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Recommendations  

Save Our Schools recommends that: 

 

1. Achieving equity in education outcomes should be adopted as the major education 

policy objective by all Australian governments. It should comprise a dual equity 

objective which incorporates: 

a. Completion of Year 12 or its equivalent by all students (the adequate education 

objective); and  

b. The achievement of similar average outcomes by students from all social groups 

including high SES, low SES, Indigenous and remote area students (the social 

equity objective). 

 

2. Governments should formulate a five-year funding program to reduce the large 

achievement gaps between high SES students and low SES, Indigenous and remote 

areas students. Government schools should have priority in future increases in school 

funding because they enrol the vast majority of low SES, Indigenous and remote area 

students. The program should include a multi-billion dollar increase in funding for 

government schools over the five-year period.   

 

3. The SES funding model for private schools should be terminated and replaced by a 

new integrated funding model for government and private schools which also 

integrates funding by federal and state/territory governments. 

 

4. A new integrated school funding model for government and private schools should be 

developed which consists of the following principles and features: 

a. A community standard of resources for all schools which, for immediate practical 

purposes, should be set as the resources currently available to high SES 

government schools where a very high proportion of students achieve an adequate 

education. An expert task force should be established to develop a community 

resource standard for Australian schools for the longer term.  

b. Baseline and supplementary funding components: 

 The baseline funding component should ensure that all schools meet the 

community standard of resourcing;  

 An individual equity funding adjustment to ensure that all students not 

achieving expected progress are able to complete Year 12 or its equivalent. 

This adjustment includes an individual student component and a school 

composition component based on differing proportions of disadvantaged 

students;  

 A social equity funding adjustment to ensure that all students from different 

social groups achieve similar average outcomes.  

c. The baseline component for all government schools should be fixed at the 

community standard but with differences between schools according to Year 

levels, school size and location.  

d. The baseline component for private schools should vary between schools to take 

account of the resources provided from private sources of funding and a discount 

factor which varies according to the extent to which private schools meet the same 

social and democratic obligations of government schools.  

 The baseline funding component for private schools should bring schools 

below the community standard of resources up to the government school 
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community standard after taking into account fees and other sources of private 

income and if they meet the same public obligations of government schools.  

 Schools that adopt selective or discriminatory enrolment policies or provide 

less than a comprehensive curriculum would receive less than 100 per cent of 

their eligible baseline component. 

 Private schools whose private-sourced income exceeds the government school 

community standard should not be entitled to the baseline funding component.  

e. All private schools should be entitled to the same individual and social equity 

supplementary funding components as government schools. 

 

5. A transitional period should be established to allow time for schools to adjust to the 

new funding arrangements.  

 

6. Government funding for government and private schools should be indexed against 

education costs. 

 

7. The review committee should consider recommending the establishment of a federal 

schools commission to integrate federal and state/territory government funding of 

school education.  
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Summary 

The Save Our Schools submission to the School Funding Review calls for an increase in 

funding for government schools of $6-9 billion a year to start reducing the large achievement 

gaps between rich and poor in Australia. It recommends that the current funding model for 

private schools be terminated and replaced by a new funding model which integrates 

government funding of government and private schools. It suggests that a federal schools 

commission be established to co-ordinate school funding.  

 

The new integrated school funding model for government and private schools would consist 

of a community standard of resources for all schools, a baseline funding component and 

equity funding components. 

Increasing equity in education is the main policy priority 

The submission says that achieving equity in education outcomes is the major challenge 

facing Australian education and that all governments should give priority to reducing the 

achievement gaps between rich and poor. It recommends that achieving equity in education 

should consist of dual goals.  

 

First, all students should be expected and supported to achieve an adequate education to 

enable them to fully participate in adult society. This is called the adequacy objective. It 

means that all students should complete Year 12 or its equivalent.  

 

At present, high proportions of students from low socio-economic status (SES) families, 

Indigenous students and remote area students are not making expected progress in school and 

are do not complete Year 12.  

 

In 2009, 22-28% of low SES 15 year-old students did not achieve international proficiency 

standards in reading, mathematics and science in 2009. Thirty-five to 40% of Indigenous 

students and 24-33% of remote area students did not achieve the standards. 

 

In 2008, 42% of low SES and 49% of remote area students failed to complete Year 12. Some 

55% of Indigenous students enrolled in Years 7/8 fail to progress through to Year 12 

 

Second, students from different social groups, including high SES, low SES, Indigenous and 

remote area students should achieve similar average outcomes. This is called the social equity 

objective.  

 

The distribution of education outcomes between different social groups has a key bearing on 

access to occupations and positions of power in society. Even if all young people achieve the 

threshold, large inequalities in outcomes above the threshold can still occur between social 

groups and differentially affect the life chances of individuals according to their membership 

of social groups. 

 

At present, there are massive differences between the results of high SES students and low 

SES, Indigenous and remote area students. On average, 15 year-old low SES students are two 

to three years behind high SES students in reading, mathematics and science. The gaps have 

increased slightly since 2006. Low SES students enrolled in schools with a high proportion of 

students from low SES families are nearly four years behind students from high income 

families in high SES schools. 
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Fifteen year-old Indigenous students are three to four years behind high SES students and 

remote area students are two to three years behind. 

A massive boost in funding for government schools is needed to 
improve equity in education 

The large proportion of low SES, Indigenous and remote area students attend government 

schools. Nearly 80% of low SES, 86% of Indigenous students and 84% of remote area 

students are enrolled in government schools across Australia.  

 

As a result, government schools face a much bigger challenge than private schools in dealing 

with education disadvantage. They have more to do with their resources. Yet, government 

schools have much fewer resources than Independent schools and similar resources to 

Catholic schools.  

 

Average total expenditure in government schools in Australia in 2007-08 (the latest year for 

which comparative figures are available) was $10,723 per student compared to $15,147 in 

Independent schools and $10,399 in Catholic schools. The average expenditure in all private 

schools was $12,303 per student. 

 

Yet, government funding increases have favoured private schools over the past decade. 

Funding for government schools increased by 67% between 1998-99 and 2007-08 compared 

to 84% for Catholic schools and 112% for Independent schools. Large funding increases have 

gone to schools serving the wealthiest families in Australia. Thus, government funding 

increases have favoured supporting privilege over reducing disadvantage.  

 

The SOS submission recommends that governments should formulate a five-year funding 

program to reduce the large achievement gaps between high SES students and low SES, 

Indigenous and remote areas students. The program should include a multi-billion dollar 

increase in funding for government schools over the five-year period.   

 

The submission estimates that an additional $6-9 billion a year is needed to ensure an 

adequate education for all low SES, Indigenous and remote area students. Even larger 

increases are needed to eliminate the achievement gap between these students and high SES 

students.  

Government funding for private schools should be overhauled 

The submission recommends that the SES funding model for private schools should be 

terminated. It says that the model is inequitable, wasteful, capricious and incoherent.  

 

The SES model has diverted millions and millions of dollars in taxpayer funds to the 

wealthiest families and schools in Australia while those most in need are denied adequate 

funding. These funds could be better and more equitably used by being diverted to private 

and government schools that serve low income, Indigenous and other students in need.  

 

Only about half of all private schools are funded according to their measured SES. The rest 

are over-funded and this costs the taxpayer over $700 million a year. Most of this over-

funding goes to higher SES schools. No low SES private school is over-funded. The total 

over-funding has amounted to around $6 billion for 2001-2012. 

 

The scheme delivers significantly different levels of funding to private schools with the same 

or a similar SES index score.  A funding link to government school costs means that 
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increased funding for disadvantaged students, Indigenous students and students with 

disabilities in government schools automatically flows on in part to private schools even if 

they have none or few of these students and increases inequity in funding between 

government and private schools.  

 

The scheme is based on a flawed methodology for measuring socio-economic status. It has 

failed to stem private school fee increases, especially amongst the high fee schools, as 

promised when it was introduced.  

A new funding model   

The submission recommends that the SES funding model be replaced by a new integrated 

funding model for government and private schools which also integrates funding by federal 

and state/territory governments. It suggests the establishment of a federal schools commission 

to co-ordinate government funding for schools. 

 

A new integrated school funding model for government and private schools should have four 

main features: a community standard of resources, a baseline funding component, an 

individual equity funding component; and a social equity funding component. 

1. A community standard of resources for all schools  

The community standard or resources for schools should be established which provides the 

base resources for achieving an adequate education across a comprehensive curriculum. For 

immediate practical purposes, it should be set as the resources currently available to high SES 

government schools where a very high proportion of students achieve an adequate education. 

An expert task force should be established to develop a community resource standard for 

Australian schools for the longer term.  

 

The community standard would vary slightly between schools according to school sector 

(primary or secondary), Year levels, school size and location. 

2. A baseline funding component 

The baseline funding component should ensure that all schools meet the community standard 

of resourcing.   

  

The baseline component for all government schools should be fixed at the community 

standard.  

 

The baseline component for private schools should vary between schools to take account of 

the resources provided from private sources of funding and a discount factor which varies 

according to the extent to which private schools meet the same social and democratic 

obligations of government schools.  

 

The baseline funding component for private schools should bring schools below the 

community standard of resources up to the government school community standard after 

taking into account fees and other sources of private income. The full difference between 

private sourced funding and the government school community standard would be provided 

to private schools that adopt inclusive, non-selective enrolment practices and provide access 

to a comprehensive curriculum. 

 

Schools that adopt selective or discriminatory enrolment policies or provide less than a 

comprehensive curriculum would receive less than 100 per cent of their eligible baseline 
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component. For example, schools which select students on the basis of ability, income, 

religious or other background characteristics would not be entitled to the full baseline funding 

component. Neither would schools which fail to provide a comprehensive curriculum which 

includes teaching of aspects of science such as evolution, sex education and vocational 

education. 

 

Private schools should therefore be classified into funding categories according to the extent 

to which they enrol students on a socially inclusive, non-discriminatory basis and the extent 

to which they provide a comprehensive curriculum. The resulting classification would specify 

the maximum percentage of baseline government funding which schools in each category 

would receive. 

 

Private schools whose private-sourced income exceeds the government school community 

standard should not be entitled to the baseline funding component. 

3. Individual equity funding component 

All government and private schools would be eligible for equity funding. Equity funding 

should consist of two components – an individual equity funding adjustment and a social 

equity funding adjustment.  

 

The individual equity funding component should be directed at ensuring that all students not 

achieving expected progress are able to complete Year 12 or its equivalent. It would be 

available to all schools in which over five per cent of students are not achieving adequate 

outcomes as they proceed through school. The baseline funding component should be 

sufficiently flexible to allow schools to provide additional support for very low proportions of 

students not making expected progress.  

 

This component consists of two adjustments: an individual student component and a school 

composition component based on differing proportions of disadvantaged students.   

 

Different needs adjustments will be required for students with different background 

characteristics as their average results differ. This will require different per student funding 

weightings for different backgrounds. The per student funding weightings should have regard 

to research findings about the resources necessary to ensure that students from these targeted 

equity groups achieve an adequate education. The effective weightings applied in Australia 

seem to be about 1.2 or 1.3 at most, while many research studies show that weightings of 2.0 

or over are necessary to provide an adequate education to low SES and minority students. 

 

A school composition component should allow for high proportions of students who are not 

making expected progress. Studies show that a student attending a school where the average 

SES of the student body is low is likely to have lower outcomes than a student from a similar 

background attending a school where the average SES of the student body is high. Therefore, 

the funding weighting should be higher for schools with higher proportions of low SES and 

other students whose backgrounds are associated with lower achievement. 

4. Social equity funding component 

Achieving an adequate education for all students is the first stage in improving equity in 

education. The second stage is to deliver similar average outcomes for students from different 

social groups, for example, that low SES students achieve similar results to high SES 
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students. Schools with high proportions of low SES, Indigenous and remote area students 

should be provided with additional funding to increase social equity in education outcomes.  
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1. Defining equity in education 

The issues paper published for the Review of School Funding inquiry states that it is the 

panel‟s intention to focus on educational equity as a key issue in its review. The paper adopts 

a sound definition of equity: “...equity should ensure that differences in educational outcomes 

are not the result of differences in wealth, income, power or possessions”.  

 

A critical question is how this definition should be interpreted. Save Our Schools proposes 

that equity in education should refer to equity in outcomes and incorporate both an individual 

and a social aspect.  

 

From an individual perspective, equity in education outcomes should mean that all children 

receive an adequate education. From a social perspective, equity in education should mean 

that children from different social groups achieve similar average results. However, equity in 

education outcomes does not mean that all children should be expected to achieve the same 

results. 

1.1 Equity in education outcomes 

Historically, many discussions of equity in education have focussed on inputs into education 

such as physical and human resources or the funding required to provide such resources. 

Some see educational equity as meaning equal educational resources or inputs for all 

students, for which per-student expenditure is often considered a proxy.  

 

However, students are different in terms of what they need to reach any particular level of 

achievement. Some students will achieve at much lower levels at a given input level than 

others because they come from a disadvantaged social environment or because they have 

special educational needs.  

 

It is educational outcomes rather than inputs which are the ultimate focus of education policy 

goals. Inputs to education are a means to an end, namely, the education outcomes expected 

for all children in modern society. Because the needs of students differ, achieving equity in 

education is likely to require unequal resources applied to different students. To give priority 

to equity in education inputs for students is to pursue a goal of inequity in education 

outcomes. 

 

The Review committee‟s definition of equity clearly sees it in terms of education outcomes. 

This is a sound approach. Achieving equity in education outcomes should be adopted as the 

major education policy objective by all Australian governments. However, this objective 

needs to be expanded upon to provide clear direction for education policy and school 

funding. Save Our Schools proposes that equity in education should comprise a dual 

objective: 

 All children should receive an adequate education; and 

 Children from different social groups should achieve similar average results. 

An adequate education for all 

A key component of equity in education is the goal that all children should receive a 

threshold level of education which enables them to make their own way as adults in society 

and to contribute to that society. This can be viewed as a democratic minimum or threshold in 

education. In some discussions, it is referred to as an “adequate education”, a concept that has 

played a key role in recent court decisions in the United States about the funding of public 

education.  
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Society has a moral obligation to ensure that all children receive an adequate education. 

Indeed, the moral authority of a society that calls itself a democracy depends in no small part 

on providing all its citizens with an adequate education. It is a matter of justice and a moral 

obligation of society that all children should receive a minimum formal education required to 

make their own way as adults in society and to contribute to society. 

 

It is also in society‟s interest to ensure that all children receive an adequate education. Social 

waste is incurred if some children do not receive an adequate education. It means that human 

talents that could contribute to society are not fostered. All children have talents that can be 

realised through education and formal learning. By failing to develop those talents, society 

incurs lost opportunities for its development and enrichment. 

 

Further social waste is incurred by the long-term social and financial costs of inadequate 

education.  Inadequate education for some leads to large public and social costs in the form of 

lower income and economic growth [Gradstein et.al. 2005; Machin & Vignoles 2005; Goldin 

& Katz 2008], reduced tax revenues, and higher costs of health care, social security and crime 

[Belfield & Levin 2007]. 

 

In today‟s society, an adequate education should mean successful completion of Year 12 or 

its equivalent. Those who do not complete Year 12 are to a large extent cut off from further 

education and training and have limited future employment prospects. All students should 

complete Year 12 to gain the knowledge and skills they require to enter the workforce or to 

go on to further education in TAFE or university.  

Students from different social groups should achieve similar outcomes 

Whatever the minimum threshold adopted, the distribution of education outcomes between 

different social groups has a key bearing on access to occupations and positions of power in 

society. Even if all young people achieve the threshold, large inequalities in outcomes above 

the threshold can still occur between social groups and differentially affect the life chances of 

individuals according to their membership of social groups.  

 

Some groups of students may continue to obtain a lesser education than more privileged 

groups because their average results are significantly below those of other groups. For 

example, average outcomes of students from high socio-economic status (SES) families could 

still be much higher than for those from low SES families if high SES students continue to 

comprise a disproportionate number of those achieving at the higher levels of attainment 

while low SES students are clustered just above the minimum threshold. In these 

circumstances, high SES students will remain a privileged social group in terms of access to 

higher education and the higher paying occupations and status positions in society.  

 

Equity in education therefore should also mean that students from different social groups 

achieve similar average results as well as the minimum threshold level of attainment expected 

for all students. There is no reason in principle to consider that innate intelligence and talents 

of low SES, Indigenous, ethnic and remote area students are somehow less than those of high 

SES students. No social, racial or geographic group of students is innately more intelligent or 

talented than others.  

 

Large disparities in school outcomes are also a measure of the potential to improve workforce 

skills and productivity [see Goldin & Katz 2008]. The prime minister has emphasised the 



13 

 

need to improve Australia‟s productivity. Eliminating inequity in education outcomes would 

be a huge boost to productivity. 

 

However, achieving equity in education does not mean that all students should achieve 

exactly the same outcomes. While all students should achieve an adequate education, it will 

involve different results for individual students. Social equity in education means that 

students from different social groups should have similar results in terms of group averages. 

This will involve different results for students within each group, with some in each group 

achieving higher results and some around the minimum threshold.  

1.2 Equality of opportunity in education 

The goal of equity in education outcomes is a more socially just one than the commonly 

advocated goal of equality of opportunity.  

 

Equality of opportunity has long been the goal of those striving for a more democratic 

education system and to extend education to vast numbers of people previously excluded 

from extended schooling. Traditionally, it has been interpreted as providing all students with 

the opportunity to pursue their talents. The strong value behind this idea is that the quality of 

education received by each child should not be dependent on the level of wealth and 

education his or her family.  

 

However, there is also a strong meritocratic aspect to this idea. Equal opportunity in 

education involved the removal of hindrances to the development of individual talent and 

diligence, irrespective of social origin. The most able must be identified and educated to the 

hilt of their potential, quite irrespective of their social origins. Its core belief is that everyone 

should have an equal opportunity to succeed and have access to the highest status occupations 

and positions of power and influence. It is the role of the education system to identify these 

talented people.  

 

If everyone has a chance, according to the rules, to win the prize in open competition with 

their peers, then winners (and losers) deserve what they have earned. Everyone has had an 

equal opportunity to fulfil their potential. In this sense, equality of opportunity means equal 

chances to become unequal.  

 

The idea of equality of opportunity is often seen as providing the opportunities to learn 

without reference to the outcomes. It does not require any particular level of achievement for 

all students. It is also consistent with wide inequalities in outcomes between students from 

different social backgrounds. Students are given the opportunity to find success and if they 

fail to take up these opportunities it is attributed to their lack of talent or motivation. Those 

who do not succeed are judged to be not capable of succeeding. As a result, many see the 

concept equality of opportunity in education as inherently flawed and fundamentally unjust. 

 

As such, equality of educational opportunity is a recipe for continuing inequity. It is a 

fundamentally unjust principle. Adoption of equality of opportunity as an education goal fails 

to challenge the massive social inequities in education. As a result, these inequalities may be 

legitimised as the natural order of things.  

 

Despite these criticisms, the idea of equality of opportunity has a strong resonance in the 

community as the right of all children to have a successful education to a high level, 

irrespective of family background. It can be viewed not just as providing the opportunity to 
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succeed at school but the opportunity to succeed in life.  It should be seen as the equality of 

opportunity to participate fully in adult society or equality of opportunity in future prospects. 

Such an interpretation of equality of opportunity is not dissimilar to the idea of providing 

each child with the capacities needed for adulthood and participation in modern society. Nor 

is it inconsistent with the idea that students from different social groups should have similar 

prospects as adults. 

1.3 Conclusion 

Equity in education outcomes should be seen as a dual objective incorporating both 

individual and social equity. Achievement of a minimum threshold level of education (an 

adequate education) for all students should be a fundamental goal of public education. 

However, this is not enough to achieve equity in education. Achieving social equity in 

education should also be a fundamental goal. This means that low SES, Indigenous, ethnic 

and provincial and remote area students should achieve similar outcomes to students from 

high SES families.  

 

The School Funding Review should adopt this dual equity objective and design a funding 

model to achieve it. Achieving equity in education is a demanding goal given existing 

inequalities in outcomes. It will require a substantial boost in funding for government schools 

because they enrol the vast majority of low SES, Indigenous and remote area students.  

2. Inequity in school outcomes in Australia 

Without doubt, improving equity in education is the biggest challenge facing Australia‟s 

education system. Australia has a high quality education system. It has high average results in 

reading, mathematics and science by international standards and it ranks consistently amongst 

the top performing countries, although it has slipped slightly in recent years. However, 

Australia fails to match several other high performing countries on equity. It has a low equity 

school system.  

2.1 Many students do not achieve an adequate education 

Australia has a long way to go in ensuring an adequate education for all children. Many 

students are not achieving international proficiency benchmarks and many are not completing 

Year 12.  

 

The latest results of the Programme for International Student Assessments (PISA) show that a 

significant proportion of 15 year-old students are not achieving international benchmark 

standards. About 14% did not achieve the international proficiency benchmarks in reading, 

mathematics and science in 2009 [Thomson et.al 2010]. There has been no reduction in these 

proportions since 2000. 

 

High proportions of low income, Indigenous and remote area students are not achieving the 

PISA proficiency standards. Twenty-two to 28% of low SES students did not achieve 

proficiency standards in reading, mathematics and science in 2009. Thirty-five to 40% of 

Indigenous students and 24-33% of remote area students did not achieve the standards. 

 

On average, 34% of students in Australia did not complete Year 12 in 2008 and this 

proportion has increased slightly since 2000 [MCEETYA 2008: Tables 32 & 33].
1
 High 

proportions of low income, Indigenous and remote area students do not complete Year 12. In 

                                                 
1
 These figures are completion rates for Year 12. They are calculated as the proportion of the estimated 

population that could attend Year 12 in a calendar year who complete Year 12. 
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2008, 42% of students from low SES families and 49% of remote area students failed to 

complete Year 12 [MCEETYA 2008: Tables 32 & 34]. Some 55% of Indigenous students 

enrolled in Years 7/8 fail to progress through to Year 12 [ABS 2010: Table 15].
2
 

2.2 Large achievement gaps 

There are large differences in school outcomes in Australia between rich and poor students, 

between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students and between remote area and metropolitan 

students. The gaps between Indigenous and remote area students and high SES students are 

very large. 

Low SES students achievement gaps 

The 2009 PISA results show that, on average, low SES 15 year-old students are two to three 

years behind high SES students in reading, mathematics and science. They are nearly three 

years behind in reading, just over two years behind in mathematics and about 2½ years 

behind in science. The differences in average score points between low and high SES 

students in reading, mathematics and science were 91, 90 and 96 points respectively [Charts 1 

& 4]. The gaps increased noticeably between 2006 and 2009.  

 

 
Source: Thomson et.al. 2010 

Note: The gaps refer to the PISA point scale. For PISA 2009, one year‟s learning is equivalent to 33 points on 

the PISA reading scale, 41 points in mathematics and 37 points in science. 

 

There are even starker differences between the results of students from low SES families 

enrolled in schools with a high proportion of low SES students and students from high SES 

families enrolled in high SES schools. Results from PISA 2003 and 2006 show that low SES 

students enrolled in schools with a high proportion of students from low SES families are 

                                                 
2
 These figures are retention rates to Year 12. They are calculated as the proportion of students enrolled in Years 

7 in 2004 (or Year 8 in 2005 for some states) who were enrolled in Year 12 in 2009.  
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nearly four years behind students from high income families in high SES schools in reading, 

mathematics and science.  

 

Students from families in the lowest SES category and enrolled in the lowest SES schools 

scored 128 points below students in the highest SES family group enrolled in the highest SES 

schools in mathematics in 2006 [McConney & Perry 2010]. This difference was the 

equivalent of about 3½ years of schooling on the PISA scale. In the case of science, the 

difference was 142 points, or nearly four years of learning. The gap for reading in 2006 is not 

available, but the results from PISA 2003 show a difference of 143 points [Perry & 

McConney 2010a; Perry & McConney 2010b]. 

 

High proportions of low SES students are performing at the lowest levels and very low 

proportions at the highest levels. Twenty-two to 28% of low SES students did not achieve 

international proficiency standards in reading, mathematics and science compared to only 4-

5% of high SES students [Chart 2]. These gaps have increased since 2006. 

 

In contrast, the proportion of high SES students achieving the highest proficiency levels is 

about 5 times that of low SES students. Only 4-6% of low SES students achieved the highest 

proficiency standards compared with 25-29% of high SES students [Chart 3]. 

 

A recent report of the NSW Auditor-General shows that one or two in every 10 low income 

students are below minimum State standards in literacy and numeracy compared to one or 

two in every 100 high income students [Audit Office of NSW 2008]. In 2007, 11% of Year 3 

students in South Western Sydney and 9% in Western Sydney, both low income regions, 

were below minimum literacy and numeracy standards in 2007 compared to 1-2% of students 

in Northern Sydney which is a high income area. The achievement gap was huge for 

disadvantaged schools where 20% of students were below the Year 3 minimum standard in 

literacy and 15% were below the numeracy standard.  

 

A report by the Victorian Auditor-General found that the achievement gap between students 

from low- and high-SES schools was wide at all year levels for both literacy and numeracy 

[Auditor-General, Victoria 2009]. Students from low-SES schools were up to a year or more 

below the achievement level of their counterparts from high-SES schools for both literacy 

and numeracy. This achievement gap widened as students progressed through school from 

Years 3 to 9. In Year 9, the gap represented 15 months of learning for both literacy and 

numeracy.  

 

National data on school completion rates shows 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 failed to complete Year 12 compared to 23% of students from high 

SES families [MCEETYA 2008: Table 34]. 
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Source: Thomson et.al. 2010 

 

 

 
Source: Thomson et.al. 2010 
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Source: Thomson et.al. 2010 

Note: The gaps refer to the PISA point scale. For PISA 2009, one year‟s learning is equivalent to 33 points on 

the PISA reading scale, 41 points in mathematics and 37 points in science. 

 

Indigenous students achievement gaps  

The 2009 PISA results show that 15 year-old Indigenous students are 2-2½ years behind non-

Indigenous students and are three to four years behind high SES students. The differences in 

average score points between Indigenous and non-Indigenous students in reading, 

mathematics and science were 82, 76 and 81 respectively [Chart 1]. The gaps between 

Indigenous and high SES students were massive at 126, 120 and 128 points respectively 

[Chart 4]. There was little change in these gaps since 2006. 

 

High proportions of Indigenous students are performing at the lowest levels and very low 

proportions at the highest levels. In 2009, 35-40% of Indigenous students did not achieve the 

international benchmarks in reading, mathematics and science compared to 4-5% of high SES 

students [Chart 2]. In contrast, only 2-3% of Indigenous students achieved the highest 

proficiency standards compared to 25-29% of high SES students [Chart 3]. 

Remote area students achievement gaps 

Remote and very remote area 15 year-old students are about 18 months in learning behind 

metropolitan students, and are two to three years behind high SES students. The differences 

in average score points between remote area and metropolitan students in reading, 

mathematics and science were 50, 58 and 57 respectively [Chart 1]. The gaps between remote 

area and high SES students were 85, 93 and 98 points respectively [Chart 4]. The gap in 

reading between remote area and high SES students was larger than in 2006, but there was 

little change in the mathematics and science gaps. 

 

High proportions of remote area students are performing at the lowest levels and very low 

proportions at the highest levels. In 2009, 24-33% of remote area students did not achieve 
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international proficiency standards in reading, mathematics and science compared to 4-5% of 

high SES students [Chart 2]. In contrast, only 6-8% of remote area students achieved the 

highest standards compared to 25-29% of high SES students [Chart 3] 

 

The proportion of remote area students who failed to complete Year 12 is over double that of 

high SES students. In 2008, 49% of remote area students failed to complete Year 12 

compared to 23% of students from high SES families [MCEETYA 2008: Tables 32 & 34]. 

3. Government schools enrol the large proportion of disadvantaged 
students 

Government schools enrol the vast majority of students whose family backgrounds are 

associated with low levels of school achievement. Nearly 80% of low income students, 86% 

of Indigenous students and 83% of remote area students attend government schools. In 

addition, 80% of students with disabilities are enrolled in government schools. These students 

comprise a much larger proportion of government school enrolments than in private schools.  

3.1 Low income/low SES students 

According to the most recent census data, the vast majority of low income students attend 

government schools. In 2006, 77% of students from low income families attended 

government schools while only 15% attended Catholic schools and 9% attended Independent 

schools [Chart 5].  

 

 
Sources: Low income: Preston 2007; Indigenous: ABS, Schools Australia; Students in remote areas & students 

with disabilities: Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, unpublished.  
Notes: The low income enrolments are for 2006. 

 

Data derived from the 2009 PISA study shows that 35% of government secondary school 

students are from the lowest SES quartile, compared to about 16% of Catholic students and 

10% of students in Independent schools [Chart 6].  On the other hand, only 16% of 
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government school students are drawn from the highest SES quartile compared to almost 

30% of Catholic students and almost 50% of students in Independent schools.  

 

 
Source: Thomson 2010 

 

There is a long-standing perception that Catholic schools serve similar families to 

government schools. This is a myth, as the National Catholic Education Commission has now 

conceded in its submission to the school funding review. The socio-economic composition of 

Catholic schools is much closer to that of Independent schools than to government schools in 

terms of the proportion of low SES students.  

3.2 Other disadvantaged students 

The large majority of Indigenous students attend government schools. In 2009, 86% of all 

Indigenous students attended government schools while 9% attended Catholic schools and 

only 5% attended Independent schools [Chart 5]. The proportion of Indigenous and remote 

area students in government schools is about three times that in Catholic and Independent 

schools. Indigenous students accounted for 5.9% of government school enrolments in 2009 

compared to 2% in Catholic schools and 1.7% of Independent school enrolments [Chart 7]. 

 

In 2009, 84% of remote area students attended government schools while 13% attended 

Catholic schools and 4% attended Independent schools [Chart 5]. The proportion of 

remote/very remote area students in government school enrolments in Australia was double 

that in Catholic and four times that in Independent schools in 2009. Students from 

remote/very remote areas comprised 2.8% of government school enrolments in 2009 

compared to 1.2% of Catholic school enrolments and 0.7% of Independent enrolments [Chart 

7]. 

 

In 2009, 80% of all students with disabilities attended government schools while 15% 

attended Catholic schools and only 5% were enrolled in Independent schools [Chart 5]. 
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Students with disabilities comprised 5.7% of all government school enrolments in 2009 

compared to 3.5% of Catholic school enrolments and 2% of Independent school enrolments 

[Chart 7]. 

 

 
Sources: Indigenous: ABS, Schools Australia; Students in remote areas & students with disabilities: 

Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations, unpublished. 

 

4. Government schools are less well resourced than private 
schools to meet their challenges 

Government schools, therefore, face much greater challenges than private schools. They have 

much more to do with their resources. Yet, government schools have much less resources 

than Independent schools and only similar resources to Catholic schools. In addition, total 

expenditure in Catholic and Independent schools has increased by much more than in 

government schools since 1998-99.  

4.1 Estimates of total expenditure on schools 

Total expenditure per student in Independent schools is about 40% higher than in government 

schools and 45% higher than in Catholic schools. Average total expenditure in Independent 

schools in 2007-08 (the latest year for which comparative figures are available) was $15,147 

per student compared to $10,723 per student in government schools and $10,399 per student 

in Catholic schools [Chart 8; Appendix A, Table A1]. The average total expenditure for all 

private schools was $12,303.  

 

Government school expenditure was similar to Catholic schools in most jurisdictions. 

Government school expenditure was slightly above Catholic schools in NSW and Tasmania 

and slightly below Catholic schools in Victoria, Queensland and South Australia. It was 

significantly higher than for Catholic schools in Western Australia, the ACT and the Northern 

Territory. 
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The higher expenditure in government schools in Western Australia and the Northern 

Territory most likely reflects higher funding for Indigenous students who form a larger 

proportion of total enrolments in these jurisdictions, the large majority of whom attend 

government schools. In the case of the ACT, the lower expenditure by Catholic schools is 

because they get less funding than Catholic schools in other states under their SES funding 

deal.  

 

 
Source: National Report on Schooling in Australia, adjusted for incompatibilities between school sectors. See 

Appendix A & B. 

 

These figures are derived from official figures in the National Report on Schooling in 

Australia published by the national education ministers‟ council. They exclude the imputed 

cost of capital and payroll tax from government school expenditure because they are not 

included in official private school expenditure figures [see Appendix B].  

4.2 Increases in school expenditure 

Increases in school expenditure should distinguish between cost increases for existing 

resources, such as increased salary costs for the same number of teachers, and increases in 

actual resources such as more teachers, other staff, equipment and facilities. The increase in 

total expenditure per student adjusted for inflation, or real expenditure, shows the increase in 

actual school resources.  

 

Total expenditure (adjusted for inflation) in Independent schools has increased by much more 

than in government schools since 1998-99. The increase in Catholic schools was also 

significantly higher than in government schools.  

 

Real expenditure per student in government schools in Australia increased by $1,147 per 

student between 1998-99 and 2007-08 compared to increases of $1,739 and $2,207 per 

student in Catholic and Independent schools respectively [Chart 9; Appendix A, Table A1]. 
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The increase in Independent schools was nearly double that in government schools while the 

increase in Catholic schools was 52% more. 

 

 
Source: National Report on Schooling in Australia, adjusted for incompatibilities between school sectors. See 

Appendix A & B. 

 

Total expenditure per student in government schools increased by 1.85% a year compared to 

3.12% a year for private schools between 1998-99 and 2007-08 [Appendix A, Table A2]. It 

increased by 3.07% a year in Catholic schools and 2.63% a year in Independent schools.  

 

Independent schools had very high increases in real expenditure per student compared to 

government schools in most jurisdictions. Total real expenditure per student in Independent 

schools in Queensland and Tasmania increased by over three times the increase in 

government schools and the increase in Victoria was over double that in government schools. 

For example, the increase in Queensland Independent schools was $1,993 per student 

compared to $574 per government school student. The real increase in government school 

expenditure only exceeded that in Independent schools in Western Australia and the ACT. 

 

The increase in total real expenditure per student in Catholic schools exceeded that in 

government schools in most jurisdictions also. In NSW it increased by $541 more per student 

than in government schools, $768 more per student in Victoria, $1,112 per student in 

Queensland, $867 per student in South Australia, $788 per student in Tasmania and by 

$1,730 per student in the Northern Territory. The government school increase was 

significantly higher than for Catholic schools in Western Australia ($789) and the ACT 

($860). 

 

There was also wide variation in the increases in real expenditure in government schools 

between jurisdictions. The increases ranged from $574 per student in Queensland to $2,637 

per student in the ACT. The increases in Queensland and Tasmania were less than in other 
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states and territories. The highest increases were recorded in Western Australia, the ACT and 

the Northern Territory.  

 

The gap in total expenditure between government and Independent schools has more than 

doubled since 1998-99 while the gap between government and Catholic school expenditure 

decreased by more than half. In 1998-99, total expenditure per student in Independent schools 

was $1,971 (current $) more than in government schools; by 2007-08 it was $4,424 more per 

student [Appendix A, Table A1]. In 1998-99, expenditure in government schools was $852 

per student more than in Catholic schools; by 2007-08 this had reduced to $324. The gap 

between government school expenditure and average expenditure for all private schools 

increased from $124 to $1,580 per student. 

4.3 Data limitations mean that private school expenditure is under-
estimated 

The above figures are derived from adjustments to official figures published in the National 

Report on Schooling in Australia to improve the comparability of government and private 

school expenditure. The methodology and data sources are described in Appendix B. Private 

school expenditure has been converted to a financial year basis and government school 

expenditure has been adjusted to exclude the imputed user cost of capital and payroll tax. 

Depreciation has been excluded from the government school figures and direct capital 

expenditure included.  

 

However, it is not possible to ensure full comparability of the figures and many differences 

remain. In particular, official figures are not available for government school student 

transport, the revenue cost to government of tax deductible donations in government and 

private schools, expenditure on administration of funding and regulation of private schools, 

expenditure on shared government services for private schools and private financial 

contributions to government schools.  

 

For example, government school expenditure figures include school transport expenditure, 

which is not included in private school expenditure [MCEEDYA 2008]. Consistent data on 

school transport expenditure in government schools is not available from official published 

sources. However, the NSW and Queensland Budget Papers provide estimates of total 

expenditure on school transport in 2007-08 at $662 million and $156 million respectively 

[NSW Treasury 2008, Table 3.1; Queensland Treasury 2008, Table B.1]. These figures 

amount to $402 and $220 per government school student respectively when pro-rated for the 

proportion of government school enrolments in total enrolments. 

 

On the other hand, the government school expenditure figures do not include government 

school fees and voluntary parent financial contributions. For example, school fees are 

compulsory in South Australian government schools and some other states have compulsory 

materials fees in secondary school. In general, fees and other financial contributions appear to 

be very small, even trivial, in per capita terms. For example, NSW government schools 

collected $53 million from parent contributions in 2009 [NSWDET 2010], amounting to $72 

per student. Queensland government schools collected just over $15 million [Sunday Mail, 29 

August 2010], which amounted to $31 per student.  

 

Inclusion of these estimates in the above total expenditure figures on government schools  

would mean that total government school expenditure in NSW was $10,248 per student, or 

$251 per student less than in Catholic schools. In Queensland, total government school 



25 

 

expenditure would be $10,122 per student, or $600 less than in Catholic schools. If these 

figures were replicated across Australia, it is likely that government and Catholic school 

expenditure per student would be even closer than indicated above.  

 

It should be emphasised that the total expenditure estimates also exclude the cost of tax 

deductible donations, which are much more significant for private schools than government 

schools, government expenditure on administration of funding and regulation of private 

schools, and expenditure on shared government services for private schools.  

 

These limitations are likely to mean that the above total expenditure figures under-estimate 

actual total private school expenditure and over-estimate government school expenditure. 

5. Government funding increases have favoured privilege over 
disadvantage 

Despite the concentration of education disadvantage in government schools, government 

funding priorities have favoured private schools over the last decade. The largest percentage 

increases in government funding (federal, state and territory) have gone to private schools. 

Schools serving the wealthiest families in Australia continue to receive large and increasing 

amounts of government funding.  

5.1 Increases in government funding for government and private 
schools 

The most privileged school sector – Independent schools – received the largest increase in 

government funding over the last decade. Between 1998-99 and 2007-08, government 

funding per student in Independent schools in Australia increased by 112%, 84% for Catholic 

schools and 67% for government schools [Chart 10]. The average increase for all private 

schools was 89%. The percentage increase for Independent schools was over 1½ times the 

increase for government schools.  

 

Independent schools received the largest increases in government funding in all jurisdictions 

except the ACT. Government funding for Independent schools in NSW increased by 120%, 

132% in Victoria and 145% in Tasmania. The government funding increase for Independent 

schools in Victoria was double the increase for government schools and in Tasmania it was 

more than double the increase in government school funding. The increases in government 

funding for Independent and government schools in Western Australia were similar. 

The percentage increase in government funding for Catholic schools was larger than for 

government schools in all jurisdictions except Western Australia and the ACT. 

 

To add insult to injury, the higher costs associated with the greater extent of education 

disadvantage in government schools is a source of windfall gain for private schools. 

Government funding for private schools is linked to government school costs so that 

increases in funding for government schools automatically flow on to private schools. 

Government school costs are increased by the costs of a much higher proportion of 

enrolments of low SES, Indigenous, disability and remote area students than in private 

schools and private schools receive a portion of this higher expenditure even though their 

ratio of these students to total enrolments is much lower. A proportion of increased 

expenditure on disadvantaged students in government schools automatically flows to private 

schools even if they do not enrol any of these students. Effectively private schools receive a 

windfall gain in funding by virtue of the link with government school costs. 
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Private schools also receive a windfall gain from the ongoing shift of higher SES students to 

the private sector because they are, on average, lower cost students. The reduction in the 

proportion of lower cost students in government schools causes an increase in average 

expenditure per student, a proportion of which then flows to private schools by virtue of the 

funding link to government school costs. Thus, paradoxically, the shift of higher SES 

students to private schools results in an increase in government funding per student in these 

schools.  

 

 
Source: See Appendix B. 

5.2 Anomalies in official school funding figures 

The above figures on government funding for government and private schools shown in 

Chart 10 are in stark contrast to new figures released by the Productivity Commission in its 

Report on Government Services (RGS) 2011 which show that government school funding 

increased by more than government funding for private schools between 2004-05 and 2008-

09. However, these figures contain several anomalies which need to be explained [see 

Appendix C].  

 

Peculiarly, the increase in Commonwealth Government funding for private schools shown in 

the RGS is about half the increase in Average Government School Recurrent Costs 

(AGSRC), the benchmark which is used to provide annual supplementation for private 

schools under the SES funding model. This disparity is puzzling. It is just not possible for 

private schools to have received a lower increase in Commonwealth Government funding 

than that shown by the increase in AGSRC apart from for the small number of funding 

guaranteed schools which do not receive AGSRC increases.  

 

A second anomaly is that the Commission‟s estimate is also less than half that shown in the 

National Report on Schooling in Australia (NRS) published by the national education 

ministers‟ council. The RGS figures show a much lower increase in government funding for 
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private schools than for government schools in recent years while the NRS figures show that 

government funding for private schools has increased by much more than for government 

schools. 

 

The disparity is not explained by the fact that the NRS figures include capital and recurrent 

grants while the RGS only includes recurrent grants as the NRS figures are lower than the 

RGS figures for much of the period considered. 

 

Such anomalies in official data have long bedevilled informed public debate and caused 

much confusion about trends in government funding of schools. Resolving these anomalies is 

a key task for the school funding review. It should be noted that the Senate Economics 

Committee has requested an explanation of these anomalies from the Productivity 

Commission.  

6. Government schools need a massive funding increase 

Research studies show that large additional funding is needed to bring educationally 

disadvantaged students up to average levels of achievement. For example, several education 

cost studies show that the additional expenditure required for low income students to achieve 

at adequate levels is double or more the cost of educating an average student [Reschovsky & 

Imazeki 1998; Duncombe 2002; Duncombe &Yinger 2005. See also Baker 2006; Duncombe 

& Yinger 2008; Ladd 2008].  

 

The additional funding to be provided for education disadvantage in Australia under the 

Smarter Schools National Partnership between the federal, state and territory governments is 

far below this requirement. It is unlikely to make any significant reduction in the existing 

achievement gaps.  

 

The Smarter Schools National Partnership is to inject $1.5 billion into about 1700 low SES 

government and private schools over 7 years beginning from 2008-09 [DEEWRa]. A further 

$540 million will be provided to another 900 government and private schools over 4 years to 

improve literacy and numeracy outcomes [DEEWRb]. This program is intended to provide 

additional support for students in schools not classified as low SES schools, but who are not 

achieving expected literacy and numeracy outcomes. About 140 schools will be funded under 

both programs.  

 

About 440,000 students will be supported through the low SES national partnership and 

about 370,000 through the literacy and numeracy partnership, including about 41,000 

students who will receive support under both programs [DEEWRc]. The total additional 

funding available to government schools through these programs is approximately $266 

million a year and covers about 573,000 students, or one-quarter of government school 

enrolments in 2009. 

 

The national partnerships also provide for matching funding to be provided by state/territory 

governments for both programs. However, this does not necessarily require additional 

funding as governments can fulfil this obligation through existing and/or redirecting funding. 

Existing funding is already included in estimates of average government school expenditure. 

 

The low SES program will provide an average of $487 per student a year over the 7 years 

while the literacy and numeracy program will provide $365 per student a year over 4 years. 

For a school of 300 students this funding is equivalent to about 1.5 additional teachers.  
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In contrast, the Federal Government provides the wealthiest schools in Australia with annual 

funding of $2000 - $5000 per student. This is 4 to 10 times greater than the additional 

funding to be provided to the most disadvantaged schools in Australia. Funding for the 

privileged is given priority over funding for the disadvantaged.  

 

Much more funding than is currently being provided to the educationally disadvantaged is 

needed to close the achievement gaps. 

 

If average government school expenditure is used as the benchmark for achieving average 

outcomes, the additional funding provided through the low SES program to improve 

outcomes amounts to only 4.5% of average expenditure per student which was $10,723 per 

student in 2007-08. The literacy and numeracy program funding per student is 3.4% of 

average government school expenditure.  

 

In contrast, what is needed according to the research is an additional $11,000 - $16,000 per 

student, or 22-33 times the additional funding currently provided by the low SES program 

and 30-44 times the funding provided by the literacy and numeracy program. Overall, this 

would require total additional funding for government schools of $6.3 – $9.2 billion a year, a 

far cry from the current $266 million a year.  

 

This is a measure of the enormity of the task facing Australia to bring the achievement of low 

SES students up to average levels of achievement. Even greater increases in funding are 

needed to eliminate the achievement gap between low and high SES students.  

 

As noted earlier, the achievement gaps between low and high SES students in Australia are 

equivalent to over two year‟s learning, which is about double the gap between low SES 

students and the average for all students. This suggests that $12.6 - $18.4 billion in additional 

funding per year is needed for government schools to eliminate the achievement gap between 

rich and poor students.  

 

Save Our Schools recommends that the major education policy priority for all Australian 

governments should be to reduce the large achievement gap between high SES students and 

low SES, Indigenous and remote areas students. Governments should formulate a funding 

program designed to reduce these gaps. Government schools should have priority in future 

increases in school funding because they enrol the vast majority of low SES, Indigenous and 

remote area students. The program should include a multi-billion dollar increase in funding 

for government schools.  

7. Government funding of private schools 

After ten years, the SES model of funding private schools introduced by the Howard 

Government has failed. It is inequitable, wasteful, capricious and incoherent. It should be 

overhauled to better direct government funding to schools most in need, not those least in 

need.  

 

It has diverted millions and millions of dollars in taxpayer funds to the wealthiest families 

and schools in Australia while those most in need are denied adequate funding. It is a canker 

on Australia‟s egalitarian ethos. These funds could be better and more equitably used by 

being diverted to private and government schools that serve low income, Indigenous and 

other students in need.  
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Only about half of all private schools are funded according to their measured SES. The rest 

are over-funded and this costs the taxpayer over $700 million a year. Most of this over-

funding goes to higher SES schools. No low SES private school is over-funded. 

 

Inexplicably, the scheme delivers significantly different levels of funding to private schools 

with the same or a similar SES index score.  A funding link to government school costs 

means that increased funding for disadvantaged students, Indigenous students and students 

with disabilities in government schools automatically flows on in part to private schools even 

if they have none or few of these students. The scheme is based on a flawed methodology for 

measuring socio-economic status.  

 

The scheme has failed to stem private school fee increases, especially amongst the high fee 

schools, as promised when it was introduced.  

 

Save Our Schools recommends that the SES funding model be terminated. 

7.1 Government funding of wealthy private schools 

Schools serving the wealthiest families in Australia continue to receive large and increasing 

amounts of government funding, despite enrolling few disadvantaged students. Federal 

Government funding for many of these schools has increased by much more than for 

government schools. Many high fee private schools have total expenditure per student which 

is two to three times that in government schools, yet they receive $2,000-$5,000 per student 

in Federal Government funding.  

 

Federal Government funding increases for many wealthy private schools has far outstripped 

the increases in total government funding for government schools over comparable periods. 

Federal Government funding per student in 17 select NSW private schools increased by an 

average of 109% between 2001 and 2009 and by 185% in 16 select Victorian private schools 

[Charts 11 & 12]. In contrast, federal and state government funding per secondary student in 

NSW government schools increased by only 70 per cent between 1998-99 and 2007-08, the 

latest year for which figures are available, and total funding per student in Victorian 

government schools increased by 63 per cent.  

 

Federal Government funding per student in many NSW elite schools increased by 2-3 times 

between 2001 and 2009 [Chart 11]. It increased by 236% for the Kings School and by 208% 

for Newington. This was three times the 70% increase in funding for NSW government 

schools between 1998-99 and 2007-08.  

 

Funding more than doubled for St.Andrew‟s Cathedral School (166%) and Pymble Ladies 

College (163%) and nearly doubled or doubled for Ascham (96%), Kambala (96%), 

SCEGGS (87%), St. Catherine‟s (90%) and Sydney Grammar (100%). 

 

Federal Government funding per student in many elite Victorian private schools doubled or 

more since 2001 and for five schools it increased by more than 3 or 4 times [Chart 12]. 

Federal funding per student at the prestigious Geelong College increased by a massive 349% 

and by 338% at Haileybury. This was five times the increase of 63% in total government 

funding for Victorian government schools between 1998-99 and 2007-08.  
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Source: See Appendix B. 

Notes:  

1. State government funding is not included in the private school figures but is included in the 

government school figure. 

2. The increase for NSW government schools is for 1998-99 to 2007-08. 

 

 
Source: See Appendix B. 

Notes:  

1. State government funding is not included in the private school figures but is included in the 

government school figure. 

2. The increase for Victorian government schools is for 1998-99 to 2007-08 
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Federal Government funding even increased by 268% for Geelong Grammar, the most 

expensive private school in Australia. It increased by 235% for Caulfield Grammar and by 

248% for PLC. These increases were four times the increase in total government funding for 

Victorian government schools.  

 

Other elite schools for which Federal Government funding doubled or more since 2001 

include Carey Grammar (153%), Fintona (124%), Lauriston (116%), Melbourne Grammar 

(129%), Melbourne Girls‟ Grammar (149%), Scotch College (122%), St. Leonard‟s College 

(210%), Trinity Grammar (151%) and Wesley College (189%).  

 

As a result of these increases, many of Australia‟s wealthiest schools receive large amounts 

of federal government funding even though their enrolments from educationally 

disadvantaged groups are negligible.  

 

Many get over $4 million a year and some receive much more.
3
 In NSW, the King‟s School 

will receive $4.9 million in 2011, Newington College $4.8 million, PLC Sydney $4.2 million, 

Pymble Ladies College $4.1 million and Trinity Grammar $7.4 million. In Victoria, many 

select schools receive over $5 million: Carey Grammar will get $5 million in 2011, Geelong 

College $5.5 million, MLC $5 million, Peninsula School $5.6 million, and St. Leonard‟s 

College $5.1 million. Haileybury College will receive a massive $13.4 million and Wesley 

College $8.1 million. Geelong Grammar, the most expensive school in Australia, will get 

$4.8 million.  

 

Many schools with Year 12 fees of over $20,000 a year receive $2000 – $5000 per student in 

federal funding. For example, in Sydney, several select schools will receive over $3000 per 

secondary student in 2011. These include King‟s School with Year 12 fees of $26,091 which 

will receive $3589 per secondary student, PLC Sydney with Year 12 fees of $24,110 will 

receive $3733 per secondary student, Newington College with fees of $24,696 will receive 

$3290 per student and Tara Anglican with fees of $21,155 will receive $3589 per student.   

 

Many others including Ascham, Barker College, Kambala, Kincoppal, Moriah College, 

Pymble Ladies College, Roseville, St. Andrews Cathedral School, St. Catherine‟s, The Scot‟s 

College and Sydney Grammar will receive over $2,000 per student.  

 

Several select schools in Victoria will receive over $4000 per secondary school student in 

Federal Government funding in 2011. Geelong Grammar, the most expensive school in 

Australia with Year 12 fees of $29,220, will get $4187 per student. Geelong College with 

Year 12 fees of $20,424 will get $4929 per secondary student, Haileybury with Year 12 fees 

of $23,055 will get $4630 per student and The Peninsula School with fees of $19,725 will 

receive $4630 per student.  

 

Many other schools with Year 12 fees of over $20,000 will receive over $3000 per secondary 

student including Fintona ($3135), PLC ($3733), St. Leonard‟s College ($3290) and Wesley 

College ($3135). 

 

                                                 
3
 The following Federal Government funding figures are derived from Senate Estimates 2010-11, Answer to 

Question on Notice EW0074_11 Corrected Version, Attachment A: 

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm  

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm
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There can be no justification for providing millions in government funding to schools that are 

the preserve of the wealthy. It means that less funding is available for schools serving the 

education needs of the most disadvantaged students, Indigenous students and students with 

disabilities. The diversion of millions of dollars a year to schools least in need while those 

most in need are denied the full funding they require is an indictment of government funding 

priorities.  

 

Supporting privilege is seen by governments as more important than eliminating 

disadvantage and inequity in education.  It is a policy which extends the advantages obtained 

from a wealthy background rather than reducing them. It effectively places more value on 

enriching the lives of those from privileged backgrounds than those who are not as well 

favoured in society. 

7.2 The “no losers” guarantee protects the wealthiest schools  

The “no losers” guarantee ensures that private schools which would otherwise have had their 

funding reduced under a strict application of the SES funding model have been able to have 

their funding maintained in real terms. These are “funding maintained” (FM) schools. This 

has resulted in large over-funding for schools. An internal review of the SES funding 

arrangements by the Federal Department of Education estimated the total overfunding for the 

2009-2012 quadrennium at $2.7 billion, or nearly $700 million a year [DEST 2006]. Over the 

three quadrenniums of its operation, the over-funding provided by the “no losers” guarantee 

is approaching $6 billion.   

 

A study published by Save Our Schools [2008] shows that only 46% of private schools in 

Australia in 2007 were funded according to their SES score; 54% were over-funded and 64% 

of all private school students were over-funded.
4
 Total cumulative over-funding for private 

schools was $1.52 billion for 2005-2007 and increased by 21% over the period. The study 

estimated that total over-funding would exceed $2.5 billion during 2009-2012. 

 

The study also found that private schools serving the highest income families received the 

highest amounts of over-funding per student during 2005-2007. Schools in the higher SES 

score ranges received the highest levels of overfunding per student; some received nearly 

$3000 per student in over-funding. In contrast, private schools serving the poorest families 

did not receive any overfunding. 

 

More recent figures show that the current funding arrangements deliver millions of dollars in 

over-funding to many of Australia‟s most privileged families and schools.  

 

In 2010, 20 primary and secondary schools in Sydney‟s wealthiest suburbs were over-funded 

by $42 million [Appendix D, Table D1]. Their total funding was over double that warranted 

by their assessed socio-economic status. 

  

Schools were over-funded by up to $4,000 per student. Several primary schools, including St. 

Michael‟s in Lane Cove, Sacred Heart in Mosman, Holy Family in Lindfield, Sacred Heart in 

Pymble and Father John Therry Catholic school in Balmain, were over-funded by more than 

$3,500 per student. Their actual funding was 3-4 times more than their assessed SES funding 

rate. Ten primary schools were over-funded by a total of $14.6 million.  

 

                                                 
4
 The study is attached to this submission. 
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Among the secondary schools, Marist College on the North Shore was over-funded by $4,064 

per student while Loreto Kirribilli was over-funded by $3,315 per student. Others were over-

funded by over $2,000 per student. The actual funding for many was 2-3 times more than 

their assessed SES rate. Ten secondary schools were over-funded by a total of $27.2 million.  

 

A similar situation exists in Melbourne where 20 primary and secondary schools in the 

eastern suburbs were over-funded by $39 million in 2010 [Appendix D, Table D2]. Their 

total funding was also nearly double that warranted by their assessed socio-economic status. 

  

Schools were over-funded by up to $4,000 per student. Many primary schools in Camberwell, 

Deepdene, Hawthorn, Kew and Toorak were over-funded by more than $3,000 per student. 

Their actual funding was over twice their assessed SES funding rate. Among the secondary 

schools, Loreto Mandeville Hall in Toorak was over-funded by $3,927 per student while 

Genazzano Fcj College in Kew was over-funded by $3,642 per student and St.Kevin‟s 

College in Toorak was over-funded by $3,358 per student. Many other secondary schools in 

the eastern suburbs were over-funded by over $2,000-$3,000 per student. The total funding 

for many was 2-3 times more than their assessed SES rate.  

 

The top 10 over-funded primary and secondary schools in Sydney and Melbourne are all 

Catholic schools. The Catholic Education Commission claims that it does not distribute the 

funding as allocated by the Federal Government and that it re-distributes some funding from 

its higher SES schools to lower SES schools. 

 

To the extent this is true it is an admission of the failure of the SES model. The whole 

rationale for the SES model was that it would allocate funds according to need; that schools 

most in need would receive the largest grants. Yet, the largest private school sector in 

Australia says that this is not the case and that it uses its block control over the funds to 

distribute them to its schools on a different basis than the allocation determined under the 

SES funding arrangements. 

 

However, there is good reason to question the Commission‟s claims as they appear to be 

rebutted by a recent report of the Australian National Audit Office. It reveals a stark 

difference in the distribution of funds according to need between non-systemic and systemic 

schools.  

 

Figure 4.3 shows that Australian Government general recurrent grants funding ....for 

non-systemic schools falls as school SES scores rise. This reflects the fact that non-

systemic schools are directly funded by the Australian Government with around three-

quarters of these schools being funded on their SES score. In contrast, figure 4.4 

shows that school systems appear to give less weight to individual school SES scores 

when distributing Australian Government general recurrent grants to affiliated 

schools. [ANAO 2009: 85] 

 

ANAO analysis found that systemic schools with low SES scores (that is, schools 

servicing low socio-economic communities) receive less Australian Government 

general recurrent grants per student from their school systems than if they were 

directly funded under the SES arrangements (as are non-systemic schools). [ANAO 

2009: 22] 
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To support its claims, the Commission should publish the funding formula it uses to re-

distribute government funding to its member schools and publish federal funding allocated to 

each school. It is incumbent on the Federal Department of Education to ensure that systemic 

schools actually distribute their funding in a manner consistent with the needs-based 

principles underpinning the SES funding scheme.  

7.3 Schools on the same SES score are funded at different levels 

The implementation of the SES model is capricious and incoherent. Schools on the same or 

similar SES category can receive significantly different levels of funding.  

 

At least five different levels of per capita funding can apply to schools on the same SES 

score. They may be funded at their SES score, be funding maintained with indexation from 

2000, funding maintained with indexation from 2004, funding guaranteed with indexation 

from 2000 and funding guaranteed with indexation from 2004.  

 

The differences in funding are often substantial. For example, in 2007, there were four 

funding different levels for schools qualifying for FM status on the SES score of 109 ranging 

from $4839 to $6187 per student [Save Our Schools 2008]. This amounts to a difference in 

government funding of nearly $1.5 million for a school of 1000 students. 

 

In practice, schools on the same SES score may have a range of different funding levels 

because the no losers guarantee maintains previous funding levels determined by the 

classification of schools to different ERI categories. For example, in 2007, there were nine 

different levels of funding for schools on the SES score of 116 and seven different levels of 

funding for schools on the SES scores of 109, 114 and 118 [Save Our Schools 2008]. 

7.4 The funding link to government school costs creates windfall 
gains for private schools 

Linking private school funding to AGSRC means that any funding for targeted equity groups 

in government schools automatically flows on in part to private schools even if they do not 

enrol any of these students, enrol a much lower proportion than in government schools or 

reduce their enrolment of these students. 

 

Government schools enrol higher proportions of students with complex learning needs that 

incur higher costs. Students from low SES families, Indigenous students, remote area 

students and students with disabilities comprise a much higher proportion of government 

school enrolments than they do in private schools, especially the wealthiest private schools. 

Yet, the costs of meeting the needs of these students in the government sector are a source of 

funding for private schools by virtue of the link with AGSRC.  

 

This link provides private schools with another funding advantage. Because they have lower 

proportions of disadvantaged students, Indigenous students and students with disabilities in 

the government sector, private schools are effectively better funded for these students and can 

divert additional funding to other students.  

 

The funding link to AGSRC also provides a windfall gain to private schools from the 

ongoing shift of higher SES students to the private sector because they are, on average, lower 

cost students. The reduction in the proportion of lower cost students in government schools 

causes an increase in average expenditure per student, a proportion of which then flows to 

private schools by virtue of the funding link to government school costs. Thus, paradoxically, 
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the shift of higher SES students to private schools results in an increase in government 

funding per student in these schools.  

7.5 Flawed measure of SES 

The SES funding model systematically over-estimates disadvantage in private schools 

because it is based on the average socio-economic characteristics of geographical areas in 

which students live rather than on their family SES. Some higher SES families live in lower 

SES areas, but their children are more likely to attend private schools than government 

schools. This artificially lowers the SES scores of private schools because these students are 

classified by their (lower) area SES measure rather than by their (higher) family SES. As a 

result, these schools receive higher levels of funding than is warranted. 

7.6 The SES model has failed to stem fee increases in private schools 

When the SES scheme was introduced it was claimed that it would reduce private school fees 

and make them more affordable for families. It was a key argument repeatedly used to justify 

the new scheme.  

 

Former Prime Minister, John Howard, said that fees at many private schools would fall as a 

result of the increase in funding for private schools provided by the scheme [The Australian, 

30 September 2000]. The former Commonwealth Education Minister, David Kemp, argued 

that the SES funding scheme would put downward pressure on school fees and make them 

more affordable for families [for example: Sydney Morning Herald, 12 May 1999; The Age, 

29 September 2000; The Age, 10 October 2000; The Age, 4 October 2001]. He even said that 

the scheme would have a “democratising impact” on private schools [The Age, 24 November 

2000] and that categorisation of schools such as Cranbrook, the Scots College and SCEGGS 

as wealthy was “totally fallacious” [Daily Telegraph, 30 August 2000]. He said some of these 

schools were needy. Kemp‟s successor, Brendan Nelson, often repeated the claim that the 

scheme would put downward pressure on fees [for example: Sydney Morning Herald, 1 June 

2003]. 

 

Principals of schools such as Scotch College, St. Michael‟s Grammar and Wesley College 

said at the time that the new SES scheme would allow them to reduce fees [Herald-Sun, 24 

August 2000; Herald-Sun, 31 August 2000; The Age, 29 September 2000]. Many others said 

it would serve to curb future fee increases. The acting principal at the time at Geelong 

Grammar said that his school‟s extra $1.7 million would make the school more available to a 

greater number of students from diverse backgrounds [The Age, 22 November 2000].  

 

None of this has come to pass. These claims have proved to be false time and again since 

2001 as private school fees have gone ever upwards. Elite private schools have been 

increasing their fees well beyond the rate of inflation since 2001, despite increasing levels of 

government funding. 

 

Fees in wealthy, so-called elite, schools have nearly doubled since 2001. Fees in 22 elite 

NSW schools more than doubled between 2001 and 2011, increasing by 104 per cent. Fees in 

17 Victorian schools increased by 88 per cent over the same period. In contrast, the cost of 

provision of private education only increased by 44 per cent between 2001 and 2010, that is, 

about half the fees increase.  

 

 



36 

 

 
Source: See Appendix E. 

 

 

 
Source: See Appendix E. 
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Year 12 fees increased by well over 100 per cent in several NSW schools including Kambala 

(120%), Loreto Normanhurst (146%), Pymble Ladies College (112%), SKEGGS Redlands 

(113%), SHORE (134%) and Trinity Grammar (153%) [see Chart 13 & Appendix E, Table 

E1]. Fee increases of around 100 per cent also occurred in several Victorian schools 

including Geelong Grammar (96%), Ivanhoe Girls Grammar (101%), Melbourne Girls‟ 

Grammar (96%), St. Leonard‟s (104%), Trinity Grammar (98%) and Wesley College (99%) 

[Chart 14 & Appendix E, Table E2].  

 

The huge increase in fees over that justified by rising education costs has meant that elite 

private schools have become more exclusive. All these select NSW and Victorian schools, 

apart from two, now have Year 12 fees of over $20,000 a year. Nine of the 22 NSW schools 

have Year 12 fees of over $25,000 a year. The Scots College in Sydney has fees of $28,296 

and Geelong Grammar in Victoria is the most expensive school in Australia with fees of 

$29,200 a year. Only the wealthiest families in Australia can afford such fees. These schools 

continue to be the preserve of the wealthy. 

7.7 Fee increases and school costs 

Private schools have long claimed that their high fee increases are necessary to meet 

increasing costs. However, fee increases over the last decade were double or more the 

increase in education costs, whatever measure is used.  

 

The wage price index published by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) shows that 

private education and training costs increased by 44 per cent between 2001 and 2010. The 

Gross Domestic Product (GDP) price index also published by the ABS shows that inflation 

increased by 39% between 2000-01 and 2009-10. The Consumer Price Index (CPI) increased 

by only 29% between 2000-01 and 2009-10.  

 

The GDP price index and the CPI measure general price increases across the whole economy 

and are not appropriate as measures of rising prices for labour and other inputs faced by 

schools. Many other industries are able to constrain price increases by increasing 

productivity. The education sector has little opportunity to offset price inflation because of its 

high dependence on professional labour and few prospects to substitute technology for such 

labour.   

 

Instead of these measures, it is preferable to use the wage price index for education and 

training. Salaries account for about 80 per cent or more of total school costs, so this gives a 

fair indication of the extent of rising costs in private schools. 

 

Private school organisations also seek to justify their fee increases by citing cost increases in 

government schools as measured by AGSRC.  This is also an inappropriate and misleading 

measure of rising prices faced by schools because it combines both pure price increases and 

actual increases in resources in government schools. For example, it covers both increases in 

prices for existing resources, such as increased salaries for teachers and increased prices of 

books, as well as increases in the number of teachers employed in government schools.  

 

In any case, AGSRC also increased by far less than elite private school fees since 2001. The 

primary school AGSRC increased by 69% between 2001 and 2010 while the secondary 

AGSRC increased by 60%, much less than the fee increases of around 80-95% in the wealthy 

private schools over the same period.  
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Thus, no matter which inflation measure private schools turn to justify their large fee 

increases they all show that fees increases in the most elite schools have far outstripped their 

cost increases.  

 

Another measure of rising costs cited by private school organisations is the education 

component of the CPI. However, this is a completely inappropriate measure because it 

includes the increases in fees charged by private schools. It is not a measure of increasing 

prices of labour and other inputs paid for by schools but a measure of the increase in prices - 

that is, the fees - paid by families.  

7.8 Government funding and fee increases give wealthy private 
schools a massive resource advantage 

The huge fee and government funding increases for elite private schools over the past decade 

have delivered them a massive resource advantage over government schools, which enrol the 

vast majority of disadvantaged students. Elite private schools now have two to three times the 

resource levels of the average government school. Average government school expenditure 

per student in 2007-08 was $10,578 in NSW and $9,858 in Victoria and average expenditure 

in secondary schools would have been a little higher [Appendix A, Table A1]. In contrast, 

total expenditure in these elite schools is $25,000 - $35,000 per secondary student.   

 

My School 2.0 shows that schools serving Australia‟s wealthiest and most privileged families 

have double or more the resources of disadvantaged schools, most of whom are government 

schools. For example, Sydney Grammar had a gross income of $35,856 per student in 2009 

and 92 per cent of its students are in the top SES quartile. This compares to less than $15,000 

per student in several highly disadvantaged government high schools in western Sydney 

which have about 70 per cent of their students in the bottom SES quartile.  

 

Melbourne Grammar‟s gross income was $28,393 per student and 83 per cent of its students 

are in the top SES quartile. This compares with $13,000 or less for several disadvantaged 

schools in different parts of Melbourne which have about 70 per cent or more of their 

students in the bottom SES quartile. For example, Norlane High School in northern Geelong 

had funding of $13,308 per student and 85 per cent of its students in the lowest SES quartile 

and Thomastown Secondary School in the northern suburbs of Melbourne received $12,785 

in funding with 76 per cent of its students in the lowest SES quartile. Other disadvantaged 

schools had even less funding. 

7.9 The wealthy do not have an entitlement to government funding 

Some people justify funding elite private schools with the argument that every Australian 

child is entitled to government assistance towards his or her education [for example, The 

Australian, 5 January 2010]. It is a spurious argument designed to support government 

funding for the privileged.  

 

It is the role of government in education to ensure an adequate education for all children and 

public funding is essential for this task. To this end, governments have a responsibility to 

ensure that children educated in the private sector are not thereby disadvantaged in their 

access to education. There is a case for funding private schools whose resources are well 

below what is needed to ensure an adequate education for all children. Government also has 

an obligation to regulate private schools to ensure students receive a high quality, fully 

rounded education and to ensure their personal safety and welfare. 
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However, there is no case to provide government funding to private schools whose resources 

exceed what society is prepared to provide for all other children, that is, those enrolled in 

government schools. Public funding should not be directed at providing some students with 

additional advantages over and above those obtained by virtue of a privileged family 

background. To devote public resources to extending the advantages obtained from a wealthy 

background over a student from a disadvantaged background is to enhance social inequity.  

 

Such use of public funds provides even greater opportunities for the privileged to gain the 

intrinsic rewards of education and access to economic resources as well as positions of social 

status and power in society. It effectively places more value on enriching the lives of those so 

favoured than those who are not as well favoured in society. 

 

The entitlement argument for public funding of private schools serves to support advantage 

and privilege in education outcomes. It means that scarce funds are diverted from serving 

those with high learning needs to those with few needs. It provides an added resource 

advantage for well-off families.  

 

Government funding for private schools can only be justified on the basis of need. Those 

paying $20,000 or more in fees are not in need.  

 

A similar argument is that families whose children attend private schools are entitled to 

government funding because they pay taxes. However, the purpose of taxation is to provide 

services of benefit to society. People do not pay taxes in order to get some of it returned to 

them. Taxes are raised for public purposes, to provide public services and to re-distribute 

income. People who do not avail themselves of publicly provided services are not thereby 

entitled to claim a certain proportion of taxation revenue to fund their private choices.  

 

All citizens pay taxes for basic community services such as public transport, police, 

paramedics, fire brigades, libraries, garbage removal, street repairs and public education 

regardless of whether or not they use these services. Governments do not subsidise families if 

they choose not to use taxis instead of public transport, use private security arrangements to 

protect their home instead of police services or use private recreation and leisure facilities 

such as their backyard pool instead of the municipal pool.  

7.10 The Prime Minister has made a cogent case to overhaul 
government funding of private schools 

Both the Prime Minister and the previous Prime Minister have in the past made strong cogent 

criticisms of the current SES model for funding private schools. They both have exposed 

fundamental flaws in the scheme.  

 

At the time of the introduction of the SES model, the Prime Minister, Julia Gillard, said that 

there were “very concerning statistics in terms of fairness” while the previous Prime Minister, 

Kevin Rudd, said that it was “an issue of general equity”. Both noted that the SES scheme 

would provide an additional $800,000 a year to the wealthiest schools, while government 

schools would only receive a miserly $4000 extra a year [Hansard, House of Representatives, 

4 September 2000: 20054, 20067-68]. The Prime Minister emphasised: 

 

Those statistics ought to concern anybody in this place who is worried about fairness 

and equity in our school funding models. 
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The previous Prime Minister said: 

 

We have grave problems with this misallocation, this windfall allocation, to category 

1 schools, which are that category of school that does not need this money at the end 

of the day. [Hansard, 4 September 2000: 20068] 

 

The Prime Minister also criticised the methodology for assessing the SES of schools:  

 

....there is a flaw in the methodology....the model may lose veracity in highly 

differentiated areas where wealth and poverty live cheek by jowl.....it is possible for 

the census collector district averaged data not to be very representative of the 

individual households involved. [Hansard, 4 September 2000: 20053] 

 

She also criticised the model for providing schools with government funding without regard 

to their capital resources:   

 

....the model makes no allowance for the amassed resources of any particular 

school....over the years many prestige schools have amassed wealth – wealth in terms 

of buildings and facilities, wealth in terms of the equipment available, wealth in terms 

of alumni funding raising, trust fund, endowment funds and the like....This is a gaping 

flaw....a very big flaw, one that needs to be addressed. [Hansard, 4 September 2000: 

20053] 

 

She also pointed out the flaw in linking government funding for private schools to increases 

in government school costs because any funding for targeted equity groups in government 

schools automatically flows on in part to private schools even if they do not enrol any of 

these students or enrol a much lower proportion than in government schools. The Prime 

Minister noted: 

 

....it could be argued that the model is flawed, proceeding as it does on the basis of the 

average government school recurrent costs figure. [Hansard, 4 September 2000: 

20052] 

 

Kevin Rudd concluded that the SES funding scheme does not “....reflect a fair outcome for 

this nation‟s future funding of the school system and need[s] to be redressed” [Hansard, 4 

September 2000: 20070]. Julia Gillard concluded that “....this SES model is not the powerful 

tool we need” [Hansard, 4 September 2000: 20052].  

 

The Prime Minister and the previous Prime Minister have made a cogent case to replace the 

SES model with a scheme that is better linked to real need.  An alternative approach to 

funding government and private schools is outlined in the following section.  

8. Towards a new funding model for schools – some principles 

Save Our Schools proposes that a new integrated funding model for government and private 

schools be developed which incorporates funding by federal and state/territory governments. 

The principles of such an integrated funding model are outlined in this section. The proposal 

is geared to improving equity in education on the grounds that the large achievement gaps 

between high SES and disadvantaged students is the major challenge facing Australian 

education today.  
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The proposal develops two arguments. The first concerns the achievement of equity in 

education outcomes in government schools. It establishes a community standard of 

resourcing for government schools to ensure that all children receive an adequate education. 

While this standard can be determined in several ways, a practical standard is the resources of 

high SES government schools which generally achieve high student outcomes. Additional 

funding beyond the community standard should be provided to schools which serve more 

disadvantaged communities, to support students who are not making expected progress and to 

support students from disadvantaged backgrounds to achieve similar outcomes as high SES 

students.  

 

The second concerns the social obligations of government schools or what defines their 

public nature. The public obligations of government schools are that they should be non-

selective and non-discriminatory; they should be non-exclusionary in the sense that they have 

an obligation to provide for all students rather than suspend them for long periods or to expel 

them; they should provide a comprehensive secular curriculum; and they should provide 

access for all students in all locations. These social obligations provide a standard of social 

provision against which to measure the social role of private schools. Parents who choose to 

send their children to schools with lesser standards of social obligation must bear a proportion 

of the cost. However, within this framework students with recognised learning needs should 

receive the same level of additional funding support as similar students in government 

schools.  

 

The introduction of the proposed scheme would involve a number of implementation issues 

which are not discussed here. In particular, the model does not deal with the current system of 

government with different funding roles of the Federal and State/Territory governments. The 

basic principle is that combined federal and state/territory funding should be taken into 

account. Which jurisdiction actually pays which portion is another issue. It would also take 

some time to put such a model into practice and transitional arrangements would be 

necessary.  

8.1 Future funding should be directed at improving equity in education 

The panel conducting the Review of School Funding inquiry has stated its intention to focus 

on educational equity as a key issue in its review. It has adopted a sound definition of equity: 

“...equity should ensure that differences in educational outcomes are not the result of 

differences in wealth, income, power or possessions”.  

 

As discussed in Section 1 of this submission, equity in education should be seen as a dual 

objective incorporating an adequate education for all students and similar outcomes for 

students from different social groups (or, social equity). Future funding of schools should be 

directed at achieving these goals. 

An adequate education 

A key goal of public education is to ensure that all children receive a minimum formal 

education required to make their own way as adults in society and to contribute to the 

development of society. This can be termed the “minimum education threshold” or an 

“adequate” education. 

 

An adequate education should be defined as completion of Year 12, or its equivalent, by all 

students and satisfactory progress for all students in all key learning areas and through key 

stages in schooling. An adequate education is not just adequate literacy and numeracy; it 

should include adequate outcomes across a comprehensive curriculum covering key learning 
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areas and in non-academic areas such as competencies for work, citizenship, and personal 

and social development.  

Social equity in outcomes 

Equity in education should also mean that students from different social groups achieve 

similar outcomes as well as the minimum threshold level of attainment expected for all 

students. This will involve similar average results for students from each group so that, for 

example, low SES, Indigenous and remote area students achieve similar average results to 

high SES students. However, the results will vary for students within each group with some 

in each group achieving higher results and some around the minimum threshold. 

8.2 Funding for government schools 

Public obligations 

Government schools are public schools. They must meet public obligations. First among 

these is that government schools should ensure non-discriminatory and non-selective access 

to high quality schooling which covers a broad comprehensive curriculum. Government 

schools cannot exclude students. They must take all comers without regard to class, race, 

ethnicity, religion or other grounds. These are cornerstone principles of public education. 

They are necessary to ensure that no children are excluded from the opportunity of a full 

quality education. It means providing a network of common schools that takes all comers in 

all locations. These principles constitute a social or democratic standard for the provision of 

school education and affect how government schools are funded. 

Community standard 

There should be a community standard, or baseline component, of resources for all 

government schools. This should include a minimum standard of facilities, equipment, 

staffing (teachers and support staff), and other necessary inputs to school education. It should 

also include a range of support services which may be provided centrally or within schools, 

depending on the allocation of responsibilities between schools and regional and central 

offices.  

 

The community standard provides the base resources for achieving the goal of an adequate 

education across a comprehensive curriculum. The community standard consists of the 

resources necessary to provide reasonable opportunities to learn for all students, including 

those achieving at very high levels. It therefore includes a minimum level of resources to 

support advanced learning. Similarly, it should also include a minimum level of resources to 

support the learning of students who are not progressing satisfactorily. Parent participation 

and community outreach programs should also be seen as part of the community standard. 

Thus, every school should be allocated resources to provide a range of programs.  

 

This community standard will vary slightly between schools according to school sector 

(primary or secondary), school size and location. For example, it is the responsibility of 

governments to provide a network of schools to ensure reasonable access to schools for all 

students in all locations. Small schools in remote locations or in areas where there are 

relatively few students or relatively few attending government schools will need to be funded 

at higher levels than other schools. 

 

The provision of special schools for students with disabilities and alternative education for 

behaviourally challenging students or students with other special needs should be seen as a 

separate issue for funding purposes. Nevertheless, provision of such facilities is part of the 

public responsibilities of the government school system. 
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School funding levels are historically determined rather than objectively determined. At 

present, decisions about expenditure on education are primarily based on political 

negotiations and judgements. How much to spend is usually decided on the basis of what has 

been spent in the past, assessment of available resources, competing demands for them and 

vague statements about social priorities. It is not based on any assessment of what level of 

funding is required to achieve outcomes objectives.  

 

It is necessary to estimate the funding necessary to meet this community standard. This is a 

complex and difficult task, but it has been attempted elsewhere and this experience provides a 

guide. Three main research-based methodologies have been used to estimate the resources 

needed to achieve an adequate education for all students. These are: 

 Systematic identification of the required inputs and estimation of their costs; 

 Statistical analysis of per student expenditure and student outcomes; 

 Identification of high performance schools and their costs. 

 

Each of these approaches has been used overseas to determine the funding required for 

achieving an adequate education or a minimum threshold education for a student in an 

average school. The review committee should recommend that an expert task force be 

established to establish a community resource standard for Australian schools for the future.
5
 

 

For immediate practical purposes, the community standard can be roughly defined by the 

resources provided to government schools in high SES areas, with minimal numbers of 

students from disadvantaged backgrounds, or with disabilities. A first step towards 

developing a community standard is to set it as the resources currently available to high SES 

government schools where a very high proportion of students achieve an adequate education. 

Supplementary funding to achieve an adequate education 

In addition to baseline funding for schools, supplementary funding should be provided to 

schools on the basis of need. This includes funding for students who are not achieving 

expected progress and are in danger of not achieving an adequate education, that is, the 

completion of Year 12 or its equivalent, as well as funding for students with disabilities.  

 

The explicit goal of supplementary school funding is to ensure that all students achieve an 

adequate education. This supplementary funding can be termed the “individual student needs 

adjustment”. This is the first stage in achieving equity in education outcomes. 

 

Supplementary funding should be provided to schools in which the percentage of students 

who are not progressing satisfactorily is above a certain minimum level, say five per cent of a 

school‟s enrolment. As noted above, the baseline component should allow some proportion of 

funding to support a small proportion of students who are not making expected progress.  

 

Supplementary funding should be available for all students who are not making satisfactory 

progress towards achieving an adequate education, whether from low, medium, high SES 

families or other backgrounds. However, the vast proportion of students not achieving an 

adequate education is from low SES, Indigenous, remote area and some ethnic backgrounds. 

Different needs adjustments will be required for students with different background 

                                                 
5
 There is an extensive literature on funding to achieve adequacy and equity in education. Recent studies include 

Downes & Steifel 2008; Odden et.al. 2008; Odden et.al. 2010; and Rebell 2007. For earlier reviews see Ladd & 

Hansen 1999; Ladd et.al. 1999; and ACT P&C Council 2002a. 
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characteristics as their average results differ. This will require different per student funding 

weightings for different backgrounds.  

 

The per student funding weightings should have regard to research findings about the 

resources necessary to ensure that students from these targeted equity groups achieve an 

adequate education. Research shows that the weightings required to determine the additional 

funding to support the learning of students from low SES backgrounds are much larger than 

the weights commonly applied by education systems. For example, the effective weightings 

applied in Australia seem to be about 1.2 or 1.3 at most, while many research studies show 

that weightings of 2.0 or over are necessary to provide an adequate education as noted above 

in Section 6. 

 

School composition is also a factor influencing student outcomes. Many research studies 

show that the compositional characteristics of schools affect individual student achievement 

beyond the impact of individual family backgrounds. Studies show that a student attending a 

school where the average SES of the student body is low is likely to have lower outcomes 

than a student from a similar background attending a school where the average SES of the 

student body is high [Alegre & Ferrer 2010; Borman & Dowling 2010; Dronkers & Levels 

2007; Oh 2007; Rangvid 2007; Rumberger & Palady 2005, 2006]. There is also a “double 

jeopardy” effect for students from low SES and minority families in that they tend to be 

disadvantaged because of their circumstances at home, but when they are also segregated into 

low SES and/or predominantly minority schools their school outcomes are likely to be even 

worse [Willms 2006, 2010].  

 

There is strong evidence of such effects in Australian schools [McConney & Perry 2010; 

Perry & McConney 2010a; Perry & McConney 2010b]. The 2009 PISA results indicate that 

the school compositional effect is much greater than the individual family effect [Thomson 

et.al. 2010]. It indicates that additional supplementary funding is required for schools which 

have a high proportion of students from particular social backgrounds such as low SES or 

Indigenous. Differential funding weightings should therefore be applied according to the 

proportion of a school‟s enrolments from targeted equity groups. 

 

Supplementary funding should also be provided to ensure that students with disabilities also 

achieve an adequate education, although what constitutes an achievable adequate education 

may vary for some of these students. Different funding weights for different categories of 

disability should apply. This is already a feature of most systems of funding for students with 

disabilities. 

Funding to achieve social equity in outcomes 

At present, there are large gaps between the average results for high SES students and those 

for low SES, Indigenous, remote area and some ethnic background students. Achieving an 

adequate education for more of the latter groups of students would go some way towards 

reducing the large achievement gaps. However, as discussed above, the achievement of an 

adequate education for all students is not sufficient to obtain equity in education outcomes. 

Major inequalities in education outcomes will remain because children of socio-economically 

advantaged families will be more than proportionally represented in the range of high 

outcomes.  

 

Additional funding will be required beyond that necessary to achieve an adequate education 

to improve the average outcomes of all other groups of students to match those of high SES 
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students. The main priority is to provide additional funding for the most disadvantaged 

students – low SES, Indigenous, remote area students and students from some ethnic 

backgrounds. In addition, government school systems require additional funding because of 

their non-exclusionary nature, to provide for special provision for students within schools or 

special schools, to ensure that students at risk of suspension/expulsion receive an adequate 

education. 

 

There is very little research to guide the setting of funding weightings to achieve social equity 

in education outcomes. In principle, the funding weightings to ensure that low SES, 

Indigenous, ethnic and remote area students achieve similar average outcomes as high SES 

students are some multiple of the funding weightings designed to achieve an adequate 

education for these students.  

Other adjustments 

As noted above, separate funding allocations are also required to provide special schools, 

alternative educational settings and special programs such as behaviour units and ESL 

facilities. These items should be funded separately from the baseline funding component. 

 

The funding required to achieve adequate and equitable education outcomes should be 

maintained in real terms so as to avoid erosion by inflation. Failure to adjust for inflation 

would cause real expenditure to decline over time and undermine the provision of adequate 

and equitable school outcomes. 

 

The aggregate funding required to achieve adequate and equitable school outcomes should 

also take include specific provision for a range of other matters including adjustments for 

different school sectors, Year levels and school sizes. 

Monitoring and review 

It is clear that the funding required to achieve an adequate and equitable education for all 

cannot be defined precisely, and will change over time as community expectations change. 

Resolution of this problem requires a system of review of outcomes which can identify 

achievement gaps, with a commitment from governments to provide the additional resources 

to address the gaps. Subject to performance review to ensure that funding is used as 

effectively as possible, achievement gaps should be taken as prima facie evidence of a need 

for additional funding. 

8.3 Funding for private schools 

The role of government funding for private schools is to ensure that no private school 

operates with less total resources than the community standard, or for practical purposes, the 

level of resourcing provided to high SES government schools. It is also to ensure that 

students with identified learning needs, including students with disabilities, receive the same 

level of support as similar students in government schools. 

 

Therefore, government funding for private schools should include components of baseline 

funding to meet the community standard and adjustments to meet the goals of adequacy and 

social equity in education outcomes.  

 

However, the role of government funding for private schools is not to subsidise the costs of 

choices made by parents about particular forms of schooling. To the extent that private 

schools depart from the social obligations and curriculum standards of government schools, 

parents must bear some of the cost of these choices.  
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In principle, it is possible for a private school to meet the social obligations and curriculum 

standards of a government schools, and would therefore be entitled to similar government 

funding. However, in practice such schools do not exist. All private schools insist on their 

right to practices that are not acceptable in government schools, such as the right to select 

students in terms of academic achievements, religious belief and social background 

(including ability to pay high fees) and reserve their right to expel students for a variety of 

reasons, including behaviour and sexual orientation. Some of these restrictive practices 

require exemptions from anti-discrimination legislation. Many private schools also fail to 

provide a comprehensive curriculum. 

Baseline funding 

Governments have the responsibility to ensure that all children have access to minimum 

standard of facilities, equipment, staffing (teachers and support staff), and other necessary 

inputs to ensure an adequate education across a broad curriculum for all. This principle 

should apply as much to private schools as government schools. Private schools should have 

the same community standard as government schools.  

 

This means that governments should ensure that all private schools have the resources to 

provide an adequate education to their students. Just as in the case of government schools, no 

student should be educated in a private school operating with less total resources than the 

government school community standard.  

 

Current funding levels for high SES government schools should be the benchmark for the 

community standard in private schools until such time as the community standard can be 

independently developed. This is what society is prepared to fund school education at any 

point in time, even though it may be less than the desired community standard. This 

benchmark will have to be estimated separately as it excludes supplementary funding 

adjustments including those for students from disadvantaged backgrounds or with disabilities.  

 

Governments should provide funding to private schools where it is necessary to ensure that 

they meet the government school community standard or benchmark. It should be calculated 

as the difference between the standard for the jurisdiction and funding from private sources.  

 

Thus, the baseline funding component for private schools is not a fixed amount. It will vary 

between schools according to their level of funding from private sources. Schools with very 

low fees would receive more government funding than those whose funding from fees is 

similar to the community standard. Schools with private funding above the community 

standard would not be entitled to baseline government funding. 

 

However, government funding for private schools must be conditional on meeting the 

community standard. As outlined above, the community standard covers the human and 

physical resources necessary to provide a successful Year 12 education across a 

comprehensive curriculum to all children whatever their background and their location. 

Private schools that choose not to provide the community standard should not be funded to 

that standard. 

 

This means that the baseline component of government funding for private schools would 

also vary according to the extent to which the schools who qualify for it also meet the same 

social obligations as government schools. The full difference between private sourced 

funding and the government school community standard would be provided to private 
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schools that adopt inclusive, non-selective enrolment practices, provide access to a 

comprehensive curriculum and provide an extensive geographical network of schools. 

 

For example, schools which select students on the basis of ability, income, religious or other 

background characteristics would not be entitled to the full baseline funding component. 

Neither would schools which fail to provide a comprehensive curriculum which includes 

teaching of aspects of science such as evolution, sex education and vocational education.  

 

Private schools should therefore be classified into funding categories according to the extent 

to which they enrol students on a socially inclusive, non-discriminatory basis and the extent 

to which they provide a comprehensive curriculum. The resulting classification would specify 

the maximum percentage of baseline government funding which schools in each category 

would receive. The information to be used as the basis for this classification should be 

provided as part of the registration and re-registration process, whereby schools should be 

required to specify their enrolment, suspension and expulsion policies and to document their 

curriculum. 

 

Schools would therefore receive a certain percentage of a variable baseline funding 

component. Private schools that perform similar public functions as government schools 

would receive 100 per cent of their baseline component – that is, the full difference between 

their funding from private sources and the government school community standard.  

 

Schools that adopt selective or discriminatory enrolment policies or provide less than a 

comprehensive curriculum would receive less than 100 per cent of the baseline component. 

This could mean that these schools continue to operate at less than the community standard of 

resources if they choose not to change their enrolment and curriculum policies. In these cases, 

the gap has to be filled by increased fees to ensure that the community standard of resourcing 

is achieved. Schools that fail to do this should be subject to registration review. It should be a 

condition of registration that private schools meet the community standard by levying fees or 

by a combination of fees and government funding.   

 

In contrast to private schools whose total resources are less than the government school 

community standard, those schools whose total funding from private sources exceeds the 

community standard should not be entitled to receive government funding. However, they 

should be entitled to supplementary funding where they qualify (see below). 

 

There is no case to provide government funding to private schools whose resources exceed 

what society is prepared to provide for all other children, that is, those enrolled in 

government schools. To do so is to provide a resource advantage to these schools over 

government schools.  

 

Public funding should not be directed at providing some students with additional advantages 

over and above those obtained by virtue of a relatively privileged family background. It 

would enhance social inequity by providing even greater opportunities for the more 

privileged in society to gain the intrinsic rewards of education and access to economic 

resources as well as positions of social status and power. It means diverting scarce funds from 

serving those with high learning needs to those with few needs.  

 

The argument that well-off families whose children attend private schools are entitled to 

government funding because they pay taxes is not sustainable. The purpose of taxation is to 
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provide services of benefit to society. People who do not avail themselves of publicly 

provided services are not generally entitled to claim a certain proportion of taxation revenue 

to fund their private choices.  

 

All citizens pay taxes for basic community services such as public transport, police, 

paramedics, fire brigades, libraries, garbage removal, street repairs and public education 

regardless of whether or not they use these services. Governments do not subsidise families if 

they choose not to use taxis instead of public transport, use private security arrangements to 

protect their home instead of police services, or use private recreation and leisure facilities 

such as their backyard pool instead of the municipal pool. 

 

Families have the right to seek a particular education for their children outside the 

government system. This choice may be directed at a religious-based education, an 

alternative philosophy of education, a specialist education in music, the arts, etc., acquiring a 

positional or status good, entrance to a social network, a particular behaviour or dress code or 

some other goal. In practice, these choices often involve exemption from the curriculum and 

democratic enrolment guarantees of government schools.  

 

School fees and donations are the price families pay for choice of education. It is not the 

responsibility of governments to fund their choice. It is the responsibility of governments to 

ensure that every child is able to achieve an adequate education and to improve equity in 

education outcomes.  

Equity funding 

Private schools should be entitled to supplementary government funding on a needs basis. 

Students who are failing to progress satisfactorily towards achieving an adequate education 

should be given funding support whether in the government or private sectors. There can be 

no case to deny supplementary funding to these students just because their parents have 

chosen to enrol them in private schools. Society has an obligation to ensure that all children 

receive an adequate education, whether enrolled in the government or private sector.  

 

Just as for government schools, private schools with at least a certain minimum proportion of 

students not making satisfactory progress should receive supplementary funding. The same 

funding weightings used in government schools should also be used for private schools. 

Similarly, private schools with higher proportions of students from targeted equity groups 

such as low SES, Indigenous, remote area and some ethnic background students should 

receive higher supplementary funding to reduce the achievement gap between these students 

and high SES students.  

 

The same supplementary funding provided to students with disabilities in government 

schools should also be provided for these students enrolled in government schools. There is 

no reason why a student with a disability attending a private school should receive less 

additional government funding than a similar student in a government school.  

8.4 School funding for adequacy and equity 

In summary, the determination of the overall level of funding for the government school 

system to meet the adequacy and equity goals involves several different components: 

 Baseline funding required to support an education program to provide an adequate 

education for the average student. It is largely a fixed component, with minor 

differences between schools according to Year levels, size and location. For 

immediate practical purposes it can be set at the average expenditure of high SES 
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government schools achieving high student outcomes. In the longer term, it should be 

determined by an independent review; 

 Additional funding for individual students not achieving expected progress and 

schools with varying concentrations of low SES, Indigenous, ethnic, remote area and 

mainstream disability students in order to achieve an adequate education. This 

component can be termed the individual equity funding adjustment and it will vary 

between schools according to their differing levels of learning need. It includes a 

individual student funding component and a school composition component based on 

differing proportions of disadvantaged students; and 

 Additional funding to ensure similar average outcomes for students from different 

social backgrounds. This component can be termed the social equity funding 

adjustment. It too is a variable component which depends on the proportion of 

targeted equity students in each school.  

 

Government funding for private schools would be provided on a similar, but not the same, 

basis. It would consist of the baseline, individual and social equity funding components 

available to government schools. However, the baseline component for private schools is not 

fixed as it is for government schools. It would vary between schools in order to take account 

of the resources made available from private sources of funding and a discount factor which 

varies according to the extent to which private schools meet the same social and democratic 

obligations of government schools.  

 

The baseline funding component for private schools would bring them up to the government 

school community standard of resources after taking into account fees and other sources of 

private income and if they meet the same public obligations of government schools. Private 

schools whose private-sourced income exceeds the government school community standard 

would not be entitled to the baseline funding component. However, all private schools would 

be entitled to the same needs-based funding as government schools to ensure adequacy and 

social equity in education outcomes. 

 

This approach does not deal with a range of practical issues relating to implementation. It will 

be necessary to establish a transitional period to allow time for schools to adjust to new 

funding arrangements. It will also be necessary to develop arrangements which integrate the 

roles of the Federal and state/territory governments in the provision and funding of school 

education. To this end, the establishment of a federal schools commission should be 

considered.  

8.5 Some preliminary comments on private school submissions 

Full details of the submissions from private schools and systems are not yet available. But 

some themes are emerging.  

 

The first is a general agreement that the funding maintained category of schools should be 

abolished. Save Our Schools supports such a change. The second is the same rules should 

apply to all private schools. This is also supported, although abolition of the funding 

maintained scheme would largely achieve this objective. 

 

Another theme is that while the funding maintained scheme should be abolished, the no 

losers guarantee should be maintained. Save Our Schools believes that it should be abolished. 

It is not clear how the no losers guarantee could be maintained without funding maintenance. 

It would require either ad hoc additional funding for some schools, which cannot be justified, 
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or a major re-adjustment of the baseline funding provided at each level of the SES scheme 

would be required. This would be extremely costly, and it would be likely to be highly 

inequitable because funding maintenance is concentrated in the higher SES schools. If their 

funding levels were raised selectively, and this would have to apply to all schools in the SES 

category, it would undermine the logic of the SES scheme. The alternative funding proposal 

made in this submission would do away with these problems by basing funding on school 

composition and roles. 

 

Some schools or systems are seeking to argue that they should be funded as government 

schools, even though they do not comply with the social roles of government schools. This 

should be rejected. 

 

While the details of the funding proposal put forward by the Independent Schools Council of 

Australia (ICSEA) are not available at this stage, it appears to involve the same base 

government grant for all government and private schools with supplementary funding to meet 

student learning needs. Apart from providing increased government funding for high SES 

private schools, this proposal means the destruction of the government school system and its 

social obligations as it appears to suggest that parents would be required to pay the difference 

between the base grant and the full cost of government schools. 

 

This would deny the possibility of achieving adequacy and social equity in education. Low 

SES, Indigenous and remote area families would have to pay for education and many will not 

be able to support their children through to Year 12. It will ensure that a large proportion of 

students from these backgrounds continue to be denied an adequate education and any 

possibility of achieving similar school outcomes as high SES students. It seems that the 

ICSEA proposal is designed to entrench the social and educational advantages of high SES 

families and their children. 

 

Such a proposal therefore appears at odds with the review panel‟s stated objective of 

improving equity in education outcomes and should be rejected.  

9. Government funding for students with disabilities in private 
schools 

9.1 The claim that SWD students in private schools are funded less 
than in government schools 

It is commonly claimed by private school organisations that government funding for students 

with disabilities in private schools is less than that received by these students in government 

schools. This claim is incorrect. This section uses a case study of funding for students with 

disabilities in NSW to analyse the claims. 

 

The Association of Independent Schools of NSW (AISNSW 2010) claimed in a submission 

to a NSW parliamentary inquiry that students with disabilities in independent schools receive 

significantly less government funding for their education than if they were educated in 

government schools. It said that while the Commonwealth and NSW governments provide 

some additional funding for students with disabilities in independent schools, a significant 

gap remains. It said that the specific payments from the Commonwealth and NSW 

governments for students with disabilities are a small proportion of the cost of educating 

these students.  
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The AIS stated that schools are required by the Disability Discrimination Act to accept 

students with disabilities, but without the commensurate funding to support them. It says that 

school communities bear the additional funding burden for students with disabilities rather 

than the broader Australian community through taxation. It says that it is unreasonable that 

significant additional costs be arbitrarily borne by families who make up an individual school 

community.  

 

The NSW Catholic Education Commission submission stated that there is a large shortfall in 

government funding for these students in Catholic schools [Catholic Education Commission 

NSW 2010]. It claims that additional government funding for these students in regular 

Catholic schools amounts to $2359 per student, which is substantially below the average cost 

per student with a disability. For example, the CEO says that these grants meet only 22% of 

the additional costs of students with disabilities of „medium needs‟.  

 

Both the CEO and the AIS submissions cite the findings of a Monash University study 

[Ferrier et.al. 2007] that students with disabilities in private schools receive substantially less 

government funding than students with disabilities in government schools. 

 

Save Our Schools analysed these claims in its own submission to the parliamentary inquiry 

[Save Our Schools 2010].
6
 The submission analysed funding for students with disabilities in 

NSW private schools in three different ways: for NSW as a whole; by sector – Catholic and 

Independent; and modelling of individual schools with different enrolments of students with 

disabilities and different levels of government funding. The analysis was based on 2008 data. 

The same analysis can be applied to funding for students with disabilities in private schools 

for Australia as a whole and similar conclusions will emerge. 

9.2 Private sector claims do not look at the whole picture 

The private school claims that they receive less funding for students with disabilities than 

government schools are misleading because they only consider direct additional government 

funding for these students. They ignore substantial indirect additional funding for students 

with disabilities in private schools which occurs because Commonwealth and NSW 

Government general recurrent grants to private schools are linked to government school 

costs, which includes the costs of educating students with disabilities.  

 

Government schools enrol a much higher proportion of enrolments of students with 

disabilities than private schools (5.9% compared to an average of 3.5% in NSW) and incur 

correspondingly higher costs. Private schools receive a portion of this higher expenditure 

even though they enrol far fewer students with disabilities than government schools. This 

provides a source of additional funding for students with disabilities in private schools or 

which can be diverted to other students. Claims for even more direct funding grants for 

students with disabilities amount to double-dipping by private schools.  

 

This case that students with disabilities are better funded in private schools than in 

government schools has been previously submitted to a Senate inquiry into funding for 

students with disabilities [ACT P&C Council 2002b]. It was endorsed by a bi-partisan Senate 

committee report which concluded:  

 

....the Commonwealth funds provided to non-government schools through the general 

recurrent grants implicitly includes a proportion of funding for the education of 

                                                 
6
 The submission is provided as an attachment to this submission. 
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students with disabilities. Where non-government schools either do not enrol many 

students with disabilities or where they do not provide appropriate levels of support 

for students with disabilities, they benefit disproportionately from Commonwealth 

financial assistance. The committee agrees that the needs of students with disabilities 

in this sector would be more appropriately served if the sector made better use of its 

current resources. It therefore makes no recommendations in relation to further 

assistance to non-government schools. [Senate Employment, Workplace Relations 

and Education Committee 2002, para 7.26] 
 

Unfortunately, private school lobbies continue to ignore this point, and continue to argue for 

increased funding on the false grounds that additional funding for students with disabilities is 

higher in government schools than in private schools.  

9.3 State level analysis 

The Save Our Schools analysis provided three different estimates of the average level of 

additional funding for students with disabilities in all NSW private schools using different 

data sources. In each case, the average additional funding was significantly higher than that 

available to students with disabilities in government schools [see Chart 15]. The analyses 

assume that the average additional government funding for students with disabilities in 

government schools is approximately $20,000 per student. 

 

Estimate 1 is based on average Commonwealth Government funding for private schools 

through the link to AGSRC and enrolment figures on students with disabilities published in 

the Report on Government Services. On this estimate, students with disabilities in NSW 

private schools receive additional funding of $6,600 more per student than government 

schools. That is, additional funding for private schools is 33% higher than in NSW 

government schools. 

 

Estimate 2 is based on national funding and expenditure data published in the National 

Report on Schooling and enrolment figures on students with disabilities published in the 

Report on Government Services. On this estimate, students with disabilities in NSW private 

schools receive additional funding of $5,240 more per student than government schools, or 

26% more than that provided in NSW government schools. 

 

Estimate 3 is based on national funding figures published in the Commonwealth 

Government‟s Green Report on financial assistance to the states and unpublished enrolment 

figures for students with disabilities provided by the Commonwealth Department of 

Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR). On this estimate, students with 

disabilities in NSW private schools receive additional funding of $7,500 more per student 

than government schools, or 38% more than that provided in NSW government schools. 
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Notes: 

1. Additional funding refers to funding which is additional to recurrent per capita grants for all students. 

Average additional funding for students with disabilities in NSW government schools is approximately 

$20,000 per student. 

2. Private Estimate 1 is the estimate for all private schools based on AGSRC. 

3. Private Estimate 2 is the estimate for all private schools based on national expenditure data. 

4. Private Estimate 3 is the estimate for all private schools based on the Green Report data and SWD 

enrolment data provided by DEEWR.  

5. Direct government funding is Commonwealth Government funding for SWD in the estimates for Private 

Estimate 3 and for Catholic and Independent. It also includes NSW Government funding for SWD in 

Private Estimates 1 & 2. 

6. Indirect government funding is additional funding attributable to the link between government funding of 

private schools and government school costs and to the lower enrolment ratios for SWD in private schools. 

9.4 Sector analysis 

The SOS submission also analysed the specific claims of the Catholic and Independent 

school sectors using funding data from the Green Report on financial assistance to the states 

and enrolments of students with disabilities provided by DEEWR. The estimates of additional 

funding available to students with disabilities in both sectors are provided in Chart 15. 

 

It is estimated that students with disabilities in NSW Catholic schools receive additional 

funding of $4,680 more per student than government schools, or 23% more than that 

available to these students in government schools.  

 

It is estimated NSW Independent schools receive additional funding of $15,800 more per 

student with a disability than government schools, which is 79% more than that available to 

these students in government schools. 

9.5 Modelling of schools with different SWD enrolments and 
government funding rates 

There are a diversity of schools in both the Catholic and Independent school sectors which 

should be considered in analysing the additional funding available for students with 

disabilities. The additional funding available differs between individual schools according to 

differences in their proportion of these students and differences in government funding ratios.  
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As a general rule, if the government funding ratio for any school is higher than its percentage 

of enrolments of students with disabilities compared to the government school average, then 

the school has additional indirect funding available to be spent on these students. The number 

of private schools that are under-funded for students with disabilities will be relatively few 

because, on average, private schools enrol a far lower proportion of these students than 

government schools. 

 

The SOS submission modelled additional funding for individual schools with different 

enrolment and government funding ratios to assess the extent of additional funding for 

students with disabilities and the circumstances where some private schools may be under-

funded. The results of this modelling are presented in Chart 16.  

 

 
Notes: 

1. Additional funding refers to funding which is additional to recurrent per capita grants for all students. 

Average additional funding for students with disabilities in NSW government schools is approximately 

$20,000 per student. 

2. SWD: students with disabilities 

3. FM: Funding maintained under the Commonwealth Socio-Economic Status (SES) funding model. 

4. Direct government funding is funding targeted specifically to SWD. 

5. Indirect government funding is additional funding attributable to the link between government funding of 

private schools and government school costs and to the lower enrolment ratios for SWD in private schools.  

 

Private schools with very low enrolments of students with disabilities (1%) in comparison 

with government schools receive very high additional funding for these students which far 

exceeds that provided in government schools. The additional funding for these schools ranges 

from $40,000 to over $100,000 per student; that is, at least double additional funding for 

students with disabilities in government schools, and up to nearly six times as much.  

 

On the other hand, private schools whose enrolments of students with disabilities as a 

proportion of total enrolments is similar to government schools (5.5%), generally receive less 

additional funding than provided in government schools. However, few private schools have 

such high enrolments of students with disabilities and this disadvantage in funding is not 
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consistent across schools with higher enrolments of these students. In particular, additional 

funding for these students in very low SES schools is similar to that in government schools.  

 

The additional funding available for private schools which enrol the average proportion of 

students with disabilities for all private schools (3.5%) varies with their government funding 

ratio. Low SES schools funded at their SES rate will receive more than is available in 

government schools as will high SES schools which are high funding maintained (FM) under 

the Commonwealth SES funding model.  

 

In contrast, high SES schools funded at their SES rate, or who are low funding maintained, 

are likely to receive less than that available in government schools. However, very few high 

SES schools have enrolments of students with disabilities around the average of all private 

schools or higher.  

9.6 Perverse incentives facing private schools 

In general, schools that receive high levels of government funding and whose enrolments of 

students with disabilities are low compared to the government sector are likely to receive 

much greater additional funding for these students than government schools. Schools with 

high levels of government funding and higher enrolments of students with disabilities, even 

with ratios approaching that of government schools, are also likely to greater additional 

funding for students with disabilities than government schools.  

 

These results demonstrate perverse incentives for private schools to limit their enrolment of 

students with disabilities. The lower the enrolment ratio of these students, the greater is the 

additional funding available for them or to be diverted to other students. The closer the 

proportion of students with disabilities in private schools is to that in government schools, the 

less the additional funding available to private schools.  

 

Thus, it is the link with government school costs which provides the disincentive for private 

schools to enrol more students with disabilities, not inadequate direct government funding for 

these students. 

 

The way to overcome this perverse incentive is to remove the costs of educating students 

with disabilities in government schools from the calculation of average government school 

costs. This would eliminate the potential for double-dipping. Additional funding could be 

offered to schools with identified students with disabilities enrolled, based on the nature of 

the disability and the additional needs of the students, irrespective of the sector in which they 

are enrolled. 

 

Another perversity in the funding of students with disabilities in NSW private schools is that 

the level of additional funding provided by the NSW Government is inversely related to the 

resources of the school. Students with disabilities in the most highly resourced schools 

receive the highest additional per capita funding from the Government while those in the 

most disadvantaged private schools receive the lowest level of additional funding. 
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Appendix A: School Expenditure Tables 

 

Table A1: Total Expenditure by Government and Private Schools, 1998-99 and 
2007-08 ($ per student) 

 Government Catholic Independent All Private 

1998-99 2007-08 1998-99 2007-08 1998-99 2007-08 1998-99 2007-08 

NSW 6215 10578 5607 10499 8811 15921 6572 12434 

Vic 6044 9858 5371 10031 9208 16605 6645 12578 

Qld 6573 10311 5670 10721 7598 14017 6457 12185 

WA 6707 12688 5584 9982 7933 13972 6435 11783 

SA 6512 10915 5846 11207 7214 12753 6446 11935 

Tas 6703 10752 5326 9933 7158 14717 6035 11849 

ACT 7039 13679 5241 9891 8171 14844 5978 11438 

NT 10721 16918 5636 12379 8832 16704 7058 14588 

Australia 6402 10723 5550 10399 8373 15147 6528 12303 
Source: See Appendix B 

 

 

Table A2: Increase in Total School Expenditure Adjusted for Inflation, 1998-99 
to 2007-08  

 Government Catholic Independent All Private 

$ per 

student 

Growth 

per year 

(%) 

$ per 

student 

Growth 

per year 

(%) 

$ per 

student 

Growth 

per year 

(%) 

$ per 

student 

Growth 

per year 

(%) 

NSW 1141 1.89 1682 2.96 2235 2.54 2057 3.07 

Vic 1074 1.83 1842 3.33 2669 2.87 2374 3.45 

Qld 574 0.93 1686 2.93 1993 2.62 1892 2.90 

WA 2198 3.20 1409 2.53 1649 2.12 1726 2.68 

SA 1114 1.77 1981 3.29 1693 2.37 1890 2.90 

Tas 950 1.48 1738 3.19 3305 4.31 2391 3.78 

ACT 2637 3.60 1777 3.30 2356 2.86 2135 3.45 

NT 1652 1.60 3382 5.36 3178 2.47 3488 4.56 

Australia 1147 1.85 1739 3.07 2207 2.63 2081 3.12 
Source: See Appendix B 
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Appendix B: The Comparability of Government and Private 
School Expenditure Data  

B1. Differences in how expenditure data is compiled 

The total expenditure figures published in this paper are different from those published in the 

National Report on Schooling in Australia. According to the latest report, total government 

school expenditure in 2007-08 was $12,639 per student compared to $10,826 in Catholic 

schools and $15,576 in Independent schools in 2008. However, these figures are not 

comparable for many reasons:  

 

1. The private school figures are for the calendar year while the government school figures 

are for the financial year. This means that private school expenditure is slightly inflated in 

comparison with government schools because it includes expenditure incurred six months 

later than for government schools.  

 

2. The government school figures include an imputed user cost of capital on the value of 

land, buildings, equipment and other capital assets. The private school figures do not 

include an imputed user cost of capital on the assets contributed by government through 

land and capital grants to private schools.  

 

3. Capital expenditure in the government school figures is accounted for by depreciation on 

the written down value of capital assets. Capital expenditure in private schools is 

measured as actual expenditure in the year incurred.  

 

4. Government school expenditure includes payroll tax paid to state governments. Notional 

payroll tax is included for Western Australia and the ACT as these jurisdictions are 

exempted from paying payroll tax. Private schools are exempted from payroll tax and it is 

not included in private school expenditure.  

 

5. Government school expenditure includes the cost of transporting students to school. This 

includes expenditure on school bus contracts, operating expenses of school buses 

including wages, subsidy payments to reduce student fares, excursion costs (excluding 

private contributions) and other school transport costs.  The cost of the transport of 

students to private schools is not included in private school expenditure.  

 

6. The cost of tax deductible donations to government is excluded from government and 

private school expenditure. Tax deductions represent a loss of government income tax 

revenue and therefore are a form of government expenditure on schools. Tax deductible 

donations are a much more significant source of funding for private schools than for 

government schools. 

 

7. The cost of administering the government school system is included in government 

school expenditure. However, government expenditure on the administration of private 

school regulation and funding is not included in private school expenditure.  

 

8. Private schools have access to a range of government provided professional services such 

as resource centres, assistance for student welfare and guidance, professional 

development and curriculum development free of charge. These shared services to private 
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schools provided are generally included in expenditure on government schools and are 

not included in private school expenditure. 

 

9. Expenditure in government schools funded by private-sourced contributions such as fees 

and donations is not included in government school expenditure. 

 

Further detail on what is included (and excluded) in official government school expenditure 

figures is available from the manual used by the Ministerial Council on Education, Early 

Childhood and Youth Affairs to construct the data series [MCEEDYA 2008]. 

B2. Adjustments made to official figures 

The following adjustments were made to the expenditure figures published in the National 

Report on Schooling in Australia to make the comparisons of government and private school 

expenditure more compatible: 

 

1. The imputed user cost of capital is excluded from government school expenditure. 

Source: National Report on Schooling in Australia. 

 

2. Depreciation is excluded from government school expenditure. Source: Report on 

Government Services. 

 

3. Capital expenditure is included in government school expenditure. Source: National 

Report on Schooling in Australia. 

 

4. Payroll tax is excluded from government school expenditure. Source: Payroll tax rates 

published by the NSW Treasury applied to government school salaries. 

 

5. Private school expenditure is converted to a financial year basis. 

 

It is not possible to adjust for all the differences in the way in which government and private 

school expenditure data is compiled. Figures are not published for government school student 

transport, the revenue cost of tax deductible donations in government and private schools, 

expenditure on administration of funding and regulation of private schools, expenditure on 

shared government services for private schools and private financial contributions to 

government schools.  

B3. Data sources 

Government schools 

National Report on Schooling in Australia.  

 

Expenditure excluding the imputed user cost of capital for 1998-99 is from the Report on 

Government Services 2002. 

 

Depreciation expenditure is from the Report on Government Services.  

 

Payroll tax rates are from NSW Treasury, Interstate Comparison of Taxes for 1997-98 and 

2007-08, and applied to total school salary expenditure published in the National Report on 

Schooling in Australia.  
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Private schools 

National Report on Schooling in Australia.  

 

The figures for Federal Government funding for private schools in 2001 are what would have 

been provided under the Education Resources Index arrangements. The figures are from 

2006-07 Senate Estimates, Answer to Question on Notice E525_07, Attachment A:  

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/sup_0607/dest/index.htm  

 

The figures for Federal Government funding of private schools in 2009 and 2011 are from 

2009-10 Senate Estimates, Answer to Question on Notice EW0074_11 Corrected Version, 

Attachment A: 

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm  

Inflation adjustments 

The ABS Labour Price Index (converted to 1998-99 = 100) for the public sector in each 

state/territory and Australia was used to adjust government and private school recurrent 

expenditure for the effect of inflation.  

 

The ABS Producer Price Index for Non-residential Building Construction (1998-99 = 100) in 

each state/territory and Australia was used to adjust government and private school capital 

expenditure for the effect of inflation.  

 

  

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/sup_0607/dest/index.htm
http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm
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Appendix C: Inconsistencies in School Funding Figures 

The recent estimates of government expenditure on private schools published by the 

Productivity Commission in its Report on Government Services 2011 (RGS) are inconsistent 

with other official figures. The inconsistencies need explanation as they are creating 

confusion in public debate about trends in school funding.  

 

The Commission‟s figures show a much lower increase in government funding for private 

schools than for government schools in recent years while other official figures show that 

government funding for private schools has increased by much more than for government 

schools.  

 

The RGS states that total Commonwealth and state/territory government expenditure on 

private schools fell in real terms (that is, adjusted for inflation) by $462 per student between 

2004-05 and 2008-09 while government expenditure on government schools increased by 

$623 per student. In current dollar terms, expenditure on government schools increased by 

$2,829 per student (or 26%) while expenditure on private schools increased by only $796 per 

student (13%). 

 

This increase for private schools is much less than the annual indexation provided to private 

schools under the SES funding model. It is also much less than the increase shown in the 

National Report on Schooling (NRS) published by the national education ministers‟ council.  

C1 Inconsistency with SES funding  

The increase in Commonwealth Government expenditure on private schools in the RGS is 

much less than the increase in the annual supplementation provided to private schools by the 

Commonwealth according to increases in Average Government School Recurrent Costs 

(AGSRC).  

 

The AGSRC is used as the benchmark for annual increases in Commonwealth general 

recurrent funding of private schools under the SES funding model. Private schools are funded 

at varying percentages of AGSRC. All schools, except a small proportion categorised as 

“funding guaranteed”, receive annual percentage increases in funding in line with the 

percentage increase in AGSRC. Commonwealth Government expenditure accounts for about 

three-quarters of total government expenditure on private schools.  

 

The percentage increase in Commonwealth Government expenditure on private schools 

reported in the RGS is about half that actually provided by the Commonwealth in annual SES 

supplementation over the period. According to the RGS, Commonwealth Government 

recurrent expenditure on private schools increased by 11% between 2004-05 and 2008-09 

(Table C1). In contrast, the AGSRC primary school and secondary school rates increased by 

23% and 18% respectively. As a result, private primary schools had their SES funding 

increased by 23% and all private secondary schools had their SES funding increased by 18%.  

 

This disparity needs to be explained. It is just not possible for private schools to have 

received a lower increase in Commonwealth Government funding than that shown by the 

increase in AGSRC apart from for the small number of funding guaranteed schools which do 

not receive AGSRC increases.  

 

It is also to be noted that the RGS shows an increase of 19% in state and territory government 

expenditure on private schools in the same period is similar to the increases in AGSRC. 
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C2 Inconsistency with National Report on Schooling 

The increase in government expenditure on private schools shown in the RGS is also less 

than half the increase shown in the NRS. To see this it is necessary to use 2007-08 figures 

because the 2008-09 figures have not yet been published by the national ministers‟ council. 

 

The increase in total government expenditure per student in private schools between 2004-05 

and 2007-08 in the NRS was 20% compared to only 9% in the RGS (Table C1). The NRS 

increase was $1,161 per student compared to $553 in the RGS. 

 

There are also large differences between the two reports for both Commonwealth and 

state/territory government expenditure on private schools. According to the NRS, 

Commonwealth Government expenditure increased by 20% per student between 2004-05 and 

2007-08 but by only 8% according to the RGS. The actual increase shown in the NRS was 

$861 per student compared to $349 in the RGS. 

 

Similarly, the state and territory government funding increases are also higher in the NRS 

than in the RGS - 20% compared to 12%. The actual increases were $300 per student in the 

NRS and $204 in the RGS. 

 

One possible explanation for this difference between the reports is that the NRS figures 

include both recurrent and capital funding by governments while the RGS figures include 

only recurrent funding. Therefore, it would be expected that the NRS figures are higher than 

the RGS figures. However, this is not the case - the NRS figures are lower than the RGS 

figures for much of the period considered. This is quite anomalous. 

 

The NRS figures for total government expenditure are consistently below those in the RGS 

for the period from 2001-02 to 2005-06 by varying amounts up to $300 per student. 

However, thereafter, they are higher than the RGS figure as would be expected because they 

include capital grants which are excluded from the RGS figures. In 2007-08, the NRS figure 

was $6907 per student compared to $6607 in the RGS.  

 

Disparities between the reports are evident for both the Commonwealth and state funding 

figures. The Commonwealth funding figures for private schools in the RGS are higher than in 

the NRS between 2001-02 and 2005-06, but are lower for 2006-07 and 2007-08. The state 

government funding figures in RGS are higher than in the NRS for the whole period.  

 

As a result of these differences, the comparative increases for government expenditure on 

private and government schools in the RGS are highly inconsistent with those reported in the 

NRS. The NRS shows that total government expenditure on private schools increased by 20% 

between 2004-05 and 2007-08 compared to an increase of 18% for government schools. 

However, the RGS shows that expenditure on private schools increased by only 9% 

compared to the increase of 18% for government schools.  

 

The NRS figures also show that government expenditure on private schools has increased 

significantly more than for government schools since 2001-02. Expenditure per student on 

private schools increased by 49% between 2000-01 and 2007-08 compared to 41% for 

government schools. In contrast, the RGS shows that government expenditure on private 

schools increased by less than for government schools – 36% compared to 41%. 
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The different trends are entirely due to differences in figures on government expenditure on 

private schools as both reports have common figures for government expenditure on 

government schools, except in 2000-01. They both show that between 2004-05 and 2007-08 

government expenditure on government schools increased by 18% per student.  

C3 Inconsistencies in the treatment of government expenditure on 
government and private schools 

A further important matter in the discussion of government expenditure on schools is the 

inconsistencies in what is included as expenditure on private and government schools. Both 

reports do not compare like with like.  

 

Several items are included in government expenditure on government schools which are not 

included in expenditure on private schools. These are the user cost of capital, payroll tax and 

subsidies for student transport costs. As a result, government expenditure on government 

schools is over-estimated in comparison with expenditure on private schools in both the RGS 

and NRS.  

 

In addition, government capital expenditure is treated as depreciation for government schools 

but as cash grants for private schools (the latter being excluded from the RGS series). Several 

other items are not included in government expenditure on private schools in both series. 

These include government expenditure on tax concessions for donations, administration of 

funding and regulation of private schools and expenditure on shared government services for 

private schools. 

 

The user cost of capital is the major item included in expenditure on government schools but 

excluded from expenditure on private schools. It amounted to $1953 per student in 

government schools in 2008-09. It should be excluded from government expenditure on 

government schools to obtain a more accurate comparison of government expenditure 

increases for government and private schools.  

 

For the NRS series, this adjustment means that government expenditure per student in 

government schools increased by 16% between 2004-05 and 2007-08 compared to 20% in 

private schools (Table C2). Between 2001-02 and 2007-08, government expenditure per 

student in private schools increased by 49% compared to 38% in government schools.  

 

It is also to be noted that the user cost of capital increased by much more than total 

government expenditure on government schools in both periods. Between 2001-02 and 2007-

08 it increased by 67% compared to an increase of 38% in expenditure on government 

schools excluding the user cost of capital. Between 2004-05 and 2007-08 it increased by 26% 

compared to total expenditure of 16%. 

C4 Conclusion 

These inconsistencies in the official figures on government expenditure on government and 

private schools need to be resolved. They hamper informed public debate and create much 

confusion about trends in government expenditure on schools. They must be cleared up. It is 

something the Review of School Funding will have to get to the bottom of. 

 

In the meantime, it is more appropriate to use the NRS figures for several reasons. First, the 

RGS figures are incomprehensible because government expenditure on private schools is 

estimated as increasing by less than AGSRC, the benchmark used to provide annual 

supplementation to private schools under the SES funding model.  
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Second, the NRS figures include capital grants to private schools and therefore provide a 

more comprehensive estimate of government expenditure on private schools. Third, as the 

NRS figures include capital grants to private schools they are more comparable with the 

government school expenditure figures, which include capital expenditure by way of 

depreciation, although there are several other incompatibilities between these expenditure 

series.  
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Table C1: Government Expenditure on Government and Private Schools: 
National Report on Schooling and Report on Government Services ($ per 
student) 
 
Year National Report on Schooling Government Services Report AGSRC 

Govt 
Schools 

Private Schools 
Govt 
Schools 

Private Schools 
 

C/W 
Funding 

State 
Funding Total 

 

C/W 
Funding 

State 
Funding Total Primary Second 

2001-02 8937 3334 1300 4634 8937 3494 1376 4870 5518 7363 

2002-03 9605 3570 1361 4931 9605 3560 1420 4980 5857 7745 

2003-04 10003 3879 1434 5313 10003 4038 1557 5595 6318 8308 

2004-05 10699 4217 1529 5746 10715 4418 1636 6054 6684 8795 

2005-06 11243 4521 1633 6154 11243 4530 1757 6287 7002 9157 

2006-07 11874 4791 1731 6522 11874 4668 1774 6442 7415 9522 

2007-08 12639 5078 1829 6907 12639 4767 1840 6607 7829 9893 

2008-09 na na na na 13544 4903 1947 6850 8212 10354 
Increase 
2004-05 
to      
2008-09 
(%)  na na na na 26 11 19 13 23 18 
Increase 
2004-05 
to  
2007-08 
(%) 18 20 20 20 18 8 12 9 17 12 
Increase  
2001-02 
to 
2007-08 
(%) 41 52 41 49 41 36 34 36 42 34 

 
Sources: 
National Report on Schooling in Australia (NRS), various issues. 

Report on Government Services in Australia (RGS), various issues. 

AGSRC: Parliament of Australia 2010. Australian Government Funding for Schools Explained, Parliamentary 

Library, November.  

 

Notes: 

1. The National Report on Schooling figures for private schools includes capital grants. 

2. The Government Services Report figures for private schools is recurrent funding excluding capital 

grants 

3. The expenditure on private schools has been converted to a financial year basis. 

4. The AGSRC rates have been converted to a financial year basis.  
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Table C2: Government Expenditure on Government Schools and User Cost of 
Capital ($ per student) 

 

 

Govt Schools - NRS Govt Schools - RGS User 
Cost of 
Capital 

 
Incl UCC Excl UCC Incl UCC Excl UCC 

2001-02 8937 7812 8937 7812 1125 

2002-03 9605 8446 9605 8426 1179 

2003-04 10003 8749 10003 8749 1254 

2004-05 10699 9246 10715 9262 1453 

2005-06 11243 9759 11243 9759 1484 

2006-07 11874 10222 11874 10222 1652 

2007-08 12639 10761 12639 10761 1878 

2008-09 na na 13544 11591 1953 

      Increase 2001-02  
to 2007-08  3702 2949 3702 2949 753 
Increase 2001-02  
to 2007-08 (%) 41 38 41 38 67 
Increase 2004-05  
to 2007-08 1940 1515 1924 1499 305 
Increase 2004-05  
to 2007-08 (%) 18 16 18 16 26 

 

 

Sources: 
National Report on Schooling in Australia (NRS), various issues. 

Report on Government Services in Australia (RGS), various issues. 
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Appendix D: Top Over-funded Private Schools in NSW and 
Victoria  

Table D1: Top Over-Funded Private Schools in NSW – 2010 

School  Location 
SES 

Score 

Total 
Funding at 
SES Score 

Rate 
Total Actual 

Funding 
Total Over-

funding 

Total 
Funding - 
% of SES 

Rate 

Over-
funding 

per 
student 

Primary Schools 
      St Michael's Lane Cove 130 677,435 2,721,185 2,043,750 402 3750 

St Michael's  
Baulkham 
Hills 

117 2,321,013 4,259,029 1,938,016 183 2272 

St 
Bernadette's 

Castle Hill 121 1,335,852 2,940,877 1,605,025 220 2725 

St Agatha's  
Pennant 
Hills 

123 1,004,172 2,456,556 1,452,384 245 2952 

Sacred 
Heart  

Mosman 132 471,097 1,892,347 1,421,250 402 3750 

Our Lady of 
the Rosary  

Kellyville 116 1,828,180 3,225,478 1,397,298 176 2163 

St Angela's  Castle Hill 118 1,426,992 2,736,164 1,309,172 192 2389 

Sacred 
Heart  

Pymble 129 451,852 1,657,676 1,205,824 367 3632 

Fr John 
Therry  

Balmain 129 424,632 1,557,816 1,133,184 367 3632 

Holy Family  Lindfield 132 365,442 1,467,942 1,102,500 402 3750 

Secondary Schools 
 

  
 

  
Oakhill 
College 

Castle Hill 118 5,186,220 8,735,688 3,549,468 168 2238 

Gilroy 
Catholic 
College 

Castle Hill 117 3,838,414 7,123,189 3,284,775 186 2925 

St Leo's 
Catholic 
College 

Wahroonga 118 2,994,993 5,809,554 2,814,561 194 3073 

Marist 
College 
North Shore 

North 
Sydney 

125 1,515,535 4,218,095 2,702,560 278 4064 

Loreto 
Kirribilli 

Kirribilli 130 1,237,092 3,864,230 2,627,138 312 3315 

Mount St 
Benedict 
College  

Pennant 
Hills 

120 2,565,309 5,140,931 2,575,622 200 2997 

St Pius X 
College 

Chatswood 122 2,357,973 4,808,484 2,450,511 204 2807 

Marist 
Sisters 
College 

Woolwich 115 3,386,764 5,801,308 2,414,544 171 2640 

Marian  
College 

Kenthurst 115 3,382,320 5,793,696 2,411,376 171 2640 

Monte Sant' 
Angelo  
College 

North 
Sydney 

128 2,032,446 4,435,929 2,403,483 218 2183 

Total 
  

38,803,733 80,646,174 41,842,440 208 
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Table D2: Top Over-Funded Private Schools in Victoria – 2010 

School Location 
SES 

Score 

Total 
Funding at 
SES Score 

Rate 

Estimated 
Total Actual 

Funding 

Estimated 
Total Over-

funding 

Total 
Funding - 
% of SES 

Rate 

Estimated 
Over-

funding per 
student 

Primary Schools  

     Our Lady of 
Good Counsel  

Deepdene 126 658,436 1,937,284 1,278,848             194  3296 

St Monica's  
Moonee 
Ponds 

114 1,614,096 2,636,304 1,022,208               63  1936 

St Kevin's 
College 

Toorak 120 886,621 1,862,389 975,768             110  2616 

St Dominic's  
Camberwell 
East 

126 500,615 1,472,935 972,320             194  3296 

St Bede's  North Balwyn 120 860,474 1,807,466 946,992             110  2616 

Our Lady of 
the Pines 

Donvale 115 1,291,224 2,186,934 895,710               69  2045 

Sacred Heart 
Parish School 

Kew 125 509,734 1,403,033 893,299             175  3179 

St Joan of Arc  Brighton 125 509,734 1,403,033 893,299             175  3179 

St Finbar's Brighton East 119 858,280 1,717,592 859,312             100  2498 

Stella Maris  Beaumaris 120 729,739 1,532,851 803,112             110  2616 

Secondary Schools  
     St Kevin's 

College 
Toorak 120 4,119,300 8,753,340 4,634,040             112  3358 

Genazzano Fcj 
College 

Kew 122 2,493,023 5,854,589 3,361,566             135  3642 

Marcellin 
College 

Bulleen 115 4,588,017 7,858,977 3,270,960               71  2640 

De La Salle 
College 

Malvern 116 4,159,350 7,421,310 3,261,960               78  2788 

Star of the Sea 
College 

Gardenvale 117 3,670,932 6,812,382 3,141,450               86  2925 

Whitefriars 
College 

Donvale 113 4,474,536 7,116,846 2,642,310               59  2355 

Loreto, 
Mandeville Hall 

Toorak 124 1,514,832 3,977,061 2,462,229             163  3927 

Siena College Camberwell 118 2,357,670 4,573,303 2,215,633               94  3073 

Avila College 
Mount 
Waverley 

110 
           

5,036,220  
           

7,243,706  
           

2,207,486  
              44  1933 

Our Lady of 
Mercy College 

Heidelberg 110 
           

4,948,020  
           

7,116,846  
           

2,168,826  
              44  1933 

Total 

  

45,780,853 84,688,181 38,907,328 109 

  

Data Sources: 
DEEWR. SES Scores, Funding Status and Levels for Non-Government Schools - 2009-2012. 

https://ssp.deewr.gov.au/ssp/help/html/ses/funding_09_12/ses_scores.html 

DEEWR. Per capita funding rates. https://ssp.deewr.gov.au/ssp/help/html/ses/per_capita_rates.html  

Senate Estimates 2010-11. Answer to Question on Notice EW0074_11, Attachments A & B, Corrected versions. 

http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm  

Note: Over-funding per student is estimated as: Funding Maintained rate minus SES score funding rate for each 

school. Total over-funding is estimated as: Over-funding per student multiplied by enrolments. 

https://ssp.deewr.gov.au/ssp/help/html/ses/funding_09_12/ses_scores.html
https://ssp.deewr.gov.au/ssp/help/html/ses/per_capita_rates.html
http://www.aph.gov.au/Senate/committee/eet_ctte/estimates/bud_1011/index.htm
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Appendix E: Fees and Commonwealth Government 
Funding in Elite NSW and Victorian Private Schools: 2001-
2011 

Table E1: NSW Elite Schools 

School Year 12 Fees 
C/W Govt Funding per 
Secondary Student 

Total C/W Govt Funding 

 
2001 2011 

% 
Incr 

ERI 
2001 

SES 
2011 

% 
Incr 

ERI 
2001 

SES 
2011 

% 
Incr 

Ascham School 14192 26475 87 1009 2094 108 812203 1864471 130 

Barker College 12180 23370 92 1343 2094 56 2382200 4001255 68 

Cranbrook 13193 26904 104 1009 1938 92 1082349 2261731 109 

Kambala 12570 27700 120 1009 2094 108 704474 1691144 140 

Kincoppal 10737 22290 108 1556 2393 54 1034587 1626920 57 

King's School 13640 26091 91 1009 3589 256 1093111 4853975 344 

Knox Grammar 12915 23430 81 1009 1795 78 1618144 3329322 106 
Loreto 
Normanhurst 7428 18256 146 2287 3852 68 2034287 3559248 75 

Moriah College 12160 22160 82 1556 2620 68 1924760 3642797 89 

Newington College 14205 24696 74 1009 3290 226 1326710 4792445 261 

PLC Sydney 11696 24110 106 1343 3733 178 1372721 4247511 209 
Pymble Ladies 
College 11157 23700 112 1343 2261 68 2495132 4079963 64 

Roseville 10224 21105 106 1556 2620 68 1123317 1911793 70 
St. Andrews 
Cathedral 11766 23133 97 1009 2835 181 865378 3366561 289 

St. Catherines 11409 22500 97 1556 3135 101 1200033 2494360 108 

Scots College 14600 28296 94 1009 2237 122 1076179 3244157 201 
SCEGGS 
Darlinghurst 13215 27405 107 1009 1938 92 729104 1651302 126 

SCEGGS Redlands 11875 25300 113 1009 1639 62 1343804 2006682 49 

SHORE 9800 22980 134 1009 1639 62 1259141 2435913 93 

Sydney Grammar 14640 25776 76 1009 2094 108 1111918 2366011 113 

Tara Anglican 10245 21155 106 1556 3589 131 1268112 2571014 103 

Trinity Grammar 10020 25330 153 1009 4032 300 1578906 7375154 367 

Average 11994 24189 104 1237 2614 118 1338026 3153351 144 
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Table E2: Victorian Elite Schools 

School Year 12 Fees 
C/W Govt Funding per 
Secondary Student 

Total C/W Govt Funding 

 
2001 2011 

% 
Incr 

ERI 
2001 

SES 
2011 

% 
Incr 

ERI 
2001 

SES  
2011 

% 
Incr 

Carey  Grammar 12420 21980 77 1009 2536 151 1747030 5041489 189 

Fintona 11530 20724 80 1343 3135 133 432517 1289416 198 

Geelong College 12220 20424 67 1009 4929 389 1028882 5537107 438 

Geelong Grammar 14940 29220 96 1009 4187 315 1113103 4848919 336 

Haileybury College 12500 23055 84 1009 4630 359 1309051 13430286 926 
Ivanhoe Girls 
Grammar 9630 19350 101 1009 3733 270 874731 3593778 311 

Lauriston 12975 24108 86 1009 2094 108 708526 1588834 124 
Melbourne 
Grammar 12380 23760 92 1009 2536 151 1602860 3891445 143 
Melbourne Girls 
Grammar 12620 24788 96 1009 2536 151 757251 2095157 177 

MLC 10995 21450 95 1343 2536 89 2633836 5008247 90 

Peninsula 10590 19725 86 1009 4630 359 857409 5584971 551 

PLC 12960 22720 75 1009 3733 270 1092304 4441883 307 

Scotch College 12786 24024 88 1009 2393 137 1645247 4212739 156 

St. Leonards College 11164 22740 104 1009 3290 226 1341974 5117546 281 

St.Michaels 13548 23110 71 1343 2835 111 1213729 3188217 163 

Trinity Grammar 11040 21824 98 1009 2536 151 1009609 3124151 209 

Wesley College 11330 22560 99 1009 3135 211 3013030 8078133 168 

Average 12096 22680 88 1068 3259 211 1316535 4710136 280 
 
 
 
Sources: 
School fees: SMH 29-30 December 2001; Sun-Herald 23 January 2011. 

School funding: Senate Estimates 2004-05; Senate Estimates 2010-11.  

 

Note: 
The expected Education Resource Index (ERI) funding for 2001 is used as the base to estimate the increase in 

funding to private schools due to the introduction of the SES funding model. Using actual private school 

funding in 2001 does not capture the full increase due to the SES scheme as the funding in that year includes 

SES supplementation. Therefore, comparing actual funding received in 2001 with 2011 funding under-estimates 

the increase in funding derived from the SES scheme.  

 

If ERI funding for 2000 is used as the base, the increase in funding for private schools as a result of the 

introduction of the SES model is over-stated as it includes a portion of funding that schools would have received 

in 2001 had the ERI scheme continued. This increase should not be attributed to the introduction of the SES 

model. 
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