual income that does not exceed £16,190 as assessed by Her Majesty's Revenue and Customs* 

· the Guarantee element of State Pension Credit
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