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Summary

Save Our Schools believes that the Australian Education Amendmd@adiiki 2.pshould be put
asideuntil the Commonwealth and State and Territory governments have negaotanational
agreement o school fundingGonski 2.0 has too many serious flaws to proceed,wigmely
1 The cap on funding public schools to 20% of their Satgp&esource Standard (SR
reinforce the structural incoherenagf funding responsibilities between the Commonwealth and
Stateand Territorygovernmentghat washeavily criticised in the original report of the Gonski
review of school fundingt means that th&Commonwealth Government has abandoned taking
on an increasing role in funding disadvantaged students, over 80% of whom attend public
schools, as envisaged under Gonskj 1.0
1 It provides funding certainty for private schools, but funding uncertainty folipsichoolslt
fails to requireStateand Territorygovernments to increase funding per student adjusted for
rising costs as a condition of Commonwealth funding:
A Average government funding (Commonwealth @tete Territorygovernment) for Catholic
and Incependent schools will be at theBR®r more in nearly evertate
A Average government funding for public schools will be significantly below their SRS in almost
everyStateor Territory. Progress toward th&RS3or public €hools will bdargelyleft to the
uncertainty ofStateand Territorygovernment fundingvhich has been cut for public schools
in recent yearsNearly allState and Territor governmentsurrently fund public schools
significantly below 80% of their SRS
A Public schools are likely to remain undesourced for the task they face in educating over
80% of disadvantagl students;
1 While it reduces the most grotesque instances ofrefumding of private schoolg, will provide
a huge increase itotal over-funding of private schools, not leskhis is because Commonwealth
funding of private schools will be lifieco 80% of their SRS and many private schools are already
funded at above 20% of their SRS by Statk Berritory governments.
A Thepercentage of Independent schools fundadovetheir SRS will increase from 17% to
65%
A Many private schools in éitatesand Territories will have their tothgovernment funding
increased to over their SRS
A Many that are already oveflunded with have their ovefunding increased and many others
will remain oveffunded despite cuts or slower increases in their funding
1 The indexation arrangements will likelystdt in schools not being adequately funded to meet
rising wages and other costs over the long term.

The Commonwealth anBtateand Territorygovernments should negotiate a Gonski PLUS national
school funding plathat delivers the large funding increaseeded by disadvantagedudentsand
creates a national funding system to enseuity in fundingfor all students, across all schools and
all systemsilt could be funded by eliminating all ovemding of private schosl

At the very least, th0%cap on Commonwealth funding for public schools proposed by Gonski 2.0
should be rejected and the current legislative requirement for the Commonwealth to increase
funding for schools resourced below their SRS by at leastgerYear until they reach their SRS
should be retained. Additionally, the Commonwealth Government should reGuateand Territory
governments to increase their inflatieadjusted per student funding for public schools as a

condition of Commonwealth fundg.

Save @r Schools supports thennounced review on how school fundiogn be better usedb
improve student achievement and school performanidewever, it believes the terms of reference
should be extended to assessing whether the funding increase announced by then@ereis
sufficient to address the outstanding needs of students.



Recommendations

Recommendatiorl

Reject the proposed cap of 20% of tteh8oling Resource Standamd Commonwealth Government
funding of public education.

Recommendation 2

Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act that ComraaltlvGovernment
funding for schools currently resourced at below thaih&oling Resource Standdne indexedby at
least 4.7% per year.

Recommendation 3

Make it a condition of Commonwealth Government funding tBttteand Territory governments
contribute a negotiated share of the increase in funding required to move public schools to their
Shooling Resource Standard

Recommendation 4

Require that thecalculation of theStateand Territoryfunding contribution for public schools
exclude the user cost @fpital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport.

Recommendation 5

The Australian Education Amendment Bill be put aside t@ilCommonwealth and State and
Territory governments negotiata national agreement on school funding.
Recommendation 6

The Commonwealth and State and Territory governments negotiate a national agreement for each
level of government to increase inflatieadjusted funding per student to progress all public schools
to their Schooling Resource Standard and thereafter at leagttaia that real level of funding.

Recommendation 7

As part of a national agreement on school funding, the Commonwealttstatdand Territory
governments establishreindependentNational Schools Resourcing Body to ensure that funding for
schools is bagkon the principles of equity, efficiency and effectiveness.

Recommendation 8

Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act for indexation of the Schooling Resource
Standard at 3.6% per year while a review of the appropriate indexatiorigai@nducted.

Recommendation 9

Appoint an independent expert panel to review and recommend an appropriate indexation rate to
apply to the Schooling Resource Standard from 2020.

Recommendation 10

Reject increases in Commonwealth Government funding thaéaszr oveffunding or maintain
overfunding of private schools.

Recommendatiorll

Government funding of schools whose private income exceeds the Schooling Resource Standard
should be phased out by the end of 2021, although they should remain eligitilee disadvantage
funding loadings. Similarly, schools whose base per capita grant provides them with a higher total
income per student than thecBooling Resource Standastould also have their funding reduced so
that their base grant plus fees andmhtions is equal to thecBooling Resource Standdbogt 2021.
Recommendatiori2

Extend the terms of reference of the announced review of how school funding can be better used to
improve student achievement anschool performance toclude an assessmeaf the funding
increasenecessaryo enable aldisadvantaged student® achieve expected national and

international standards



Table of Contents

ST 110 = 2P 2
[yTote] 0T g L= g T Fo 0] o Ko SRR 3
ST U] ] 0 0] £S1] o o 5
1. Gonski 2.0 provides only a miniscule funding increase per student..................ccooo....... 5
2. Gonski 2.0 involves a reduced Commonwealth role in funding public schaals.............. 7
3.  The Commonwealth Government has a central role in funding public schools........... 10
3.1 IMpProving €qUItY IBAUCALION ........eviieiiiiiiiee e e et e e e s eeens 10
3.2Improving workforce skills and economic growth............cccccoviiiieeiii e 13

4. A national approach to school funding is the only alternative to structural incoherencg3
5. Gonski 2.0 indexation of the Schooling Resource Standard may inadequately compensate

SCHOOIS fOF FISING COSLS. ... iiii it e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s e s s eesssnnnannrnnnes 15
6. Gonski 2.0 will increase ov&Inding of private SChOOIS.............ccccviiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 18
6.1Private SChool SECIOr OVEUNAING...........uuviiiieiiiiiii e 18
6.2 Overfunding of individual SChOOIS.............uuuiiiiiiiiiii e, 21
ST R N 1) PSPPSR 21
B.2.2 VICHOMIB. 1eeeeerieeiiiie ettt ettt e e e e e e et e e e et e e e e aaaaaaaeaaeaan 22
6.2.3 QUEEBNSIANG.......cceiieee e a e e e 24
6.2.4 WeESEEIN AUSITALIA. ......cviiiiiieeiee e e e e e e e e e e eeees 24
6.2.5 SOULN AUSIIANIA......ceiieiiiiiiiiiie e e s e e e eeeeeeens 25
2 G 1= 0 =T 1= PR PPPRTP 25
ST 4 2 O PP OTPPRPOPPRRN 27

6.3 Catholic SChOOI OVEUNGING.......coiiiiiiiii e 27
6.4 Increases in ovdunding of private schools should be rejected....................ccocnnees 29
7. Overfunding of private schools iintrinsic to Gonski 1.0 and Gonski 2.0...................... 29
8. Private schools should not have an automatic entitlement to government funding.....32
9. A Gonski PLUS is needed to better support disadvantaged public schaals................. 34



Submission

1. Gonski2.0 provides only a rnmiscule funding increase per student

Gonski 2.0 is not what is seems. piesthe appearance of a large increase in school funding to
202627, it will deliver only a miniscule increase in inflatamfjusted funding per student. The

increase amounts to only about 40% of the increase planned under Gonski é%3ence, the

Turrbull Government has pulled a financial confidence thgkighlighting the total funding

increase over 10 years without making allowance for increasing costs and enrolments. It is a case of
a big total amount over a long period disguising a small incrieassal termsper student yeatby-

year.

There is some confusion about the extent of the aggregate funding increase proposed under Gonski

2.0. The announcement by the Prime Minister and the Minister for Education includes two different
estimates of thericrease in funding between 2017 and 202%t#tes first that theGovernment will
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However, the following paragraph says that Commonwealth funding wittasefrom $17.5 billion

in 2017 to $30.6 billion in 2021 is difficult to reconcile these figures and some explanation of them

is required.

A fact sheet published by the Commonwealth Department of Educatisteadinglytitted New

fairer school fundig from 2018States that funding for schools will grow from $17.5 billion in 2017

to $30.6 billion in 202 7that is, by $13.1 billion. This figure seems more consistéhttive figures

presented in Budget Paper No. 1 of 2@l 718 Budget which indicagexpenditure of 7.8m in

201617, so that an increase of $13.1 over ten years would amount to $30.9 lROR627 which

Aa Of2asS (2 (GKS TA3Idz2NB Sthtanlerd ondSonskd2A0f An n@ehse bfy G KS L
$18.6 billion from 2017 would g a final figure of $36.4 billion in 2026 which is not consistent
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The $13.1 billion increase amounts to oalgmall increase per studerithe increase is on§506

per student over ten years, or $50 pstudent per year, after allowing for increasing costs [Chart 1].
This isonly 38% of that planned under Gonski 1.0 which would have delivered an increase of $1,347
per student over the ten years. The percentage increase per student over the ten yearsGortki
2.0is 11.2% compared to 29.8% under Gonski 1.0.

The increases are very small for both public and private schools. Public schools will get an increase of
$629 per student over the ten years (or $63 per year), and private schools will get $4girigent

(or $45 per year)it will buy very little in the way of additional teachers, other staff and educational
materials, especially for the many und@sourced public schools. There is insufficient data available

to estimate the per student increaseseparately for public and private schools in 2QZ8inder

Gonski 1.0.

Thousands of schools, mostly public schools, will receive much smaller funding increases under
Gonski 2.0 than under Gonski 1.0 and their total funding per student will be mudhn 2323627

than it would have been under Gonski 1.0. Per student funding under Gonski 2.0 is estimated at
$5,026 in 202&7 compared with $5,873 under Gonski 1.0 [CharTBht is, total per student
funding under Gonski 2.0 would be about 85% of that péhunder Gonski 1.0 for 2024 .

Asdiscussedelow, this small fundingicrease per student will not be sufficient to get public
schools, whanrol over 80% of all disadvantaged students, to 100% of their Schooling Resource
Standard. Public schools will most likely ¢mue to be undefrresourced for the tasks they face.



Chart 1: Increase in Commonweath Government Funding, All
Schools, 20147 to 202627 ($ per student, adjusted for inflation)
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The only positive aspect of the Gonski 2.0 increase is that it is significantly higher than that planned
under the Abbott/Hockey 20345 Budget. The increase under the Abbott/Hockey plan would have
been only $106er student, an increase of 2.4%. Per student funding under Gonski 2.0 22026
would be about 12% more than the $4,488 that would have applied under the Abbott/Hockey plan.



The funding estimates for 20257 reported here are based on figures obtainezhirthe Coalition
Government media release on Gonski 2.0, the Budget Papers Overview fot 2@1¢ Budget

Papers No. 1 for 20184, 201415 and 201718. School costs are assumed to increase at 3% per year
and enrolments at 1.43% per year. It is acknowatithatestimates of future funding over a 10

year period can benprecisebecauseactual changes often diverge frotime assumptionsnade.
However, using constant assumptidios increasing costs and enrolmeriiased is common practice

in estimating futurerends. The2017-18 Budget Papers forecaah increase in the Wage Price Index
(WPI) of3% per year for the next few yesmand the increase for the general WiARdtoricallyis at

least 0.5 percentage point belotive WPIfor education and trainingThe enolment increase

assumed here is based on the trend over the past few years.

2. Gonski 2.0 involves aaduced Commonwealth role in funding public
schools

UnderGonski 2.0the Commonwealth Government will cap its funding of public schools #ndef
funding ircreaseswill be largely dependent o8tateand Territorygovernments. The
CommonwealthiGovernmentwill limit its funding of public schools to 20% of tBehooling Resource
Standard $R} leaving theStates to provide the other 809 he requirement in theurrent
Education Act for th€ommonwealth to increase funding for und@sourced schools by at least
4.7% per year will be abolished.

This change is highly significant. It means abandaarygncreased role for the Commonwealth
Government in funding disadvantaged students, over 8%shom attend public schools. Its role in
funding them will be strictly limited in future. Public schools will receive less than 50% of the small
increase in funding under Gonski 2.0 ($6.4 billion out of $13.1 billion). The Commonwealth
contribution to the SRS of public schools currently stands at 17%.

In contrast, Gonski 1.0 would have seen an expanded role for the Commonwealth in supporting
disadvantaged public schools to overcome the effects of disadvantage on education outcomes. It
was planned thathe Commonwealth would provide about $10 billion in additional funding between
201314 and 201220 and public schools would have received about $8 billion, or 80% of the
increase.

Progress toward the SRS for public schools will be left to the uncertdiBtatand Territory
government funding. In his recent address to the National Press Club, the Minister for Education,
Simon Birmingham, made it clear that it will be up to States whether they put in the other 80%

of the SRS of public schools:

Xthat is a matter of policy priorities for them. If they want to pay 80 per cent of our School
Resourcing Standard they can do that; if they want to instead spend some more money on
police, theycan do that roads, hospitals, take your pick fStategovernmaents.

The recent record dbtateand Territorygovernments in funding public schools is appalling. They
have cut inflatioradjusted funding to public schools over the last five years for which official figures
are available. Between 2069 and 201415, they cut funding for public schools by an average of
$732, or 6.6%, per student, but increased funding for private schod@d®y per studentor6.9%

[Chart 3]

It should be noted that the figures on public school fundisgdhere exclude book entry itas

(user cost of capital, depreciation) and other items (payroll tax, school transport) which are included
in Statd Territorygovernment funding of public schools (but not in Commonwealth Government
funding). However, these items do not deliver any furatsuise in schools and they are not included



in funding figures for private schools. They are also excluded from the funding figures on the My
School website on the advice of the accounting firm Deloitte Australia.

These items accounted foearly 30% of laStatd Territorygovernment funding of public schools in
201415 and accounted for 40% of the current dollar increase in public school funding between
200910 and 201415. Inclusion of these items therefore substantially egstimates the actual
fundingof publicschoolsThey should be excluded from the measure&tdteand Territory
government funding of public schoasd particularly from the measure of progress towards
meeting the SRS of public schools

Chart 3:Increase/Decrease in Government Funding per Student
(adjusted for inflation), Australia, 2004.0 to 201415 ($)
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Notes:

1. The funding figures for public schools have been adjusted to exclude the user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax
and school transport. They are not included in figures for government funding of private schaylsarétalso
excluded from the funding figures on the My School website on the advice of the accounting firm Deloitte Australia.

2. The nominal funding figures provided in the Report on Government Services have been deflated by the ABS Wage
Price Index for Pdiz and Private Education and Training.

Under Gonski 2.0here is no requirement for th8tates to increase their real funding effort as there
was under Gonski 1.¢hey are only requiredo maintain their redlevel of funding per student, and
that is bwer than it was in 20090 according to the latest available figures.

The absence of any agreement wikategovernments about future increases in inflatiadjusted
funding per student means that various governments will inevitably make differengidasiabout
their funding of public and private schools. Some may increase inflatiprsted funding and others
may continue to cut funding; some may continue to increase funding for private schools and cut
funding for public schools; some may increasading for public and private schools by different
amounts. The result will be that schools in different parts of the country with similar demographic
composition will continue to receive vastly different funding per stud&hie Minister for Education
hasrailed against inconsistencies in funding between $tates to denigrate Gonksi 1.0, but Gonski
2.0 does not stop these inconsistencies continuing.



The Turnbull Government made a deliberate policy choice not to make Commonwealth funding
conditional on theStates also increasing their inflatiesdjusted funding. It is usual practice in
CommonwealthStateagreements on funding that th8tates put in a proportionate amount of
funding. If the Commonwealth can make it a condition of funding for other purpdsddhe States
maintain real funding, it could have just as easily made it a condition tha®tdies increase their

real funding for schools by an agreed percentage. The absence of such a condition in Gonski 2.0
indicates that the Commonwealth is not @mested in ensuring that public schools and their students
are adequately funded in the future.

Even ifStategovernments do maintain real funding into the future, public schools will never recover
their reductions in funding since 2049 or get anywher@ear 100% of their SRS by 2626if State
governments only maintain real funding into the futdrem this year. In 2016, th8tatecomponent

of the SRS of public schools was well below the target 80% inStaiss. For example, it was 71% in
NSW, 66%niVictoria, 72% in Queensland and South Australia, and 67% in the Noféeitory.

Without a major funding boost b8tategovernments, the likelihood is that disadvantaged public
schools will remain vastly undeesourced while a cap on Commonwealtimdling is in place and
there will be little or no progress in improving outcomes for disadvantaged students.

Private schools have much greater funding certainty under Gonski 2.0 than public schools because
the Commonwealth Government provides a much ¢geahare of their government funding. The
Commonwealth will increase funding of private schools to a limit of 80% of their SRS k372026
leaving the other 20% t8tateand Territorygovernments State and Territory governments already
fund many private schools at over 20% of their $R&ddition,governments have increased their
funding of private schools in recent years.
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their SR®r close to ity 202627, notwithstanding that some are well above their SRS already and

many are thee, or nearly there. It has made a clear choice to give resource certainty to the more

privileged private sector rather than public schools which enrol over 80% of all disadvantaged

students.

Inshort, Gonski 2.0 provides funding certainty for privateaal, but funding uncertainty for public
schools.
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says The Minister for Education, Simon Birmingham, says that tbteiloution of schools funding

unR S NJ D 2 yiill peineaddbased @nd we are committed to fairness and equity as core values

across all parts of our education system

However claims by theCoalition Governmerthat it isimplementing Gonskieedsbased funding
principlesare underait when theschoolsectorwith the mostneed to be addressed e have its
Commonwealtifunding arbitrarily capped a20% of the SR$he cap should be rejected and the
legislative requirement for the Commonwealth to increase funding for schools funded beeir
SRS by at least 4.7% a year should be retained.

There is a strong case for an increased role by the Commonwealth Government in the funding of
public school$o improve equity in education across the country and to increase workforce skills and
knowledge to enhance productivity and economic growth. This is explained in the following section.
NeverthelessStateand Territorygovernments should take a share of the responsibility to ensure
that public schools are funded at their SRS. It should dmndition of Commonwealth funding that



the Stateand Territorygovernments contribute a share of the increase in funding required to move
public schools to their SRS.

Recommendatiorl

Reject the proposed cap of 20% of thteh8oling Resoure Standardbn Commonwealth Government
funding of public education.

Recommendation 2

Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act that Commonwealth Government
funding for schools currently resourced at below their Schooling Resource Siarelardexed by at
least 4.7% per year.

Recommendation 3

Make it a condition of Commonwealth Government funding t8tdteand Territory governments
contribute a negotiated share of the increase in funding required to move public schools to their
SRS.

Reommendation 4

Require that thecalculation of theStateand Territoryfunding contribution for public schools
excludethe user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport.

3. The Commonwealth Government has a central role in funding public
schools

Rather than limiting its role in the funding of public schotile Commonwealth Government should
play a increasingale so asto improve equity in education across the country and to increase
workforce skills and knowledge to enhance produtfignd economic growth.

3.1 Improving equity in education

Ly ! dza G NI f Al Q&Staleshavs priindry canstitutip@avrespoiskifity for education.
However, this does not mean that the role of the Commonwealth Government in funding public
educatbn should be strictly limited as proposed in Gonski 2.0. Indeed, it is totally inconsistent with

the role for the Commonwealth Government outlined in the report of the Gonski review of school
funding.

A national government has a responsibility for the faed of all its citizens and especially its

children. In education, its responsibility is to ensure that the rights of all citizens to a quality
education are upheld. It has a responsibility to ensure that all children, whatever their background
and whereer they live, receive at least an adequate education to prepare them for full participation
in the community as citizens. As a report by the Commonwealth Schools Commission 8tdt@®5

The rights and obligations of all Australian citizens to partieipathe national democracy,
whatever their background or circumstances, confers an obligation on the Commonwealth
to ensure that all students are receiving, through their schools, effective preparation to take
their place as citizens of Australi@Ualty and Equality1985: 15]

In upholding the democratic rights of all citizens, the national government has a special
responsibility to ensure that children whose education suffers because of poverty, location or
cultural background have access to the biiiseand privileges enjoyed by the rest of society,
especially in relation to access to a quality educatidris points to a strong central role in funding
public education because over 80% of all disadvantaged students attend public schools.

The nationdgovernment cannot allow such a diversityStategovernment provision of public
education that children in some regioage denied an adequate educatioBtateand Territory
governments are likely to make different decisions about how much to fundgebiication and

10



disadvantaged students. Some governments may choose to put more into public education, and
others less. Different funding decisions could well compound differences in school outcomes
between regions for students in public schools, and egtlgdfor disadvantaged student.a State
government decidedy reason of insufficient revenue, ideology, or other reastimst some

children cannot be supported to achieve the minimum level of education expected by society, then
the national governmenias a responsibility to intervene. As the Schools Commission report said:
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capacity to provide their education, or the disparities in what parents can provide. T sa

argument applies, in turn, to what systems can or do provide. The Commonwealth is the
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is not dependent upon living in a particuldtateor Territoryand tha all systems and

schools share the responsibility for contributing to the quality of education for all children.

[Quality and Equalityl985: 12]

Similarly, children from different family backgrounds should be expected to achieve similar levels of
educdion whatever theStateor Territoryin which they live. For example, Indigenous children living

in the NorthernTerritoryshould be expected to achieve the same level of education as Indigenous
children living in the ACT or Victoria. IBttegovernmentis discriminating against Indigenous

children by not providing an adequate education, the national government has a responsibility to
intervene. The same case applies to other disadvantaged students such as those from lew socio
economic status (SES) famsl and those living in remote areas.

Equally, however, the education provided for children should not be defined by their particular
background. There is no reason why the average level of education achieved by Indigenous children
should be any less thahat achieved by children from high SES backgrounds. There is no reason
why children from low SES families or children living in remote areas should achieve a lesser level of
education than those from high SES families.

This view was endorsed by the Gkineport. It defined equity in education as:
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wealth, income, power or possessions. [Review of Funding for Schdetilvag Report2011:
105]

It said that this goak based on the belief that the underlying talents and abilities of students are not
distributed differently among children from different soeé@onomic status, ethnic or language
backgrounds, or according to where they live or go to school.

The practial implication is that all children should be expected and supported to achieve a national
minimum standard of education and that there are no disparities in the education received by
children from different social backgrounds or location. This is the deatic responsibility of the
national government to all its citizens, whatev@&tateor Territoryin which they live.

It is the responsibility of the national government to intervene in all circumstances where students
are not achieving an adequate edtiom and where there are large differences in the results of
children from different social groups. In a federal system,Goenmonwealttis the essential

monitor and backstop to ensure that all children receive a quality education to prepare them for
adut life.
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It is the duty of the Commonwealth to expre§sy, the nation as a wholea commitment to,

and support for, all young people and their education. As the national government, it must
ensure that every child is prepared for full participation in doenmunity, to the benefit of
both the individual and of Australian societ@Uality and Equalityl985: 11]

The Commonwealth Governmehas the fiscal capacity to overcome at@mpensate for
differences irStatefiscal capacies in funding public educiain.

The central rationale for the expansion of federal government involvement in school education
initiated by the Whitlam Government was to overcome resource deficiencies in public and private
schools. It recognised that the revenue bas&tdtegovenments was insufficient to meet rising
community expectations and demands for increased education amongst all sections of the
community.

Following the Karmel Repdrt 1973and the establishment of the Commonwealth Schools
Commission, successive Labod &palition governments accepted responsibiiityan increased
national rolein education They increaserkcurrent and capital funding to public and private schools
to reduce deficiencies in resources, support the needs of disadvantaged students drepaaific
programs to improve education.

The joint role of federal an8tatd Territorygovernments in school education was later formalised in
Stataments of national goals of schooling and various related implementation agreements,
strategies and program Three intelgovernmental declarations of national goals of schooling have
been issued since the first in 1989 (theeled Hobart Declaration, followed by the Adelaide and
Melbourne Declarations in 1999 and 20@8pectively. They established a national framewdok
schooling and fostered a aaperative effort to improve school outcomes. Equity goals were a key
component of each declaration.

National goals for schooling imply a role for the national government. Succ€xsinmonwealth
governments have interveneith school educatioim a variety of wayo achieve these goals

including funding support, developing national standards, national student performance assessment
and providing national information about resourcing and student performance. For exampje, the
initiated the development of a national curriculum which, whatever the debate over the detalil,
provides a guarantee as to what every child can expect to learn at school wherever they live. They
played a central role in the development of national schmatome standards, teaching standards

and national assessment of student performance. They supported the development of a national
information base of school results and resources through the National Report on Schooling in
Australia and, more recently, ¢hMy School website.

National goals for schooling also impligeyfunding role for the national government.
Commonwealtlgovernments have provided critical funding support for urdesourced schools
and disadvantaged students over many years, as exéatplh various disadvantaged schoo
programs and national partnership programs.

Save Our Schools believes that the Commonwealth Government should play a central role in
improving equity in funding for disadvantaged students and not leave it largehetoagaries and
inconsistencies dstategovernment fundingAs the Gonksi review report noted:

Xfunding for schooling is one area where efforts have been limited in working towards a
nationally consistent approach. There is a distinct lack of coherente iway governments
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fund schooling, particularly in relation to directing funding to schools based on student need
and in a consistent manner acrdSttes and territories and schooling sectors.

There is also an imbalance in terms of the funding resjdiis of the Australian

Government andstateand Territorygovernments in funding all schools and in supporting
disadvantaged student$Review of Funding for Schoolifgnal Report2011:48]

The report called for a national approach to funding sdimapto address this imbalance. It said that
GKS 1 dzZadNItAlFLY D2@SNYyYSyd GakKz2dzZ R FaadzyS | ANBI
part of the process of addressing the imbalance [Xviifther, it said:

XOGKS 1 dzaGNIfAlY ayedd N ivSipportingtaeainidRerritalfy | &
governments to meet the needs of disadvantaged students in both government and non
government schools. [52]

Save Our Schools supports an increased role for the Commonwealth Government in meeting the
needs & disadvantaged students and in promoting greater equity in education outcomes. Placing an
arbitrary limit on the role of the Commonwealth funding public schools not conducive to

achieving these national goalswill limit progress towards these gts.

3.2Improving workforce skills and economic growth

TheCommonwealth Governmetttas themajor responsibility fomationaleconomic policy to
increaseeconomic prosperitylt widely accepted that education underpins national economic
growth. Workforce skik and knowledge are key economic drivers and numerous research studies
show that educational attainment is thane of thelargest if not the largestpositive influence on
workforce skills and participation.

The Preamble to the Australian Education Ah@ent Billrecognises that education is an important
factor infuture economic prosperitylt States:

Education is the foundation of a skilled workforce and a creative community. A strong and
ddzAa G Ay ofS aO0K22f Ay a&eé piosefityNtgm 46, WA5H A OF T2 NJ

¢KS NBadzZ Ga FNRBY (GKS h9/5Qa& tNRBIANIYYS F2NJ { §dzRSYy
third of low SES 15 yeatd students in Australia are below the international reading, mathematics

and science standards, and onligktly fewer remote area students are below the standards.

Almost half of all Indigenous students are below the mathematics standard while 40 per cent or

more are below the reading and science standafdsnoted above, over 80% of these students

attend public schools.

Apart from the social injustice associated with these results, they bring a huge national cost in terms
of reduced economic capacity and growth. Inequity in education outcomes is holding back workforce
skill development, labour participatip productivity and economic growtlt. seems incredibly short
sighted for the Governmentvhich has the major responsibility for policies to improve economic
prosperity, to put an arbitrary limit on how much it contributes bmproving a key driver of fure
prosperity. The importance of reducing disadvantage in education for national economic growth
would seem to demand a greater role in funding public education, not less.

4. A national approach to school funding the only alternative to structural
incoherence

Gonski 2.0 abandonsg effort towards anational approach to school fundinghis is highly
unfortunate. It means that thetructural incoherence of school funding so heavily criticised in the
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original Gonski report will continue and many schoolestly disadvantaged public schools, will
continue to be underesourced into the futureThe report was scathingboutthe incoherence of
school funding:

Australia lacks a logical, consistent and publicly transparent approach to funding schooling.
[xxix, 49

When considered holistically, the current funding arrangements for schooling are
unnecessarily complex, lack coherence and transparency, and involve a duplication of
funding effort in some areas. There is an imbalance between the funding respiesiloif
the Australian Government arfstateand Territory governments across the schooling
sectors. [xv]

There is a distinct lack of coordination in the way governments fund schooling, particularly in
relation to directing funding to schools based ondsnt need across jurisdictions and

sectors.

There is also a significant overlap in the funding priorities of the Australian Government and
Stateand Territorygovernments. The overlap leads to duplication and inefficiency, and
makes it difficult for goverments and policy makers to decide how best to fund the needs

of school systems and schools.

It is not always clear which level of government is providing funding, nor what role the
Australian Government anBitateand Territorygovernments should play imifiding

particular educational prioritiegxv]

Current Australian Government ai@lateand Territoryfunding for nongovernment schools

is a patchwork of different funding methodologies and models that have accrued over a long
period of time. These arraegnents are complex, confusing, opaque and inconsistent among
jurisdictions, and obscure educational goals and accountability. [48]

To overcome this structural incoherendbe Gonski review recommended a nationalagerative
approach to school fundingparticularly in supporting disadvantaged studentssaid:

Funding arrangements for government and rgovernment schools must be better
balanced to reflect the joint contribution of both levels of government in funding all
schooling sectors. They mussalbe better ceordinated so that funding effort can be
maximised, particularly effort to improve the educational outcomes of disadvantaged
students. [xv]

Theaphorism¥?i KSNBE A& y2 | f (S Ndsedinmpabficolidy discbssians. A & Y dzOK
Howeve, if there is one area where it has relevance it is in relation to developing a national

approach to school funding. There is no alternative teperative federalism if school funding in

Australia is to be put on a more rational, less wasteful foundafidere is no alternative to a €o

operative approach if disadvantaged students are ever to receive adequate funding to allow them to
achieve at the levels of other students and to have the same life opportunities as those students

The Australian Edudan Amendment Bill will onlgeinforcethe structural incoherence of school

funding arrangements. It should be put aside while priority is given to developing a national
agreement on school funding.
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The establishment of a National Schools Resourcing 8ualyld be reconsidered as part of a
national approach. The case for such a body was outlined in the Gonski review report. The case
remainscompelling

Recommendation 5

The Australian Education Amendment Bill be put aside until the Commonwealth and isdate a
Territory governments negotiate a national agreement on school funding.

Recommendatioré

The Commonwealth an&tateand Territorygovernments negotiate a national agreement for each
level of government to increase inflatieadjusted funding per studerib progress all public schools
to their hooling Resource Standaadd thereafter at least maintain thaeallevel of funding.

Recommendation 7

As part of a national agreement on school funding, the CommonwealttStatdand Territory
governments shoulé@stablish a National Schools Resourcing Bodynsure that funding for schools
is based on the principles of equity, efficiency and effectiveness.

5. Gonski 2.0 indexation of the Schooling Resource Standard may
inadequately compensate schools for rising ¢®s

The indexation othe SR&gainst rising school costs is critical for school budgets because itis a
central feature of Commonwealth Government funding of schools. If the rate of indexation fails to
match increasing costs sueb teacher salaries, educational materials and utility charges such as
water and electricity, school budgets will be squeezed. Schools will not be able to afford the same
level of human and material inputs as they have in past years.

The importance of th&RS to school budgets stems from the fact that it sets the base amount of
funding from all sources (government and private) that should be available for all schools with a
minimum level of disadvantage to achieve adequate student outcomes. In additiwdinguloadings
for different categories of disadvantaged students are set as a percentage of the SRS.
Commonwealth Government funding of schools is based on these two factors.

Under Gonski 1.0, the SRS for primary and secondary schools is indexed jpe3y@%r to maintain
the real value of the SRS against rising wages and other costs. This rate was basegean a 5
forward estimate of average recurrent costs of all public and private schools in 2013.

Under Gonski 2.0, the 3.6% indexation rate wilfdyglaced by a floating rate from 2021 which will
be a composite of 7%of the Wage Price InddXVPI) for all industrieand 25 per cent of the All
Groups Consumer Price Indg@P1)The CPI component is intended to compensate for increasing
costs relatedo non-salary items such as educational materials and utilities. It also proposes
minimum indexation rate 08% Indexation will be set at 3.568r 2019 and 202@s a transition
arrangement.

This is a significant change that should be carefully asde3$ere are several reasons to consider
that it will likely result in schools not being adequately funded to meet rising wages and other costs.

First, the WPI component does not accurately reflect wages growth in education because it is based
on wagegrowth in all industries rather than in education. On average, wages growth in education
and training (public and private) exceeded wages growth in all industries by about 0.5 percentage
point over the last 18 years for which comparable data is avail&fart 1]. The WPI for all

industries will therefore generally underestimate the extent of rising costs in schools and using it to
index the SRS will likely increase the SRS by less than the actual cost increases facing schools over
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time. Schools will faca cost squeeze because their funding increases do not match their cost
increases.

Second, the wage price component of 75% of the composite index is too small to adequately fund
schools. Employeerelated expenses in public schools constitute 85% of ®tpkenditure on public
schools (excluding user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport). The larger
25% weighting given to the CPl component means that the extent of rising costs facing schools will
be underestimated because increas in the CPI for all groups historically are about one percentage
point below the increases in the WPI for education and training [Chart 4].

Chart 4: Year on Year Change in Wage Price Index (All Groups &
Education) & Consumer Price Index (All Groups) (%)
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A composite index of 85% of the WPI for Education aathifig and 15% All Groups CPI (here called
Gonski 3.0) is a more accurate indicator of changes in costs facing schools. Adjusting the SRS by this
index would provide more adequate funding to cover rising costs compared to the proposed Gonski
2.0 compositendex. Cost increases shown by the Gonski 3.0 index were significantly higher than for
the Gonski 2.0 composite index in nearly every year between 1999 and 2016 and even higher than
Gonski 1.0 indexation for the large part of the period [Chart 5]. Schablsot receive adequate

funding to cover rising costs if the SRS is indexed at the Gonski 2.0 rate.

The fixed Gonski 1.0 indexation rate oemstimates cost increases in periods of low wage and price
increases and schools as shown in the Chart for 202P16. This would lead to schools being ever
funded to meet cost increases. However, if this rate of indexation had been applied since 1999 it
would have undegestimated increases in school costs for much of the period and schools would not
have receive@ddequate funding to cover these costs.

Clearly, there is a case for a flexible indexation rate that more accurately reflects changes in costs in
periods of low and high increases. However, such an approach brings another problem. It means
that indexationis based on past cost increases and this introduces a lag between the cost increase
and the funding increase. As a result, the funding increase in the current year may be less than or
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exceed the cost increase for the current year. This is exemplifideiproposed Gonski 2.0
indexation which is based on the pastayly changes ithe wage and pricendexes

Chart 5: Historical Series of Different Indexation Rates of the
Schooling Resource Standard
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The Australian Education Amendment Bill specifies that the indexation fiachar applied to SRS
funding amounts for a yeas the change in thcomposite WPI & CPI indestween the June

guarter of the previous year and the June quarter of the current yaarthe WPI and CPI for the
June quarter are not available until about midly in the current year, the SRS for that year will not
be determined until sometime in the '$quarter of the calendar year at the earliest. This seems
somewhat late in the year to be relevant.

It would play havoc with school budgeting as school budgets for the current year need to be
formulated in the last half of # previous year. It would create uncertainty for schools about the
amount of funding they will receive year to year and make it more difficult to budget for salaries,
materials and other items. Wage and price increases that are higher in the currentwgedhe

previous year could result in schools not having adequate funding to cover the higher costs. On the
other hand, lower wage and price increases in the current year than in the previous year could result
in small windfall gains but schools may notaide to save these gains for application in loss years.

The volatility of the CPI from year to year adds to the uncertainty [see Chart 1].

The uncertainty for school budgeting is compounded by the fact that the Amendment Bill also
provides for the Mingr to prescribe the SRS indexation factor by regulation if required. The
Explanatory Memorandum for the B8lates that this flexibility allows the Ministéo meet pressing
circumstances, for instance, to ensure schaalscontinue to operate with reasmble funding

growth in an extreme deflationary environment (where the SRS indexation factor formula would
result in zero or negative indexation), or where changes in the ecomoicly CPl and WPI indexes

are markedly different to changes in education cststictures.Apart from the fact that schools

cannot be forewarned about resort to Ministerial determination of the SRS indexation factor, it also
opens the whole process to political pressure.
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All schools would no doubt prefer greater certainty about fungdevels over time. The proposed 3%
floor for indexation of the SRS under Gonski 2.0 will provide some protection. However, for years
where costs increase by more than 3%, as they have for the most part over the past 18 years,
schools are not likely toebadequately funded to cover rising costs by the Gonski 2.0 indexation.

Several alternative approaches could be considered. One is to prescribe an indexation rate in
legislation based on past increases, such as a rollinggdi@eaverage to the June quer in the

previous year, with a floor of 3%. Another is to set the indexation factor foiydae periods based

on forecasts of the WPI in Education and Training and the All Groups CPI by an expert panel. This
would involve regular fivgear reviews othe SRS indexation factor. This could be the better option
on the condition that it is a public process.

It is noted that the National Education Reform Agreement that established Gonski 1.0 proposed an
independent review to set the approach to indexation the SRS after three years. The Agreement
Stated that ministers of the participating jurisdictions would commission an independent expert
body to conduct the review and ensure that body has the expertise to consider the historical
approach to indexationf schools funding, the drivers of cost in education and appropriate
methodologies for maintaining the ability to deliver outcomes. One of the several purposes of the
review was to consider whether the approach to indexation should be applied as suppéimen

(that is, applied to the SRS per student amounts during the funding period) or indexation (that is,
applied to the SRS per student amounts prior to the beginning of the funding period).

This review was not conducted by the Coalition Governmeit. titnely that a review be constituted
before changing the legislatidn order to draw on independent expert advice. It is a technical issue
that should be subject to expert advideliveredpublidy. The current provision of the Australian
Education Acfor indexation of the SRS at 3.6% per year should be maintained until the review is
completed.

Recommendatior8

Retain the current provision in the Australian Educationféicindexation of the Schooling Resource
Standard at 3.6% per year while a reviefithe appropriate indexation rate is conducted.

Recommendation 9

Appoint an independent expert panel to review and recommend an appropriate indexation rate to
apply to the Schooling Resource Standard from 2020.

6. Gonski 2.0 will increasever-funding of private schools

While Gonski 2.0 proposes to reduce cfanding for a very small number of grossly cfiended
private schoolsit will increasethe number of schools that ameverfunded and increase the existing
overfunding for many other schools. In atddh, many schools will remain ovéuinded even though
the extent of theiroverfunding is reduced

6.1 Private school sector ovdunding

Under Gonski 2.0, average government funding (Commonwealttstatd Territorygovernment) of
Independent schools Wiexceed their SRS in the ACT, NSW, Queensland, Victoria and Western
Australia while Independent schools in the North@erritory, South Australia and Tasmania will be

funded at their SRS [Chdit On averagelndependent schools in the ACT will be fuddey 12%
more than their SRS, Western Australian schools by 9% and NSW schools by 7%.

Catholic systemic schools in the ACT, NSW, Queensland and Western Australia will alse be over
funded. Western Australian Catholic schools will be funded by 8% mordhbarSRS. Catholic
schools in Tasmania and Victoria will be funded at their SRS while those in the Narthetory

and South Australia will be only slightly below.
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In contrast, public schools will remain significantly unfierded in NSW, Northerferitory,

Queensland, South Australia and Victoria. In particular, public schools in the NoFéreitory and
Victoria will only be funded at 87% and 86% of their SRS, respectively. Funding for public schools in
the ACT and Western Australia will excekeit SRS and funding for Tasmanian public schools will be
slightly below their SRS. NortheTerritory public schools will actually have their funding reduced

from 90% of their SRS in 2017 to 87%.

Chart 6: School Sector Funding as a Percentage of the Schooling
Resource Standard Under Gonski 2.0
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There will also be krgeincrease in the number and percentage of ofended Independent
schools (separate data foafolic systemic and public schools is not published). In 2017, 17% of
Independent schools are ovéunded and this will increase to 65% under Gonski 2.0 [Ghart
Nearly 90% of Independent schools in the ACT will be-oveted, 83% in Western Australigb% in
Queensland and 72% in NSW. @hied to one-half of schools in South Australia, Tasmania and
Victoria will be ovefunded while 56% of NortherferritoryIndependent schools will be getting
more than their SRS.

The biggest increases in oveinded Independent schools will be in NSW, North&gtritory,

Queensland and Western Australia with increases of 50 percentage points, 45 points, 65 points and
68 points respectively. It will be a thréeld increase in NSW, a fifeld increase in the Norther

Territory, over a sevetfiold increase in Queensland and over a4iol increase in Western

Australia.

The reason for this massive increase in evading for private schools is that the Turnbull
Government will fund private schools to 80% of theiESRthout regard to the existing level fate

and Territorygovernment funding of private schools. Many private schools and systems are already
funded atmore than20% of their SRS I8tategovernments. By funding these schools and systems
to 80% of thei SRS, the Turnbull Government is ensuring that they will befoneled by 202&27
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or earlier unlessStategovernments decide to cut back their funding. This is unlikely because they
increased inflatioradjusted funding per student in private schools b§% between 20090 and
201415.

The overfunding estimates here are derived from data on total government funding (A) and
Commonwealth Government funding (B) as a percentage of school and school system SRS provided
to the Senate EstimateSommitee last year by the Gomonwealth Department of Education. This
allows estimation of thé&tategovernment contribution (C) to SRS (€B3AThe SRS for schools and
school systems for Gonski 2.0 are calculated as C+80%, the 80% of SRS being the cap on
Commonwealth Government fundj of private schools.

Chart 7: Percentage of Independent Schools Above Their
Schooling Resource Standard, 2017 & Gonski 2.0
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Note: The data provided to Senate Estitas covers 831 approved Independent school authorities, including
several small school groups and systems.

It should be noted that thianalysis assumes that Commonwealth funding increases will at least
match indexation of the SRS. It must increase byentitan indexation of the SRS if the Government

is to achieve its target of 80% of SRS for private schools and 20% of SRS for public schools by 2026
27. Future indexation of the SRS will be 3.56% for 2019 and 2020 and a floating rate with a minimum
of 3% fom 2021. The Gonski 2.0 funding estimates on the Department of Education website are
based on at least 3% increase per year, except for about 300 schools that receive smaller increases
or have their funding cut. Funding is increased by at least 3.4%epeffgr all schools except about

350.

The analysis also assumes ta@itegovernments maintain their contribution to SRS by increasing
funding in line with SRS indexation. This is based oSthiEment by the Prime Minister and the
Minister for Educatia that Stategovernments will be required, as a condition of Commonwealth
funding, to maintain their current level of funding per student adjusted for inflation. This means
their funding should increase in line with SRS indexation. However, this conditiohincluded in
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the amendments to the Australian Education Act before the Parliament and it is not clear how the
Government will enforce it.

6.2 Overfunding of individual schools

Many high SES and other private schools iBtalles and territories wilhave their totalgovernment
funding increased to over 100% of their SRS under Gons&s 2@ Commonwealth Government
increases their funding to 80% of their SKR8ny that are already ovelunded with have their over
funding increased and amy otherswill remain overfunded despite cuts or slower increases in their
funding This will occubecauseStateand Territorygovernment fundingf these schoolexceeds
20% of their SRS.

6.2.1NSW

In NSW, 216 private schools and systevilsbe overfunded under Gonsk.0 because thegre
funded at over 20% of their SRS by 8tategovernment.Of these, 150 will become owéunded by
having their Commonwealth funding increaged30% of their SR&d another 3will have their
overfundingincreased.

Many of theseaare high socieeconomic status (SES) and wealthy schools. For example, SCEGGS
Redlands with 84% of its students in the top semiicational advantage (SEA) quartile is already
funded at 46.11% of its SRS by the NSW Government and its Commonwealth fitidieg

increased from 75.53% to 808bits SRS under Gonski 2.0. Its total government funding will increase
from 122% to 126% of its SRS [ClarSydney Grammar School with 98% of its students in the top
SEA quartile will have its government fundingéased from 123% of its SRS to 127% because its
Stategovernment funding is 47% of its SRS. The Hills Grammar School with 63% of its students in the
top SEA quartile will have its funding increased from 97% of its SRS to 109%.

Chart 8: High SES Private Schools With Increased-Bweding
Under Gonski 2.0, NSW (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Thirty-five NSW private schoolnd systemshat are currently ovefunded by the Commonvadth
Government and will have their fundimgduced as a percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0 will
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remainsignificantly oveffunded becaus¢heir Stategovernment fundingexceeds 20% of their SRS
For example, the group of Jesuit Catholic schooldwifunded at 162% of their SRS [Cl®dr{Total
government funding oMonte Sant' Angelo Mercy Collegdth 75% of its students in the top SEA
guartile will be at 162% of its SRS. Total government funding for Loreto Kirribilli with 80% of its
students fromthe top SEA quatrtile will be funded at 160% of its SRS. Queenwood with 81% of its
students in the top SEA quatrtile will be funded at 149% of its SRS.

Chart 9: OvefFunded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0, NSW (%
of Schooling Resource Standard
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6.2.2Victoria

In Victoria, B private schools and systemsll be overfunded under Gonski 2.0 because they are
currently funded at over 20% of their SRS byS$tetegovanment. Of these 45 will become over
fundedby having their Commonwealth funding increased to 80% of their SRS and another 14 will
have their oveifunding increased.

Many of these schools arelatively high SES schools. For examydshivaiBeth RivkalCollege

with 38% of its students in the highest SEA quartile and 68% in the top two SEA quartiles will have its
total government funding increased from 103% of its SRS to 109% [Chatiastlemaine Steiner

School with 42% of its students in the top $faArtile and 80% in the top two quartiles will have its
funding increased from 104% of its SRS to 1FHietroy Community School with 84% of its students

in the top SEA quatrtile will have its funding increased from 96% of its SRS to 104%.

Many very wealtly private schools wilemainoverfunded even though their Commonwealth
Government funding will be reduced as a percentage of their SRS. For example, total government
funding of Christ Church Grammar School with 87% of its students in the top SEA githiideat

112% of its SRS[Chatis @ { G & / I i KSNAYSQa {OK22f Ay ¢22NJI ]
guartile will be funded at 109% of its SRS and Lauriston Girls School with 83% of its students in the
top SEA quartile will be funded at 108%its SRS.
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Chart 10: High SES Private Schools With Increased-Bweding
Under Gonski 2.0, Victoria (% of Schooling Resource Standard
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Chart 11: Oveifrunded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0,
Victoria (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.3Queensland

In Queensland, I0private schools and systemasll be overfundedunder Gonski 2.0 because their
Stake government funding exceeds 20% of their SBShese, 93 will become owfunded when
their Commonwealth funding is increased to 80% of their SR&rottier eight will have their over
funding increased.

This includes many high SES private schooJFE E | YL S {d® ! ARI yQ& DANJ &
students in the top SEA quartile will have its total government funding increased from 119% to 123%

of its SRS [Chat®]. The Presbyterian and Methodist group of schools will have their average

funding hcreased from 105% t0 111% of their SRS.

In addition,several venhigh SES private schools whose Commonwealth funding witidueed as
percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0rantlainover-funded.For exampleBrisbane Grammar
with 88% of its sidents in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 123% of its BiRBane Girl@
Grammaiwith 85% of its students in the top SEA quatrtile will be funded at 133% of its SRS

Chart 12:High SES Private Schools With Increased éuwarding
Under Gonski 2.0, Qld (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Source:The data to estimate the percentages is derived fitdemate Educationral EmploymentCommittee,
Supplementary Budget Estimates 2018017, Answer to Question on Notic®Q16000852

6.2.4Western Australia

In Western Australia, Bprivate schoolsind systems will be ovdunded under Gonski 2.0 because
their Stategovernment fundig exceeds 20% of their SR&these, 80 will become owéunded

when their Commonwealth funding is increased to 80% of their SRS and another 11 will have their
over-funding increased.

They include many of the highest SES schools iBtdte For examm, Christ Church Grammar with
77% of its students in the top SEA quartile will have its total government funding increased from
119% to 123% of its SRS [Chalit S8otch College with 81% of its students in the top SEA quartile
will have its funding incresse from 135% of its SRS to 13%¥bSaints College with 72% of its
students in the top SEA quartile will have its funding increased from 98% of it SRS to 114%.
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In addition, several very high SES private schools whose Commonwealth funding will be redaiced a
percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0rentlainover-funded.For exampleThe Quintilian

School with 84% of its students in the top SEA quatrtile will be funded at 138% of ikdeHiSlist

Ladies College with0% of its students in the top SEAagtile will be funded all57% of its SRS.

Chart 13:High SES Private Schools With Increased éuwarding
Under Gonski 2.0, WA (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Source:The data to estimate the percentages is derived frtdemate Education and Employmeémnmmittee,
Supplementary Budget Estimates 2018017, Answer to Question on Notic®Q16000852

6.2.5South Australia

In South Australia, 22 private schools and school systgithbe overfunded under Gonski 2.0
because theiStategovernment funding exceeds 20% of their SRS. Of these, 19 will becorme over
funded as a result of their Commonwealth funding being increase®%6 &f their SRS.

They include many of the highest SES schools iStidte For example, Scotch College with 77% of

its students in the top SEA quartile will have its government funding increased from 93% of its SRS to
104% [Charl48 ® { (0 @ t eSwitlS7RIRGH its stadeniis$ha top SEA quartile will have its
government funding increased from 94% of its SRS to 1¥éadition, the Edmund Rice

Foundation schools will remain ovemdedat 107% of its SRS

6.2.6Tasmania

In TasmanialO private schooland school systemsill becomeoverfunded under Gonski 2.8s a

result of their Commonwealth funding being increased to 80% of theib8&fise theiState
government funding exceeds 20% of their SRy include several of the highest SES school®in th
State For example, The Friends School with 73% of its students in the top SEA quartile will have its
government funding increased from 95% of its SRS to 104% [GhaBcbtch Oakburn College with
55% of its students in the top SEA quartile and 83#tdrop two quartiles will have its funding
increased from 90% of its SRS to 102%.
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Chart 14:High SES Private Schools With Increased @uerding
Under Gonski 2.0, SA (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Chart 15:High SES Private Schools With Increased werding
Under Gonski 2.0, Tasmania (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.7ACT

In the ACT, 15 out of 17 Indepemdeschools will be ovefunded under Gonksi 2.0 because they are
funded at above 20% of their SRS by the ACT government. Of these, six will becofoadegias a

result of their Commonwealth funding being increased to 80% of their SRS and the otheilhine

remain overfunded even though their Commonwealth funding will be reduced as a percentage of

their SRSThe latter group include the some of the highest SES schools in Carfbarexample,

Canberra Grammar with 85% of its students in the top SEAiguaill be funded at 114% of its SRS

and Radford College with 83% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 132% of its SRS
[Chart 16]

Chart 16: Oveirunded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0, ACT (%
of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.3 Catholic school ovefunding

Many nonsystemic high SES Catholic schools, mostly in NSW, are vastiyraledt because of a

special deal hatched with the HowhGovernment and maintained by the Gillard Government.

Under the old SES funding model, many independent Catholic school$umdesl at a higher rate

per student than theyvere entitled to if they were funded according to theissessedocic

economic cpacity.¢ KA a ¢l a (KS NBadzZ & 2F GKS | 2461 NR D2 3SNY
{9{ Y2RSfo® ¢K7\é LINA @Af SASR Fdzy RAy3d O2y Ay dzSR dzyF
Gy2 ao0OKz22f gAfft t2aS I R2fflF NEO®

The extent of the ovefunding isstaggering in many instances. For example Loreto Kirribilli is
OdzNNByiGte FdzyRSR i wTtm: 27 )\ua {w{ a2)/uS {lFyic
Jesuit schools in NSW are at 266% of their SRS [GBarb1 ¢ 2 G KS D2@SNYyYSyidiQa ON
recognised that this is a gross corruption of the principle of ndssed funding and intends to

reduce the oveffunding under Gonski 2.0. However, these schools will still be significantly over

funded under Gonski 2.0. For example, Loreto Kirribilli wifiumded at 160% of its SRS and Monte

{IryiQ !''yasSt2 aSNDe /2ttS3S IyR GKS WSadaid aodOkKz22ft
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