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Summary Points

Independent Schools Victoria (ISV) and the Centre for Independent Studieh&U¢s)
proposed that fute government funding of schools be based aniversaktudent
entittementschemeoften referred to as voucheiodels

Both models feather the nest of private schools, especially the wealthiest schools. They
would deliver a massive funding boostgovate schools&ndgive thema huge resource
advantage over government schodlisbest, government schools would get no additional
funding and, at worst, a massive reduction in funding.

The models pander to greed rather than equitgyWill exacerbatenequity in
education. Massiviindingincreasesvill go to higher SES studenis private schools
rather than those most in need, the vast majority of who are in government schools.

As the author of the CIS model concedes, student entitlement fundipigviate schools

i s
expenditureo. These billions would be far

Aextraordinawoulydexepeunsigebi Bhdons of

the massive achievement gap between rich and poor in Aastral

Independent Schools Victoria model

5. The ISV model includes a base funding component of $8,581 for primary school students
and $11,287 for secondary studeftgighted average of $B7)as of 2009Additional

funding loadings would be provideddeability, Indigenous, remote area and language
background other than English students,nmittolow socioeconomic status (SES)
studentsThe loadings are not specified.

1 The model gives a high SES private school student in Vaucluse or Toorak the same
govanment funding as a low SES government school student in Campbelltown or
Broadmeadows;

7.

The exclusion of low SES students from equity funding runs counter to hundreds
of research studies and widespread government practice overseas and in Australia.

The ISVmodel reflects naked sdliterest. ltwould provide a massive increase in
government fundindpr private schools, especiallgdependent schools

Government funding for Independent schools waniddease by1.8 billionover

their actual funding in 20Q@n increase of 55%, or $34 per student

Catholic schools wouldeceive an addition&1.5 billion, an increase of 26%, or
$2,122 per student;

In percentage terms, the increase for Independent schools is over double that for
Catholic schools;

Total governmentunding for private schools would increase by $3.3 billion

1
il
1
il

In contrast, lte model wouldstrip funding fromgovernment schosl

1 Funding for government schools would decrease by $2.5 billion, a decrease of 9%, or
$1,098 per studenthe large parof this reduction is due to the exclusion of low SES
students from any additional fundingutpart is due to misneasurement of actual
government school funding in 2008

8. The wealthiest Independent schools will reap a funding bonanza:



1 472 Independerdgchools with fees over $5,000 per student will collect $2.7 billion a
year inbasegovernment funding and schools with fees over $10,000 will collect $1.5
billion. Sixty-threeCatholic schools with fees over $5,000 will get $0.6 billion

1 Base funding for 2 elite NSW Independent schools would increas8181 million a
year, or207% over their actual government funding in 2009:

- Funding per student for Scots College would increase by 337%, SCEGGS
Redlands by 313%, Ascham by 286%, Cranbrook by 269%, anc$g@hammar
by 257%;

- 83% of students at the 21 Independent schools are from the highest SES quatrtile
and only 1% is from the lowest SES quatrtile;

1 In Victoria, 21 elite Independent schools will receive an increa$é6f million a
year, 0r204%:

- Fundingpr student for St. Catherinebds woul
308%, Korowa by 291%, Melbourne Grammar by 278%, and Scotch College by
273%);

- 80% of students at the 21 Independent schools are from the highest SES quatrtile
and only 1% is from the loweSES quatrtile.
1 In Queensland, government base funding foelit@ schools would increase 5¢1
million, or by92%; by $58 million (118%) for 11 elite South Australian schoplsy
$77 million (L09% for 14 elite Western Australian schoaésd by $28 million
(174%) for three elite T Independent schogls
1 80of the wealthiest schools in Australia would collatbtal of $970 million in
governnent base funding a year under the ISV model comparegBtorsillion in
total government funding in 2009.

. The ISV model will provide a massive resourceatage for Independent schools over
government schoals
1 Totalresourcegfrom private and governmesburce} per student in Independent
schools will be nearly double that of government schools while that of Catholic
schools will be 30% higher
- Total resairces in Independent schools will be $19,609 per student and $13,511 in
Catholic schools compared to $10,467 in government sghools
1 Thetotalresources per student in elkSW Independent schools will be over three
times that available to government sclsoo
- Ascham, Cranbrook, St. Catherines, SCEGGS Darlinghurst, SCEGGS Redlands
and Sydney Grammavill have total resources dietween $35,000 and $40,000
per student compared ta467per student in government schools;
- The average resource advantage foeld& NSW Independent schools over
government schools will bebout$24000per student;
1 The total resources per student in elite Victorian Independent schools will be over
three times that available to government schools:
- Fintona, Geelong Grammar, Melboe Girls Grammar, Melbourne Grammar, St.
Catherines and Wesley will have total resources of around $35,000 per student;
- The average resource advantage for 21 ¥liteorian schools over government
schools will benearly$22000per student.



Centre for Independent Studies model
10.The CIS model is an illustrative example. However, its base funding component of
$10,000 per student is similar to the average base component of the ISV model ($9,737)
and can be treated as a practical proposal
1 The maximum base fdling of $10,000 per student is restricted to schools with fees
of up to $5,000. Higher fee schools receive less base funding which reduces to a
minimum of $3,000;
1 Funding loadingsf $1,000 per studemtould apply to a broad range of student
categories,ncluding low SES student§hisis lower than current average loadings
which have been substituted in the costing

11.The CIS model would also provide a massive increase in funding for private schools:
1 Government funding for Catholic schools would incréag&1.6 billion (28%), or
$2,317 per student;
1 Funding for Independent schools would increase by $0.9 billion (28%),&82fper
student;
1 Total government funding for private schools would increase by $2.5 billion

12.Under the model, government schooldiurgwould decrease by $0.3 billion (1%), or
$117 per studenbver its actual funding in 2009. However, this is likely due to an-over
estimation of actual government school expenditure.

13.The modelwill alsodeliver a funding bonanza to the wealthiest sth0
1 Independent schools with fees over $5,000 neiteive a total 0$1.8 billiona yearin
base fundingvhile similar Catholicschoolswill get $0.5 billion;
1 TheClSsaysthditeme i ndependent schools codbearly o
and thafi iistdifficult to justify providing extra public funds to already well
resour ced st u.dewetes ithempdocesds to give thendover $2
billion a yearin additional government funding.

14.The CIS model will alsprovidealargeresource advantago private schools.
1 Totalresourcesor Independent schools will be $17,847 per student and $13,706 in
Catholic schools compared to $11,448 in government schools.

Both models will exacerbate inequity in education

15.Both models will magnify the resourcevashtage of private schoglgarticularly the
wealthiest schoolgver government schoolBespite enrollinghe vast majority of
disadvantaged studenggovernment schoolsill bedeniedany funding increase to meet
their challengesrThis can only exacerbainequity in education outcomes.

16. Thegreatest challenge facing Australian education is to reduce the achievement gap
between rich and poor, which amount$vio to three years leaming. Low SES
students in predominantly low SES schools are up toyfears behind their high SES
peers in high SES schools.

17.Billions in additional government funding should be devoted to reducing this gap instead
of increasing the privileges of those least in need.



18.The School Funding Reviewstated repeatedly that itsdus is on improving equity in
education. Given this, ftas no alternative but to reject these models as the basis for the
future funding of Australian schools.



Summary Charts
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1. Introduction

Several submissiorte the School &nding Reviewadvocate atudent entittemernhodelof
school fundingoften referred to a voucher scheriibese include submissions from
Independent Schools Victoritne Association of Heads of Independent Schdbés,
Australian Association of ChristigBchoolsand the Centre for Independent Studidse
submissions by Independent Schools Vict¢i&/) and the Centre for Independ&ttdies
(CIS) detail how such a funding scheme would opefidte CIS model is also outlined in a
separately published pap see Buckingham 2011a]

Voucher models are the touchstone of the free market approach to edunatieir.simplest
version, vouchemodelsprovidethe same level of public fundirtg all studentsirrespective
of whetherthey attendh government sdwol or a private school'hey are based on the idea
that all students are entitled to the same level of public funding and thantitisment
should not be affected by the private income or wealth of the school.

ThelSV proposs a universal voucher metunder whichall students in both government

and private schoolsould receive the same base government funding entitlement topped up
by equal loadings for students in certain categories of disadvamtag€lS modelis

similar, buthas a reduced basanding entitlement for higher fee schools.

Neitherthe ISV nor theCIS cost their proposald here can be little wonder at this reticence.
They both provide large funding increases for private schools and no increases for
government schoal$ndeed, undeparticular assumptions, the ISV model would result in a
massive reduction in funding for government schools.

This study estimatethe cost of the proposadsd compares it with actual funding of
government and private schools in 2009 (2008n the cae of government schools). It
estimates the net increase/decreagmirernment fundingpr eachschoolsector. Both
aggregate funding and per student funding estimates are proVitedethodology and the
data sources used aretlinedin Attachments A &C.

2. ISV entitlement model

The ISV proposal is based on two key principles. It claimspéestonal or private
contribution t owahodlidhaw nocbbaring dnile lewegoliecnméni o n
funding they receivdt also claims that all childresre entitled to equal government funding
regardless of school sect®&egardless of socioeconomic profilied schooling sector, all
students would bassessed on an equal footing and furatambrdingly.

The ISV says that itsntittementmodelprovides fao a significant move towards funding
equity for all students in Australia If§earingdowno the distinction between government and
nortgovernment education as a barrieetpality[ISV 2011a: 40]

ISV proposes what it calls thi®ortable Funding Allowanc@FA), comprisinga base
componentnd additional funding loadings fordividual special needsyhichwould be
available tagovernment or nogovernment schoaldt says that théase component would
be the dominantomponent of the funding mod@&leedsbasedoadings would include
funding for Indigeus studentstudents with a disabilifgtudents from &anguage
Background Other Than Engli$hBOTE) and students from remote are@kere would be
no funding loadings available for students from low s@aonomic status (SES) families.
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Base funding component

The ISV proposes that the base cost funding component should be derived from estimates
provided in a study bthe Schools Resourcing Taskforce Secretariat for the Ministerial
Council onEducation, Employment, Training and YoutAffairs (MCEETYA) in 2005.The
Taskforce estimated the average cost of anamje SES government school withited
additional targetedesourcing from governmerthat is, schools witminimumlevels of
disadvantage.

In its original submission to the Schoalrfeling Review, the ISV estimatduat the publicly
fundedbaseamountin 2010 was $287 forprimary school students and $12,079 for
secondary school studenks.its response to the commissioned research papers m@mebbgh
the School Fundindreview, the ISV providg¢updated estimates for 2001 $9,929 for
primary school students and $12,665 for secondary school stutipnigoses that this
should be the base government funding available to all government ané pdkiabl
students.

These estimates were obtained by indexing the 2003 figures provided by the Schools
Resourcing Taskforce by the increase in Average Government Schools Recurrenfhgosts.
original amounts calculated by the Taskforce wer@®bper prinary student and $804 per
secondary student (including in school andafuschool recurrent costs).

Targeted funding loadings

The ISV proposal includes funding loadings for Indigenous, disability, language backgrounds
other than English (LBOTE) and rurahd remote area students. It specifically excludes low

SES students from receipt of funding loadings on the grounds that the relationship between

low SES and education outcomesmgeald and di nikctoncll aismy etdohat Al o
minor influenceors t ud e nt p @SV 204 Ib9pQorseqoently:

Independent Schools Victoria maintains that low SES background students are not necessarily
constrained in their ability to achieve at, or beyond that of students with higher SES background
rankings. [BV 2011c: 5]

It therefore considers thatudents with low SES backgroura® not inthe same
circumstances of the other four areas of educational disadvantage.

The ISV does not indicate the actual funding loadings to be applied to the base component to
obtain the additional funding estimates for targeted student populations.

3. School funding under the ISV entitlement model

In estimating the cost of the ISV moddietper capita base funding amounts under the ISV
entitlementproposal were calculated for @@ using the same method as the ISV used to
index the original Schools Resourcing Taskforce figures (see Attachment A). The base
funding components arrived at were $8,581 for primary school students and $11,287 for
secondary student§he weighted averadandingfor all studentss $9,737 per student.

Fourestimate®f the totalentittementunding for government and private schoaits

provided.All include a base fundingpmponentind acomponent fotargeted expendituren
selected disadvantaged grogpstudentsThe firstestimatecompares the cost of the actual

ISV proposal which excludes targeted expenditure on low SES students with funding figures
for 200809 which include the user cost of capital in government school expenditure. The
second compas the cost of the ISV proposal with funding figures for 2009 which exclude

11



the user cost of capital from government school expenditure. The third estinlatkes
targeted expenditure dow SESstudents (excluding the user cost of capital from theahctu
government school funding in 20@®). The fourth estimate usasalternative measure of
targeted expendituréncludingexpenditure on low SES students.

The methodology used to estimate fimeding provided under the modmhdthe data sources
usedareoutlinedin AttachmentA. The four estimates are shown in Cedr& 2 below and
the detailed figures agmrovidedin Attachment B(TablesB1 & B2).

Total government funding

The first estimatéil E s t i nmaChagt ) $hows a massive transfer of fusdrom the
government sector to the private sector. Total government funding for private schools would
increase by $.26billion over their actual funding in 2009 he largest gain is by Independent
schools whose public funding would increasebhy? 7 billion while Catholic schoolgain an
additional$15 billion. In contrast, government schools would lose 6®iion compared

with their actual funding in 20089.

In the case of government schools, the estimateertitlementunding available is
conmpared withthe actual funding figure for 20089 which includes a charge for the user
cost of capitalThis isthe funding figure most resorted to by the ISV when comparing
funding of government and private schools. So, on its own terms, the ISV is pgppasgw
model which generously favours private schautéle government schooksuffer a massive
reduction in funding

Chart 1: Estimates of School Funding Increase/Decrea:
under the ISV Entitlement Model ($ billion)

Catholic Independent Total Private

m Estimate 1 m Estimate 2 m Estimate 3 m Estimate 4

Source: Attachments A & B.

However, strictly speaking, the user cost of capital should be excluded from the estimates of
governmenschoolfunding in order to ensure equal treatment of government and private
school funding. Government funding figures for private schools do not include a user cost of
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capital charge on the land and building assets of private schools. The need foeonsis

the treatment of charges on school assets is recognised in the Deloitte assessment of school
finances reported aime My Schoolwebsite[Deloitte 2010]and in the ACER commissioned
study for theSchool Funding RevieyRorris et.al. 2011]

Excluson of the user cost of capital from actual government school funding in(BB8&s a
dramatic effecon the estimated impact of the 1®¥tittementscheme on government school
funding This is shown in the second group of estimaieE (s t i nmaChaetl).2\hile

there is of course no changethe entittementunding estimates for private schools, the loss
in government school funding is redudeain $6.% billion to $251 billion. However, tlis is
still a very large reduction.

This estimate best apprioxates the IS\éntitlementmodelgiven thatit excludes equity

funding for low SES students and the user cost of capital from actual expenditure on
government schools. In this scenario, Catholic schools would receive a total of $7.23 billion
in governmenfunding compared to their actual funding in 2009 of $5.74 billiable B1]
Independent schools would receive $4.99 billion compared to actual funding of $3.23 billion
and government schools would get $23.90 billion compared to $26.41 irf03007

Surpriingly, the ISV model excludes low SES students from receipt of targeted funding

despite its widespread use by governments in Australia and overseas (see discussion below).
The third set of estimates (AEsfoilowSES 3" i n
studentsn line with this practice.

The additional targeted funding has a negligible effect on the total funding available to
private schools. It results in about a $40 million increadetal entittementfunding. Thenet
increase over actualfiding in 200under this scenario &3.3 billion. The inclusion of low
SES funding reduces the net loss to government schools to $2.31 billion.

Theexpenditurdoadingsfor disadvantaged students in the fitseesets of estimatesre
derived from swrey data published in the study commissioned from the ACER Wydheol
Funding Review pangRorris et.al. 2011]JHowever, he targeted funding for government
schoolsseems lowamouning to only 8 per cent of total recurrent expenditure on
government dwools ($2.1 billion in targeted funding compared to $26.4 billion in total
expenditure excluding the user cost of capifeile ACER reporalsoidentified program
expenditure on targeted groups in government schools which amounted to 13% of total
expenditire (recurrent plus capital, excluding user cost of capitalyovernment schools in
200708. This may translate to about 15% of total expenditure (excluding capital), which
looks like a more reasonable estimate.

The fourth set of estimates uses alogdinof 0. 15 f or targeted fundi
1). Under this scenario, total government funding for private schools would increase by $3.47
billion over their actual funding in 2009, with an increase for Catholic schools of $1.62

billion and $1.84illion for private schoolsThe loss to gvernment schoolis substantially

reduced theywould lose $1.1 billion compared with actual funding in 2008

All the estimates are likely to undestimate the increase in funding to private schools

becausé¢he estimates of actual funding in 2009 include government funding for capital
expenditure in private schools whereas the étitlemenis for recurrent funding. The

13



inclusion of capital funding in the 2009 figures causes it to be higher than actustmécu
funding for that year and therefore reduces the increase dueenttifementmodel.

It should be notedlsothat the loss in funding to government schools could be over
estimatedThere are severatheritems included irthe actual funding figus for 200809

which are not pertinent to education outcomes and which are not included in estimates of
private school funding. For example, government school funding figures include payroll tax
and funding for student transport which are not includedivrae school funding. There are

also several other inconsistencies between government and private school funding figures. If
these items were to be excluded, acgodernment school funding figune 200809 would

be lower and the loss of funding undee éntitlementproposal would be correspondingly
reduced.

On the other hand, the actual funding figure compared terttigementfunding is for the
financial year 20089. The actual level of funding for calendar year 2009 (which is the basis
for actuafunding for private schools) will bglightly higher, in which case the reduction in
funding due to thentitlementwill be larger.

It is also possible that the base funding amounts estimated by the MCEETYA Schools
Resourcing Taskforce are too lowsHt higher, the loss to government schools would be less
and could even result in an increase in government school funding. Howesettjmg the

base funding amounts has a similar effect on private schools. They woul@tdsingrease

in fundingand the gap in the increases provided to each sector would remain

Whatever the precise impact on government school funding, private schools will get a
funding bonanza adt least #&3.47 billion increase in government fundigcording to the
preferred stimateif the ISV entitlementmodel wereintroduced. At best, government schools
would get no increase and, at worst, could have their funding redubsthntially

As notedthe largest increases for private schools go to the Independentesemidiough
the Catholic sector has much greater enrolments. This suggests that Independent schools will
get very large increases in per student funding fronettidementproposal.

Per student funding

Theimpact of the IS\entitlemenimodel on per student fdimg is shown irChart 2 The
costestimates correspond with those in Chart 1.

The first set of estimateshow that government funding for private schools would increase by
$2,743per student over their actual funding in 2009. By far the largest gaynlimiependent
schools whose public funding would increase by438per student while Catholic schools

gain an additional $222 per student. In contrast, funding for government schools would fall
by $3,047 per student compared with their actual fundim@@©0809.

The large part of the fall in government school funding is due to the inclusion of the user cost
of capital in government funding figures. User cost of capital charges amount to nearly
$2,000 per student. If the user cost of capital is exadden government funding, the fall in
funding under the 1IS\éntitlementproposal is reduced to §B8 per student (this is shown in

A Est i nmaChart 2)2Tdis is still a significant reduction in funding.
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The third sebf estimates shown in Charirludes an allowance for targeted government
funding for low SES students based on loadings derived from survey data published in the
study commissioned from the ACER by the Funding Review panel. This inclusion increases
public funding of private schools laysmall amount and decreases the loss to government
schools. Public funding of Independent schools would increase,6yG§3er student under

this option and by $257 per Catholic student. Funding of government schools would fall by
$1,010per student irthis scenario.

The fourth group of estimates uses a loading of 0.15 for targeted fumtthgling for low

SES studentdJnder this option, government funding for Independent schools would increase
by $3,806 per student and for Catholic schools 8384 per student. In contrast, government
schools would lose4k7 per student compared with their actual funding in 2008

Chart 2: Estimates of School Funding Increase/Decrea:
under the ISV Entitlement Model ($ per student)

5000

4000

3000

2000

1000

Catholic Independent Total Private
-1000

-2000

-3000

-4000

m Estimate 1 m Estimate 2 m Estimate 3 m Estimate 4

Source: Attachments A & B.

As discussed above, the actual government school funding figures fe02008ude

several items nanhcluded in private school funding apart from the user cost of capital, such

as payroll tax and student transport. Exclusion of these items would mean a smaller reduction
in government school funding. For exampeeragepayroll tax is $40600 per studat

[Cobbold 2010]. If this is excluded from actual government school funding, there would be

no change in government school funding in Estimatadithe reductionshownin the other
estimates would be correspondingly smaller

Total school resources

The large increases in government funding for private schools under the ISV model would
ensure that private schoptspecially Independent schodiaye much higher overall
resourcegfrom private and government sources) than government schools.

15



The impact oEstimate Athe best approximation of the ISV model) orat@choolresources
is shown in Chart Bsee Table E1]Totalresourcing oindependent schools would be
$19,609 per student compared to $13,511 per Catholic school student and $10,467 per
governnent school studenindependent schooésourcesvould be nearly double that of
government schools and Catholic sch@slourcesvould be 30% higher than in government
schools.

Chart 3: Total School Resources (from Private + Govt) Und
the ISV Entitlement Model ($ per student)
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Source: Attachment E.

Summary

The Independent Schools Victoria model wouldvyide a funding increase of between $3.3
and $.5billion a year for private schools compared to their actual funding in 2009. The
increase would be much larger for Independent schdbésy would receive an increase of
around$1.8 billion a year while &tholic schools would gain between $1.5 afd®illion.
The range of estimates depends on how targeted funding is deaighatkasured.

In contrast, government schools would lose betw&edahd $1.1 billion a year compared to

their actual funding i””00809. The range of estimates depends on how government school
funding is measured and how targeted funding is designed. If the user cost of capital charge is
excluded from the measure of government school funding, the losses would range from $2.5
to $11 billion a year.

In per capita terms, the funding increase for private schools would range o3 &2
$2916per studentThe increase for Independent schools i$88to $3,806 per student. The
increase for Catholic schools ranges frazil32to $2,304 per studentGovernment school
funding would decrease by betwekh098and $167 per studenif user cost is excluded

Estimate 2 is the most reasonable approximation of the impact of the ISV proposal which
excludes targeted funding for low SES studelt excludes the user cost of capital from
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government school expenditure, despite the fact that the ISV usually cieegtraliture
figure which includes this item.

Under this scenarid;atholic schools would receive a total of $7.23 billion inegoment

funding compared to their actual funding in 2009 of $5.74 billion. Independent schools would
receive $4.99 billion compared to actual funding of $3.23 billion and government schools
would get $23.90 billion compared to $26.41 in 2087

Governmenfunding for Catholic schools would increase by a totallos $illion, or $2,122

per studentThis is an increase 062 over their actual funding in 2009. Independent schools
would receive an addition&lL.8billion, or $3,644 per studentan increasef 55%. In

percentage terms, the increase for Independent schawieridouble that for Catholic

schools Fundingfor government schoolsould decreasby .5 billion, or $1,098 per

student a decrease ofA.

Totalresources itndependent schools walibe $19,609 per student compared to $13,511

per Catholic school student and $10,467 per government school student. Independent school
resourcingvould be nearly double that of government schools and Catholic school funding
would be 30% higher than in gavenent schools.

If currentfunding for low SES students were included in the ISV model, private schools
would gain durthersmall increase in funding while the decrease in government school
funding would be significantly less.

It is probable that therjwate school increaseseslightly underestimatedand that the
governmenschool decreaseseoverestimated.

4. Low socio-economic status and student achievement

The exclusion of targeted funding for low SES students in the ISV ngogsl against all ¢h
evidence from literally hundreds of studies that show a strong relationship between low SES
background and student achievem&utidy after studyn various countriekas demonstrated

this link [for exampleseeSirin 2005;Hattie 2009 Swedish National 4ency for Education
2009;Bjorklund & Salvane010;Murphy 2010;0ECD 2010Xia 2010; Ladd 2011;

Reardon 2011, Schoon et.al. 2018yen authors often cited by the Independent schools
associations acknowledge the strong association between theesonmmic backgrounds of
students and their educational achievement [Hanushek & Woessman 2010].

The strong relationship between low SES family background and student results is also
observed in Australiddher esul t s from the OECDO6®Na2009 Prog
Student Assessme(RISA) study shows that, on average, low SES 15-péhstudents are

two to three years behind high SES students in reading, mathematics and sciencép and 22

28% oflow SES studentdid not achiee international proficiency staards in reading,

mathematics and science compared to ordyadof high SES students [Thomseinal.2010].

The study says that there i s a Asignificant
t heir soci oec ono mifthkis rdatiaskipis evident th Austaaliacgndtalh a t
ot her PI SA colufartherstages:o0 [ p. 277] .

....despite the better than average scores, significant levels of educational disadvantage related to
socioeconomic background exist in Australia, and that the peafarengap between students of the
same age from different backgrounds can be equivalent to up to three years of schp@bj.
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Similar large achievement gaps are also apparent in the national literacy and numeracy test
(NAPLAN) results between studenfrom families with high and low educational and
occupational backgroundsor example, a recent report by the COAG Reform Council shows
that18% of low SES students in Years 5 & 9 did not achieve the national reading benchmark
in 2010 compared to 2% ofgh SES student$COAG Reform Council 2011].

There is a clear linear relationship between SES and student results across Australia.
Statistical analysis of the NAPLAN results has found 86 of the variation in average
school scorgis explained by th average student backgroyhtOUS 2011: 26].

National data on school completion rates show that the proportion of low SES students who
fail to complete Year 12 is nearly double that of high SES students. In 2008, 42% of students
from low SES families figed to complete Year 12 compared to 23% of students from high

SES families [MCETYA 2008, Table 34]

A draft studyon the schools workforce recenfiyblished by the Productivity Commission

says that SES backgroundaisiongsthe most important influercon student achievement

[PC 2011 169. Evenauthorss y mpat heti ¢ to private school s f
[Buckingham 20116].

Governments all around the world and in Australia provide additional funding for low SES
students and schodlSibieta et.al. 2007Yerstegen 2011Allen Consulting Group 2011;
Deloitte 2011]. Despite thishe ISV wants to deny this fundingltw SESAustralian

students.

5. The CIS entitlement model

Under he ClSentitlementmodel| thepublic funding entitlement for ajovernment and

private school students according to the level of fees paid. A student attending any school
which does not charge fees, or which charges fees up to a threshold, would be eligible for the
full public funding entitlement. Schools charging feéeyond the threshold would have their
public funding reduced gradually until a minimum entitlement funding is reached.

The model has three main components: a national resource standard, a guaranteed student
entitlement and funding loadings for disadvaeta students.

The national resource standard consists of the minimum level of funding from any source
(including private contributions) per student in any school. This level is set at $10,000 per
student for illustrative purposes. However, it is simitathe basentitlementproposed by

the ISV based on the indexed estimates of the MCEETYA Schools Resourcing Taskforce in
2005.

Public funding of $10,000 per student would be available to all schools with fees up to a
threshold of $®00 per student. Plib funding for schools above this threshold would reduce
by 50 cents in every dollar exceeding the threshold until the guaranteed student entitlement
(GSE) is reached. For example, a school charging fees of $10,000 would receive $7,500 per
student in pubit funding.

The GSE is a minimum level of public funding per studemich would be available to all
schools irrespective of private income. Htatedustification of this is that all students
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should be entitled to a public contribution to their schmgpbecause all families contribute
tax revenue.

The GSE is set at $B0and is reached when fees reach $19,000. The GSE is set at this level
to approximatehe level of combined state and federal government funding currently
provided to a student at &gh SES Independent school. Thus, the GSE is designed to protect
high SES private schools from any reduction in their average level of government funding.

Weightings for education disadvantage would be applied after the base rate for each student
has ber determined. It is set at $1,000 per student for every category of disadvantage to
illustrate the operation of the model.

The categories of disadvantage to receive weightings are not clearly specified. However, the
general discussion in tleibmission ath the separately publish@dper points to low SES,
Indigenous, disability, remote area and recent immigrant students.

6. School funding under the CIS entitlement model

The methodology used to estimate the funding provided under the moddingdin
Attachment C. The data sources are the same as for the ISV moglebgtimates are shown
in Charts4 & 5 below and the detailed figures are provided in Attachment D (Tables D1 &
D2).

Total government funding

The first estimatei(E s t i nmaChaet4) g4how a large gain in funding for private schools
and a massive reduction in funding for government schools. Total government funding for
private schools would increase by.&2billion over their actual funding in 2009. In contrast,
to the ISVentitlementmodel, the largest gain is by Catholic schools whose public funding
would increase byX28billion while Independent schools gain an additior@l7&billion.
Government schools would lose $7.3 billion compared with their actual funding irG2008

Theseond group of estimates (AEstimate 20) exc
government school funding in 20@®. In this scenario, government schools suffer a $2.89
billion reduction in funding. There is no change to the funding increase foresghabols.

Targeted funding for the first two estimates is $1,000 per student as used by the CIS for
illustrative purposest he t hird group of estimates (AEstI
estimates based on survey data published by ACER. Theseethfgnding estimates are

significantly higher than the $1000 per student in equity funding used to illustrate the

operation of the CIS model. In this case, total private school funding is increased by $2.37

billion while government school funding is rexbd by $1.51 billion. Catholic school funding

is increased by $1.53 billion and Independent schools gain $0.85 billion.

The fourth group of estimates uses a | oading
Chart 4). This estimate probably best reflatie impact of the CIS model as the equity
funding included is based on current programs.

Under this scenario, total government funding for private schools would increase by $2.54
billion over their actual funding in 2009, with an increase of $1.6®bifor Catholic

schools and $0.91 billion for Independent schools. In contrast, government schools would
lose $0.27 billion compared with their actual funding in 2008
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Catholic schools would receive a total of $7.37 billion in government fundinga@m to

their actual funding in 2009 of $5.74 billion. Independent schools would receive $4.14 billion
compared to actual funding of $3.23 billion and government schools would get $26.14 billion
compared to $26.41 in 20@B.

Chart 4: Estimates of School Funding Increase/Decrea:

under the CIS Entitlement Model ($ billion)
4
2
0

Catholic Independent Total Private

-2
-4
-6
-8

mEstimate 1 mEstimate 2 m Estimate 3 m Estimate 4

Source: Attachments C & D

As noted in the discussion of the ISV modkeg increases for private schools are likely to be
slightly underestimated because government funding of capital expenditure is included in the
actual funding figures for 2009 h€ losses to the governmepttorcould be slightlyover
estimated because the actual government funtiguges include items which are not

included in private school funding. On the other hand, the losses could be slightly under
estimated because thatitlementfunding estimatesra compared with actual fundirfigr the
financial year 20089 andis likely to be a little higher in the caleadyear 2009.

Per student funding

Under the first estimatespgernment funding for private schools would increase h§3si
per student oveheir actual funding in 200fChart5]. The largest gain is by Catholic
schools whose public funding would increase b$Q per student while Independent
schools gain an additional $B7 per student. In contrast, funding for government schools
would fall by $3245 per student compared with their actual funding in ZIN8

If the user cost of capital is excluded from government funding, the fall in funding under the
ClIS entitlementproposal is reduced to $1,266 parste nt ( AEst i mate 20 i n

The third set of estimates shown in Chart 2 (

government funding derived from survey the data published in the study commissioned from
the ACER by the School Funding Review panel. Public funding of Catholmksctvould
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increase by $2,170 per student under this option and by $1,746 per Independent school
student. Funding of government schools would fall by $659 per student in this scenario.

The fourth group of estimates uses a loading of 0.15 for targeted furgd ( AEst i mat e
Under this option, government funding for Catholic schools would increase by $2,317 per
student and for Independent schools by $1,882 per student. In contrast, government schools
would lose $117 per student compared with their actunalifig in 200809.

Chart 5: Estimates of School Funding Increase/Decrea:
under the CIS Entitlement Model ($ per student)
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Source: Attachments C & D.

Total school resources

The large increases in government funding for private schools under the CIS model would
also ensure that private schools have much higher overall resources (from private and
governmensources) than government schools. However, the disparities are less than under
the ISV model.

The impact of Estimate 4 (the best approximation of the CIS model) on total school resources
is shown in Chart 6 [see Table E1]. The total resources of Indepeschools would be

$17,847 per student compared to $13,706 per Catholic school student and $11,448 per
government school student. Independent school resourcing would be 56% higher than that of
government schools and Catholic school resourcing woul@¥%etHgher than in government
schools.
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Chart 6: Total School Resources (from Private + Govt) Und
the CIS Entitlement Model ($ per student)
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Source: Attachment E.

Summary

The Centre for Independent Studegitlementmodel would provide a funding increase of
between $2 and2# billion a year for private schools compared to their actual funding in
2009. Catholic schools would receive the largest increaséween $1.3 anéil.6billion.
Independent schools would gain between $0.75 arfil Hillion. The range of estimates
depends on how targeted funding is desiggredl measured.

In contrast, governnme schools would lose between $7.3 an@3¥billion a year compared

to their actual funding in 20089. The range of estimates depends on how government
school funding is measured and how targeted funding is designed. If the user cost of capital
charge ixcluded from the measure of government school funding, the losses would range
from $2.9 to $@7 billion a year.

In per capita terms, the funding increase for private schools would range X694 %
$2134per studentThe increase for Catholic scheakanges from $810 to £,317 per

studentThe increase for Independent schooless at betwee$il, 537 and$1,882per

student.

Government school funding would decrebgebetween $245 andb117 per student if user
cost of capital is included fromehactual funding figures in 20a8. If it is excluded the
decrease would range from,3&6 to §.17 per student.

Estimate 4 isitemore realisticset ofestimateslt includes targeted funding for equity groups
(including low SES students) based on curfanding levels and excludéhe user cost of
capital from actual government expenditure in 2008 These estimatastiow that
government funding for Catholic schools would increase by a totdl.6b#lion, or $,317
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per student; by@&9 billion for Independent schools, ot882per student; and would fall for
government schools by 7. billion, or $117 per student.

Catholic schools would receive a total of $7.37 billion in government funding compared to
their actual funding in 2009 of $5.74 billiomdependent schools would receive $4.14 billion
compared to actual funding of $3.23 billion and government schools would get $26.14 billion
compared to $26.41 in 20@8.

Total funding for Independent schools would be $17,847 per student comparegr@a6$13

per Catholic school student and $11,448 per government school student. Independent school
funding would be 56% higher than that of government schools and Catholic school funding
would be 20% higher than in government schools.

As in the case of the \8estimates,tiis probable that the private school increases are slightly
underestimated and that the government school decreases arestivesited.

7. Comparison of the ISV and CIS models

The ISV and CIS models are broadly similar, including both basegunty funding

components. However, they are designed quite differently and this leads to different funding
increases for Catholic and Independent schools and different funding decreases for
government schools.

The base funding components are siniildne weighted average funding in the ISV model is
$9,737 per student compared to $10,000 per student in the CIS model. However, the base
funding component is applied differently in the two models.

The ISV model provides the same base funding componehisto@ents without regard to
other sources of funding. In contrast, the CIS model provides the same base funding
component only to students in schools whose fees are $5,000 @dkssls charging fees
beyond $5,000 would have their public funding restlion a sliding scale until a minimum
entitlement funding of $3,000 per student is reached. This affects funding for Independent
schools significantly because they have much larger enrolments in schools with fees over
$5,000 per student than Catholic sdsoo

As a result, the ISV model provides a much larger increase in the base funding component for
Independent schools than the CIS model. Under the ISV model, Independent schools would
receive $4.9 billion in base funding compared to $3.9 billion un@ée€t8 model (Tables B1

& D1).

The equity funding components also differ between the models. The ISV model excludes
funding for low SES students while the CIS model includes this funding. However, this does
not significantly affect total equity funding uedthe two models. Private schools would
receive about $200 million more under the CIS model than under the ISV model (Tables B1
& D1). The increase is slightly higher for Catholic schools.

It should be noted that two different equity loadings are uséuki preferred estimates of the
impact of the two models. The loadings in the ISV model are based on ACER survey data
while those for the CIS model are based on identified program expenditure which is much
higher than that figures derived from the surdata. However, this application of different
loadings does not lead to reduced equity funding under the ISV model because its exclusion
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of funding for low SES students means that the actual per capita loadings used in the
preferred estimates are higherriithe 0.15 loading used in the preferred CIS estimates. This
is because students with disabilities receive a very high funding loading and form a high
proportion of total targeted equity enrolments when low SES students are excluded.

The decrease in getnment funding is much larger under the ISV model than the CIS model
- $2.51 billion compared to $0.27 billion, a difference of $2.24 billion [Tables B1 & D1].

This is due to differences in the base funding component and equity funding. The base
funding @mponent in the ISV model is about $0.8 billion less than in the CIS model because
of the different per student rates while equity funding is $1.44 billiorblesause of the
exclusion of low SES students fraire funding loadings

Total school resourcéfrom private and government sources) per student would be much
higher for Independent schools under the ISV me&&P,609 per student compared to
$17,847 [Table E1]. Totaksources itCatholic schools would be similar under the two
models- $13,511 ad $13,706. Totalesourcing ofjovernment schools would be higher
under the CIS model than the ISV mod#lL1,448 compared to $10,467.

8. Entitlement funding models will foster greater inequity in
education

The twoentitlementmodels proposely the ISV andCIS as an alternative to the current
funding regimes for government and private schools provide massive funding increases for
private schoolsThe ISV model provides a much larger increase to Independent schools than
to Catholic schooldNeither model praides increased funding for government schools. At
best, there would be little to no change in government school funding; at worst, government
schools would suffer a massive reduction in funding.

Massive increase in government funding of private schools

The most realistiestimates of thaggregaténcreases/decreasisgovernment fundingre
summarisedn Charts 7o 9.

The ISV modelvould increasgovernment funding foindependent schools by $1.8 billion
over their actual funding in 20Q€hart 7] This represents an increase of 5g%bart 8] or
$3,644 per stude€Chart 9] The increase for Independent schools is over double that for
Catholic schools in percentage terms. Catholic schools would gain an addiidnaillion,
an increase of 26% ovéreir actual funding in 2009 his represents an increase ofl&2

per studentThe total funding increase for private schools would be $3.3 billion.

As theauthor of theCIS studyacknowledgesa full student entitlement model like the ISV
model isfiextraordinarilyexpensivé and Awoul d require billions
public expendi t ul).dhke C[Siportitsaelfadmits a m 2011

A UWSF (universal weighted student fundirg)stem that indiscriminately provides every child with a
baseertitlement to cover the full cost of schooling as determined by a resource stamddddequire
a huge increase in public fundirffuckingham?011a: 15]

However, the CIS model itself would increase government funding of private schools by over
$2.5 billion a year. lwould increase government funding for Catholic schools by a total of
$1.6 billion, or $2,317 per student and by $0.9 billion for Independent schools ($1,882 per
student). The percentage increases are the same at 28%.
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Chart 7: Total Funding Increases/Decreases Under the ISV
CIS Entitlement Models ($ billion)
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Chart 8: Total Funding Increases/Decreases Under the ISV
CIS Entitlement Models (%)
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Chart 9: Funding Increases/Decreases Under the ISV & (
Entitlement Models ($ per student)
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In contrast to these massive increases for private schools, the ISV model would reduce
funding for government schools by $2.5 billion, or $1,098 per student, a decrease of 9%. As
noted abve, the large part of this decrease is due to the exclusion of low SES students from
funding loadings. Low SES students form a much larger proportion of government school
enrolments than for the Independent and Catholic sectors. Part of the decreasedoeyob
overestimation of actual total government school funding in 2009 (due to the inclusion of
payroll tax and student transport expenditure).

Government school funding would decrease by $0.27 billib¥), or $117 per student,

under the CIS moderhis is a relatively small decrease and it may be due teastgnation

of actual total government school funding in 2009. At best, then, the CIS model would only
maintain government school funding while providing a very large increase for private
schools

Massive increases in government funding for the wealthiest private
schools

The ISV entitlement model, in particular, reflects naked self interest. The ISV represents the
wealthiest school sector and it is these schools that most benefit fiomoptse funding
model.

According to the My School website, 272,905 Independent school students in Australia (56%
of total Independent students) are enrolled in 472 schools with annual average fees of over
$5,000 per student. These schools will collect $2libbifrom the ISV entitlement model

based on the average entitlemieasefunding of $9,737 per studerchools with fees over
$10,000 will collect $1.5 billion. The model will also deliver $0.6 billion to 63 Catholic
schools with fees over $5,000 perdsat.
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In particular, the model will provideevy high percentage increases in base funding to the
wealthiest Independent schools. Base funding for 21 elite NSW Independent schools would
increase by191 million, or by207% over their government fundirig 2009 compared ta

total funding increase &5% for all Independent schools [Chart 10, Table Faf.example,

The Scots College would gain an increase of 337%, SCEGGS Redlands would get a 313%
increase, Ascham a 286% increase, Ravenswood 271%, Grkrd&®%, and Sydney

Grammar 257%These increases do not include any equity funding.

Chart 10: Increase in Base Government Funding for Eli
NSW Independent Schools Under the ISV Model (%)
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Source: Attachment F.

In Victoria, 21 elite Independent schools will receive an increa$é®f million, or204% in

their base funding from governments [Chart 11 Tae F 2] . For exampl e,
would get an increase in base funding of 374%, Lauriston would get a 308% increase,

Korowa a 291% increase, Melbourne Grammar 278%, Scotch College 273%, and Ruyton
271%.

In Queensland, government base funding foeltt@ schools would increase Bg1 million,

or by92% (Table F3); by$58 million (118% for 11 elite South Australian schools (Table

F4); by$77 million (L09% for 14 elite Western Australian schools [Table;EBid by $28

million (174%) for three elite ET Independent schodl$able F6]. The increases would be

less than in NSW and Victoria but the majority of these schools would have their government
funding more than doubled.

In total, 80 of the wealthiest schools in Australia would colle@f@million in governnent
base funding a year under the ISV model compare880 illion in total government
funding in 2009. With equity funding, these schools would gain even more.

These schools have already received massive funding increases under the SES funding model
between 2001 and 201Eederal Government funding per student in 17 select NSW private
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schools increased by an average of 109% between 2001 and 2009 and by 185% in 16 select
Victorian private schools [SOS 2011].

Chart 11 : Increase in Base Government Funding of Eli
Victorian Independent Schools Under the ISV Model (%
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Source: Attachment F.

In contrast to theSV model, he CIS makes some concession to equity by recognising that

Afeme independent schools clearly do not Onee
income alone exceeds several times the total resource leeelsime r  and thafio bt s O

difficult to justify providing extra public funds to already we#lsourced students and

s ¢ h o[Buckingham 2014& 14,16]. However, it is ahetoricalconcession. This model will
delivertotal base funding d#1.8 billiona yearto Independent schoolgth fees of over

$5,000 a year and $0.5 billion to similar Catholic schools, that is, it will provide over $2

billion a yearto already welresourced students and schools.

Private schools gain a massive resource advantage over government
schools

The ncreases in government funding for Independent and Catholic schools under both
models will provide a massive resource advantage to private schools. Private schools will
have far greater totaésourcegfrom private and governmesburce¥than government
schools [Chart 2, Table E1

Under the ISV model, total resources per studeirtdependent schoeWwill be nearly

double that of government schaol®tal resources in Catholic schools will 3@% higher

than in governmergchools. Totatesourcesor Independent schools would be $19,609 per
student compared to $13,511 per Catholic school student and $10,467 per government school
student.

The disparity between the total resources of private and government schools would be less,
but still large, undethe CIS model. dtal resourcegor Independent schools would be
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$17,847 per student compared to $13,706 per Catholic school student and $11,448 per
government school student. Independent sctesmlurcesvould be 56% higher than that of
government schooknd Catholic schoaksourcesvould be 20% higher than in government
schools.

Chart 12: Total School Resources (Private + Govt) Under t
ISV & CIS Entitlement Models ($ per student)
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Source: Attachment E.

In particular, the large funding increases for the wealthiest Independent private schools will
give them a massive resource advantage over governoiaals. The average level of
resources per student in elite Independent schools in NSW and Victoria will be over three
times that available to government schools [Charts 13 & 14].

The total resources of many Independent schools in NSW will be betwe@©9&2Hd

$40,000 per student (excluding any equity funding) compared to $10,467 per student in
government schools (including equity funding). These schools include Ascham, Cranbrook,
St. Catherines, SCEGGS Darlinghurst, SCEGGS Redlands and Sydney Grahemar.
average resource advantage for 21 Independent schools over government schools will be
$23,937 per student.

In Victoria, only Geelong Grammar and Melbourne Grammar will have total resources of
over $35,000rhe large majority of other elite Independeahools will have between

$30,000 and $35,000 per student compared to $10,467 in government schools. The average
resource advantage for the 21 elite schools over government schools will be $21,881 per
student.
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