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Summary
Save Our Schools believes that the Australian Education Amendment Bill (Gonski 2.0) should be put
aside until the Commonwealth and State and Territory governments have negotiated a national
agreement on school funding. Gonski 2.0 has too many serious flaws to proceed with, namely:
• The cap on funding public schools to 20% of their Schooling Resource Standard (SRS) will
reinforce the structural incoherence of funding responsibilities between the Commonwealth and
State and Territory governments that was heavily criticised in the original report of the Gonski
review of school funding. It means that the Commonwealth Government has abandoned taking
on an increasing role in funding disadvantaged students, over 80% of whom attend public
schools, as envisaged under Gonski 1.0;
• It provides funding certainty for private schools, but funding uncertainty for public schools. It
fails to require State and Territory governments to increase funding per student adjusted for
rising costs as a condition of Commonwealth funding:
▪ Average government funding (Commonwealth and State/Territory government) for Catholic
and Independent schools will be at their SRS or more in nearly every State.
▪ Average government funding for public schools will be significantly below their SRS in almost
every State or Territory. Progress toward the SRS for public schools will be largely left to the
uncertainty of State and Territory government funding which has been cut for public schools
in recent years. Nearly all State and Territory governments currently fund public schools
significantly below 80% of their SRS;
▪ Public schools are likely to remain under-resourced for the task they face in educating over
80% of disadvantaged students;
• While it reduces the most grotesque instances of over-funding of private schools, it will provide
a huge increase in total over-funding of private schools, not less. This is because Commonwealth
funding of private schools will be lifted to 80% of their SRS and many private schools are already
funded at above 20% of their SRS by State and Territory governments.
▪ The percentage of Independent schools funded above their SRS will increase from 17% to
65%;
▪ Many private schools in all States and Territories will have their total government funding
increased to over their SRS;
▪ Many that are already over-funded with have their over-funding increased and many others
will remain over-funded despite cuts or slower increases in their funding;
• The indexation arrangements will likely result in schools not being adequately funded to meet
rising wages and other costs over the long term.
The Commonwealth and State and Territory governments should negotiate a Gonski PLUS national
school funding plan that delivers the large funding increase needed by disadvantaged students and
creates a national funding system to ensure equity in funding for all students, across all schools and
all systems. It could be funded by eliminating all over-funding of private schools.
At the very least, the 20% cap on Commonwealth funding for public schools proposed by Gonski 2.0
should be rejected and the current legislative requirement for the Commonwealth to increase
funding for schools resourced below their SRS by at least 4.7% per year until they reach their SRS
should be retained. Additionally, the Commonwealth Government should require State and Territory
governments to increase their inflation-adjusted per student funding for public schools as a
condition of Commonwealth funding.
Save Our Schools supports the announced review on how school funding can be better used to
improve student achievement and school performance. However, it believes the terms of reference
should be extended to assessing whether the funding increase announced by the Government is
sufficient to address the outstanding needs of students.
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Recommendations
Recommendation 1
Reject the proposed cap of 20% of the Schooling Resource Standard on Commonwealth Government
funding of public education.

Recommendation 2
Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act that Commonwealth Government
funding for schools currently resourced at below their Schooling Resource Standard be indexed by at
least 4.7% per year.

Recommendation 3
Make it a condition of Commonwealth Government funding that State and Territory governments
contribute a negotiated share of the increase in funding required to move public schools to their
Schooling Resource Standard.

Recommendation 4
Require that the calculation of the State and Territory funding contribution for public schools
exclude the user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport.

Recommendation 5
The Australian Education Amendment Bill be put aside until the Commonwealth and State and
Territory governments negotiate a national agreement on school funding.

Recommendation 6
The Commonwealth and State and Territory governments negotiate a national agreement for each
level of government to increase inflation-adjusted funding per student to progress all public schools
to their Schooling Resource Standard and thereafter at least maintain that real level of funding.

Recommendation 7
As part of a national agreement on school funding, the Commonwealth and State and Territory
governments establish an independent National Schools Resourcing Body to ensure that funding for
schools is based on the principles of equity, efficiency and effectiveness.

Recommendation 8
Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act for indexation of the Schooling Resource
Standard at 3.6% per year while a review of the appropriate indexation rate is conducted.

Recommendation 9
Appoint an independent expert panel to review and recommend an appropriate indexation rate to
apply to the Schooling Resource Standard from 2020.

Recommendation 10
Reject increases in Commonwealth Government funding that increase over-funding or maintain
over-funding of private schools.

Recommendation 11
Government funding of schools whose private income exceeds the Schooling Resource Standard
should be phased out by the end of 2021, although they should remain eligible for the disadvantage
funding loadings. Similarly, schools whose base per capita grant provides them with a higher total
income per student than the Schooling Resource Standard should also have their funding reduced so
that their base grant plus fees and donations is equal to the Schooling Resource Standard by 2021.

Recommendation 12
Extend the terms of reference of the announced review of how school funding can be better used to
improve student achievement and school performance to include an assessment of the funding
increase necessary to enable all disadvantaged students to achieve expected national and
international standards.
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Submission
1. Gonski 2.0 provides only a miniscule funding increase per student
Gonski 2.0 is not what is seems. Despite the appearance of a large increase in school funding to
2026-27, it will deliver only a miniscule increase in inflation-adjusted funding per student. The
increase amounts to only about 40% of the increase planned under Gonski 1.0. In essence, the
Turnbull Government has pulled a financial confidence trick by highlighting the total funding
increase over 10 years without making allowance for increasing costs and enrolments. It is a case of
a big total amount over a long period disguising a small increase in real terms per student year-byyear.
There is some confusion about the extent of the aggregate funding increase proposed under Gonski
2.0. The announcement by the Prime Minister and the Minister for Education includes two different
estimates of the increase in funding between 2017 and 2027. It states first that the Government will
commit an additional $18.6 billion for Australia’s schools over the next decade, starting from 2018.
However, the following paragraph says that Commonwealth funding will increase from $17.5 billion
in 2017 to $30.6 billion in 2027. It is difficult to reconcile these figures and some explanation of them
is required.
A fact sheet published by the Commonwealth Department of Education misleadingly titled New
fairer school funding from 2018 States that funding for schools will grow from $17.5 billion in 2017
to $30.6 billion in 2027, that is, by $13.1 billion. This figure seems more consistent with the figures
presented in Budget Paper No. 1 of the 2017-18 Budget which indicates expenditure of $17.8m in
2016-17, so that an increase of $13.1 over ten years would amount to $30.9 billion in 2026-27 which
is close to the figure of $30.6 billion in the Government’s Statement on Gonski 2.0. An increase of
$18.6 billion from 2017 would give a final figure of $36.4 billion in 2026-27 which is not consistent
with the figures in the Government’s Statement.
The $13.1 billion increase amounts to only a small increase per student. The increase is only $506
per student over ten years, or $50 per student per year, after allowing for increasing costs [Chart 1].
This is only 38% of that planned under Gonski 1.0 which would have delivered an increase of $1,347
per student over the ten years. The percentage increase per student over the ten years under Gonski
2.0 is 11.2% compared to 29.8% under Gonski 1.0.
The increases are very small for both public and private schools. Public schools will get an increase of
$629 per student over the ten years (or $63 per year), and private schools will get $447 per student
(or $45 per year). It will buy very little in the way of additional teachers, other staff and educational
materials, especially for the many under-resourced public schools. There is insufficient data available
to estimate the per student increases separately for public and private schools in 2026-27 under
Gonski 1.0.
Thousands of schools, mostly public schools, will receive much smaller funding increases under
Gonski 2.0 than under Gonski 1.0 and their total funding per student will be much less in 2026-27
than it would have been under Gonski 1.0. Per student funding under Gonski 2.0 is estimated at
$5,026 in 2026-27 compared with $5,873 under Gonski 1.0 [Chart 2]. That is, total per student
funding under Gonski 2.0 would be about 85% of that planned under Gonski 1.0 for 2026-27.
As discussed below, this small funding increase per student will not be sufficient to get public
schools, who enrol over 80% of all disadvantaged students, to 100% of their Schooling Resource
Standard. Public schools will most likely continue to be under-resourced for the tasks they face.
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Chart 1: Increase in Commonweath Government Funding, All
Schools, 2016-17 to 2026-27 ($ per student, adjusted for inflation)
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Chart 2: Commonwealth Government Funding, All Schools, 201617 to 2026-27 ($ per student, adjusted for inflation)
6,500
6,000

5,873

5,500
5,026

5,000

4,526
4,5004,520
4,000

4,488

4,382

3,500
3,000
2,500
2,000
2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 2019-20 2020-21 2021-22 2022-23 2023-24 2024-25 2025-26 2026-27

Gonski 1.0

Gonski 2.0

Abbott/Hockey

The only positive aspect of the Gonski 2.0 increase is that it is significantly higher than that planned
under the Abbott/Hockey 2014-15 Budget. The increase under the Abbott/Hockey plan would have
been only $106 per student, an increase of 2.4%. Per student funding under Gonski 2.0 in 2026-27
would be about 12% more than the $4,488 that would have applied under the Abbott/Hockey plan.
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The funding estimates for 2026-27 reported here are based on figures obtained from the Coalition
Government media release on Gonski 2.0, the Budget Papers Overview for 2014-15 and Budget
Papers No. 1 for 2013-14, 2014-15 and 2017-18. School costs are assumed to increase at 3% per year
and enrolments at 1.43% per year. It is acknowledged that estimates of future funding over a 10year period can be imprecise because actual changes often diverge from the assumptions made.
However, using constant assumptions for increasing costs and enrolments based is common practice
in estimating future trends. The 2017-18 Budget Papers forecast an increase in the Wage Price Index
(WPI) of 3% per year for the next few years and the increase for the general WPI historically is at
least 0.5 percentage point below the WPI for education and training. The enrolment increase
assumed here is based on the trend over the past few years.

2. Gonski 2.0 involves a reduced Commonwealth role in funding public
schools
Under Gonski 2.0, the Commonwealth Government will cap its funding of public schools and future
funding increases will be largely dependent on State and Territory governments. The
Commonwealth Government will limit its funding of public schools to 20% of the Schooling Resource
Standard (SRS), leaving the States to provide the other 80%. The requirement in the current
Education Act for the Commonwealth to increase funding for under-resourced schools by at least
4.7% per year will be abolished.
This change is highly significant. It means abandoning any increased role for the Commonwealth
Government in funding disadvantaged students, over 80% of whom attend public schools. Its role in
funding them will be strictly limited in future. Public schools will receive less than 50% of the small
increase in funding under Gonski 2.0 ($6.4 billion out of $13.1 billion). The Commonwealth
contribution to the SRS of public schools currently stands at 17%.
In contrast, Gonski 1.0 would have seen an expanded role for the Commonwealth in supporting
disadvantaged public schools to overcome the effects of disadvantage on education outcomes. It
was planned that the Commonwealth would provide about $10 billion in additional funding between
2013-14 and 2019-20 and public schools would have received about $8 billion, or 80% of the
increase.
Progress toward the SRS for public schools will be left to the uncertainty of State and Territory
government funding. In his recent address to the National Press Club, the Minister for Education,
Simon Birmingham, made it clear that it will be up to the States whether they put in the other 80%
of the SRS of public schools:
…that is a matter of policy priorities for them. If they want to pay 80 per cent of our School
Resourcing Standard they can do that; if they want to instead spend some more money on
police, they can do that - roads, hospitals, take your pick for State governments.
The recent record of State and Territory governments in funding public schools is appalling. They
have cut inflation-adjusted funding to public schools over the last five years for which official figures
are available. Between 2009-10 and 2014-15, they cut funding for public schools by an average of
$732, or 6.6%, per student, but increased funding for private schools by $161 per student, or 6.9%
[Chart 3].
It should be noted that the figures on public school funding used here exclude book entry items
(user cost of capital, depreciation) and other items (payroll tax, school transport) which are included
in State/Territory government funding of public schools (but not in Commonwealth Government
funding). However, these items do not deliver any funds for use in schools and they are not included
7

in funding figures for private schools. They are also excluded from the funding figures on the My
School website on the advice of the accounting firm Deloitte Australia.
These items accounted for nearly 30% of all State/Territory government funding of public schools in
2014-15 and accounted for 40% of the current dollar increase in public school funding between
2009-10 and 2014-15. Inclusion of these items therefore substantially over-estimates the actual
funding of public schools. They should be excluded from the measure of State and Territory
government funding of public schools and particularly from the measure of progress towards
meeting the SRS of public schools.

Chart 3: Increase/Decrease in Government Funding per Student
(adjusted for inflation), Australia, 2009-10 to 2014-15 ($)
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Source: Productivity Commission, Report on Government Services, 2017.
Notes:
1. The funding figures for public schools have been adjusted to exclude the user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax
and school transport. They are not included in figures for government funding of private schools. They are also
excluded from the funding figures on the My School website on the advice of the accounting firm Deloitte Australia.
2. The nominal funding figures provided in the Report on Government Services have been deflated by the ABS Wage
Price Index for Public and Private Education and Training.

Under Gonski 2.0, there is no requirement for the States to increase their real funding effort as there
was under Gonski 1.0; they are only required to maintain their real level of funding per student, and
that is lower than it was in 2009-10 according to the latest available figures.
The absence of any agreement with State governments about future increases in inflation-adjusted
funding per student means that various governments will inevitably make different decisions about
their funding of public and private schools. Some may increase inflation-adjusted funding and others
may continue to cut funding; some may continue to increase funding for private schools and cut
funding for public schools; some may increase funding for public and private schools by different
amounts. The result will be that schools in different parts of the country with similar demographic
composition will continue to receive vastly different funding per student. The Minister for Education
has railed against inconsistencies in funding between the States to denigrate Gonksi 1.0, but Gonski
2.0 does not stop these inconsistencies continuing.
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The Turnbull Government made a deliberate policy choice not to make Commonwealth funding
conditional on the States also increasing their inflation-adjusted funding. It is usual practice in
Commonwealth-State agreements on funding that the States put in a proportionate amount of
funding. If the Commonwealth can make it a condition of funding for other purposes that the States
maintain real funding, it could have just as easily made it a condition that the States increase their
real funding for schools by an agreed percentage. The absence of such a condition in Gonski 2.0
indicates that the Commonwealth is not interested in ensuring that public schools and their students
are adequately funded in the future.
Even if State governments do maintain real funding into the future, public schools will never recover
their reductions in funding since 2009-10 or get anywhere near 100% of their SRS by 2026-27 if State
governments only maintain real funding into the future from this year. In 2016, the State component
of the SRS of public schools was well below the target 80% in most States. For example, it was 71% in
NSW, 66% in Victoria, 72% in Queensland and South Australia, and 67% in the Northern Territory.
Without a major funding boost by State governments, the likelihood is that disadvantaged public
schools will remain vastly under-resourced while a cap on Commonwealth funding is in place and
there will be little or no progress in improving outcomes for disadvantaged students.
Private schools have much greater funding certainty under Gonski 2.0 than public schools because
the Commonwealth Government provides a much greater share of their government funding. The
Commonwealth will increase funding of private schools to a limit of 80% of their SRS by 2026-27,
leaving the other 20% to State and Territory governments. State and Territory governments already
fund many private schools at over 20% of their SRS. In addition, governments have increased their
funding of private schools in recent years.
The Turnbull Government’s priority is to look after private schools. Almost all will all get to 100% of
their SRS or close to it by 2026-27, notwithstanding that some are well above their SRS already and
many are there, or nearly there. It has made a clear choice to give resource certainty to the more
privileged private sector rather than public schools which enrol over 80% of all disadvantaged
students.
In short, Gonski 2.0 provides funding certainty for private schools, but funding uncertainty for public
schools.
The Prime Minister claims that Gonski 2.0 is fair: “It’s fair, it’s needs-based and it’s consistent”, he
says. The Minister for Education, Simon Birmingham, says that the distribution of schools funding
under Gonski 2.0 “will be needs-based and we are committed to fairness and equity as core values
across all parts of our education system”.
However, claims by the Coalition Government that it is implementing Gonski needs-based funding
principles are undercut when the school sector with the most need to be addressed is to have its
Commonwealth funding arbitrarily capped at 20% of the SRS. The cap should be rejected and the
legislative requirement for the Commonwealth to increase funding for schools funded below their
SRS by at least 4.7% a year should be retained.
There is a strong case for an increased role by the Commonwealth Government in the funding of
public schools to improve equity in education across the country and to increase workforce skills and
knowledge to enhance productivity and economic growth. This is explained in the following section.
Nevertheless, State and Territory governments should take a share of the responsibility to ensure
that public schools are funded at their SRS. It should be a condition of Commonwealth funding that
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the State and Territory governments contribute a share of the increase in funding required to move
public schools to their SRS.

Recommendation 1
Reject the proposed cap of 20% of the Schooling Resource Standard on Commonwealth Government
funding of public education.

Recommendation 2
Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act that Commonwealth Government
funding for schools currently resourced at below their Schooling Resource Standard be indexed by at
least 4.7% per year.

Recommendation 3
Make it a condition of Commonwealth Government funding that State and Territory governments
contribute a negotiated share of the increase in funding required to move public schools to their
SRS.

Recommendation 4
Require that the calculation of the State and Territory funding contribution for public schools
exclude the user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport.

3. The Commonwealth Government has a central role in funding public
schools
Rather than limiting its role in the funding of public schools, the Commonwealth Government should
play an increasing role so as to improve equity in education across the country and to increase
workforce skills and knowledge to enhance productivity and economic growth.

3.1 Improving equity in education
In Australia’s federal system, the States have primary constitutional responsibility for education.
However, this does not mean that the role of the Commonwealth Government in funding public
education should be strictly limited as proposed in Gonski 2.0. Indeed, it is totally inconsistent with
the role for the Commonwealth Government outlined in the report of the Gonski review of school
funding.
A national government has a responsibility for the welfare of all its citizens and especially its
children. In education, its responsibility is to ensure that the rights of all citizens to a quality
education are upheld. It has a responsibility to ensure that all children, whatever their background
and wherever they live, receive at least an adequate education to prepare them for full participation
in the community as citizens. As a report by the Commonwealth Schools Commission in 1985 Stated:
The rights and obligations of all Australian citizens to participate in the national democracy,
whatever their background or circumstances, confers an obligation on the Commonwealth
to ensure that all students are receiving, through their schools, effective preparation to take
their place as citizens of Australia. [Quality and Equality, 1985: 15]
In upholding the democratic rights of all citizens, the national government has a special
responsibility to ensure that children whose education suffers because of poverty, location or
cultural background have access to the benefits and privileges enjoyed by the rest of society,
especially in relation to access to a quality education. This points to a strong central role in funding
public education because over 80% of all disadvantaged students attend public schools.
The national government cannot allow such a diversity of State government provision of public
education that children in some regions are denied an adequate education. State and Territory
governments are likely to make different decisions about how much to fund public education and
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disadvantaged students. Some governments may choose to put more into public education, and
others less. Different funding decisions could well compound differences in school outcomes
between regions for students in public schools, and especially for disadvantaged students. If a State
government decides, by reason of insufficient revenue, ideology, or other reasons, that some
children cannot be supported to achieve the minimum level of education expected by society, then
the national government has a responsibility to intervene. As the Schools Commission report said:
Children’s opportunities in adult life must not be constrained by the limits to parents’
capacity to provide their education, or the disparities in what parents can provide. The same
argument applies, in turn, to what systems can or do provide. The Commonwealth is the
guardian of equity across the nation, and should ensure that the quality of a child’s schooling
is not dependent upon living in a particular State or Territory and that all systems and
schools share the responsibility for contributing to the quality of education for all children.
[Quality and Equality, 1985: 12]
Similarly, children from different family backgrounds should be expected to achieve similar levels of
education whatever the State or Territory in which they live. For example, Indigenous children living
in the Northern Territory should be expected to achieve the same level of education as Indigenous
children living in the ACT or Victoria. If a State government is discriminating against Indigenous
children by not providing an adequate education, the national government has a responsibility to
intervene. The same case applies to other disadvantaged students such as those from low socioeconomic status (SES) families and those living in remote areas.
Equally, however, the education provided for children should not be defined by their particular
background. There is no reason why the average level of education achieved by Indigenous children
should be any less than that achieved by children from high SES backgrounds. There is no reason
why children from low SES families or children living in remote areas should achieve a lesser level of
education than those from high SES families.
This view was endorsed by the Gonski report. It defined equity in education as:
…. ensuring that differences in education outcomes are not the result of differences in
wealth, income, power or possessions. [Review of Funding for Schooling, Final Report, 2011:
105]
It said that this goal is based on the belief that the underlying talents and abilities of students are not
distributed differently among children from different socio-economic status, ethnic or language
backgrounds, or according to where they live or go to school.
The practical implication is that all children should be expected and supported to achieve a national
minimum standard of education and that there are no disparities in the education received by
children from different social backgrounds or location. This is the democratic responsibility of the
national government to all its citizens, whatever State or Territory in which they live.
It is the responsibility of the national government to intervene in all circumstances where students
are not achieving an adequate education and where there are large differences in the results of
children from different social groups. In a federal system, the Commonwealth is the essential
monitor and backstop to ensure that all children receive a quality education to prepare them for
adult life.
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It is the duty of the Commonwealth to express, for the nation as a whole, a commitment to,
and support for, all young people and their education. As the national government, it must
ensure that every child is prepared for full participation in the community, to the benefit of
both the individual and of Australian society. [Quality and Equality, 1985: 11]
The Commonwealth Government has the fiscal capacity to overcome and compensate for
differences in State fiscal capacities in funding public education.
The central rationale for the expansion of federal government involvement in school education
initiated by the Whitlam Government was to overcome resource deficiencies in public and private
schools. It recognised that the revenue base of State governments was insufficient to meet rising
community expectations and demands for increased education amongst all sections of the
community.
Following the Karmel Report in 1973 and the establishment of the Commonwealth Schools
Commission, successive Labor and Coalition governments accepted responsibility for an increased
national role in education. They increased recurrent and capital funding to public and private schools
to reduce deficiencies in resources, support the needs of disadvantaged students and fund specific
programs to improve education.
The joint role of federal and State/Territory governments in school education was later formalised in
Statements of national goals of schooling and various related implementation agreements,
strategies and programs. Three inter-governmental declarations of national goals of schooling have
been issued since the first in 1989 (the so-called Hobart Declaration, followed by the Adelaide and
Melbourne Declarations in 1999 and 2008 respectively). They established a national framework for
schooling and fostered a co-operative effort to improve school outcomes. Equity goals were a key
component of each declaration.
National goals for schooling imply a role for the national government. Successive Commonwealth
governments have intervened in school education in a variety of ways to achieve these goals
including funding support, developing national standards, national student performance assessment
and providing national information about resourcing and student performance. For example, they
initiated the development of a national curriculum which, whatever the debate over the detail,
provides a guarantee as to what every child can expect to learn at school wherever they live. They
played a central role in the development of national school outcome standards, teaching standards
and national assessment of student performance. They supported the development of a national
information base of school results and resources through the National Report on Schooling in
Australia and, more recently, the My School website.
National goals for schooling also imply a key funding role for the national government.
Commonwealth governments have provided critical funding support for under-resourced schools
and disadvantaged students over many years, as exemplified in various disadvantaged school
programs and national partnership programs.
Save Our Schools believes that the Commonwealth Government should play a central role in
improving equity in funding for disadvantaged students and not leave it largely to the vagaries and
inconsistencies of State government funding. As the Gonksi review report noted:
…funding for schooling is one area where efforts have been limited in working towards a
nationally consistent approach. There is a distinct lack of coherence in the way governments
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fund schooling, particularly in relation to directing funding to schools based on student need
and in a consistent manner across States and territories and schooling sectors.
There is also an imbalance in terms of the funding responsibilities of the Australian
Government and State and Territory governments in funding all schools and in supporting
disadvantaged students. [Review of Funding for Schooling, Final Report, 2011: 48]
The report called for a national approach to funding schooling to address this imbalance. It said that
the Australian Government “should assume a greater role in the funding of government schools” as
part of the process of addressing the imbalance [xvii]. Further, it said:
….the Australian Government could play a greater role in supporting State and Territory
governments to meet the needs of disadvantaged students in both government and nongovernment schools. [52]
Save Our Schools supports an increased role for the Commonwealth Government in meeting the
needs of disadvantaged students and in promoting greater equity in education outcomes. Placing an
arbitrary limit on the role of the Commonwealth in funding public schools is not conducive to
achieving these national goals. It will limit progress towards these goals.

3.2 Improving workforce skills and economic growth
The Commonwealth Government has the major responsibility for national economic policy to
increase economic prosperity. It widely accepted that education underpins national economic
growth. Workforce skills and knowledge are key economic drivers and numerous research studies
show that educational attainment is the one of the largest, if not the largest, positive influence on
workforce skills and participation.
The Preamble to the Australian Education Amendment Bill recognises that education is an important
factor in future economic prosperity. It States:
Education is the foundation of a skilled workforce and a creative community. A strong and
sustainable schooling system is critical for Australia’s future prosperity. [Item 45, p.15]
The results from the OECD’s Programme for Student Assessment (PISA) 2015 show that about onethird of low SES 15 year-old students in Australia are below the international reading, mathematics
and science standards, and only slightly fewer remote area students are below the standards.
Almost half of all Indigenous students are below the mathematics standard while 40 per cent or
more are below the reading and science standards. As noted above, over 80% of these students
attend public schools.
Apart from the social injustice associated with these results, they bring a huge national cost in terms
of reduced economic capacity and growth. Inequity in education outcomes is holding back workforce
skill development, labour participation, productivity and economic growth. It seems incredibly shortsighted for the Government, which has the major responsibility for policies to improve economic
prosperity, to put an arbitrary limit on how much it contributes to improving a key driver of future
prosperity. The importance of reducing disadvantage in education for national economic growth
would seem to demand a greater role in funding public education, not less.

4. A national approach to school funding is the only alternative to structural
incoherence
Gonski 2.0 abandons any effort towards a national approach to school funding. This is highly
unfortunate. It means that the structural incoherence of school funding so heavily criticised in the
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original Gonski report will continue and many schools, mostly disadvantaged public schools, will
continue to be under-resourced into the future. The report was scathing about the incoherence of
school funding:
Australia lacks a logical, consistent and publicly transparent approach to funding schooling.
[xxix, 49]
When considered holistically, the current funding arrangements for schooling are
unnecessarily complex, lack coherence and transparency, and involve a duplication of
funding effort in some areas. There is an imbalance between the funding responsibilities of
the Australian Government and State and Territory governments across the schooling
sectors. [xv]
There is a distinct lack of coordination in the way governments fund schooling, particularly in
relation to directing funding to schools based on student need across jurisdictions and
sectors.
There is also a significant overlap in the funding priorities of the Australian Government and
State and Territory governments. The overlap leads to duplication and inefficiency, and
makes it difficult for governments and policy makers to decide how best to fund the needs
of school systems and schools.
It is not always clear which level of government is providing funding, nor what role the
Australian Government and State and Territory governments should play in funding
particular educational priorities. [xv]
Current Australian Government and State and Territory funding for non-government schools
is a patchwork of different funding methodologies and models that have accrued over a long
period of time. These arrangements are complex, confusing, opaque and inconsistent among
jurisdictions, and obscure educational goals and accountability. [48]
To overcome this structural incoherence, the Gonski review recommended a national co-operative
approach to school funding, particularly in supporting disadvantaged students. It said:
Funding arrangements for government and non-government schools must be better
balanced to reflect the joint contribution of both levels of government in funding all
schooling sectors. They must also be better co-ordinated so that funding effort can be
maximised, particularly effort to improve the educational outcomes of disadvantaged
students. [xv]
The aphorism ‘there is no alternative’ (TINA) is much over-used in public policy discussions.
However, if there is one area where it has relevance it is in relation to developing a national
approach to school funding. There is no alternative to co-operative federalism if school funding in
Australia is to be put on a more rational, less wasteful foundation. There is no alternative to a cooperative approach if disadvantaged students are ever to receive adequate funding to allow them to
achieve at the levels of other students and to have the same life opportunities as those students.
The Australian Education Amendment Bill will only reinforce the structural incoherence of school
funding arrangements. It should be put aside while priority is given to developing a national
agreement on school funding.
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The establishment of a National Schools Resourcing Body should be reconsidered as part of a
national approach. The case for such a body was outlined in the Gonski review report. The case
remains compelling.

Recommendation 5
The Australian Education Amendment Bill be put aside until the Commonwealth and State and
Territory governments negotiate a national agreement on school funding.

Recommendation 6
The Commonwealth and State and Territory governments negotiate a national agreement for each
level of government to increase inflation-adjusted funding per student to progress all public schools
to their Schooling Resource Standard and thereafter at least maintain that real level of funding.

Recommendation 7
As part of a national agreement on school funding, the Commonwealth and State and Territory
governments should establish a National Schools Resourcing Body to ensure that funding for schools
is based on the principles of equity, efficiency and effectiveness.

5. Gonski 2.0 indexation of the Schooling Resource Standard may
inadequately compensate schools for rising costs
The indexation of the SRS against rising school costs is critical for school budgets because it is a
central feature of Commonwealth Government funding of schools. If the rate of indexation fails to
match increasing costs such as teacher salaries, educational materials and utility charges such as
water and electricity, school budgets will be squeezed. Schools will not be able to afford the same
level of human and material inputs as they have in past years.
The importance of the SRS to school budgets stems from the fact that it sets the base amount of
funding from all sources (government and private) that should be available for all schools with a
minimum level of disadvantage to achieve adequate student outcomes. In addition, funding loadings
for different categories of disadvantaged students are set as a percentage of the SRS.
Commonwealth Government funding of schools is based on these two factors.
Under Gonski 1.0, the SRS for primary and secondary schools is indexed at 3.6% per year to maintain
the real value of the SRS against rising wages and other costs. This rate was based on a 5-year
forward estimate of average recurrent costs of all public and private schools in 2013.
Under Gonski 2.0, the 3.6% indexation rate will be replaced by a floating rate from 2021 which will
be a composite of 75% of the Wage Price Index (WPI) for all industries and 25 per cent of the All
Groups Consumer Price Index (CPI). The CPI component is intended to compensate for increasing
costs related to non-salary items such as educational materials and utilities. It also proposes a
minimum indexation rate of 3%. Indexation will be set at 3.56% for 2019 and 2020 as a transition
arrangement.
This is a significant change that should be carefully assessed. There are several reasons to consider
that it will likely result in schools not being adequately funded to meet rising wages and other costs.
First, the WPI component does not accurately reflect wages growth in education because it is based
on wages growth in all industries rather than in education. On average, wages growth in education
and training (public and private) exceeded wages growth in all industries by about 0.5 percentage
point over the last 18 years for which comparable data is available [Chart 1]. The WPI for all
industries will therefore generally underestimate the extent of rising costs in schools and using it to
index the SRS will likely increase the SRS by less than the actual cost increases facing schools over
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time. Schools will face a cost squeeze because their funding increases do not match their cost
increases.
Second, the wage price component of 75% of the composite index is too small to adequately fund
schools. Employee-related expenses in public schools constitute 85% of total expenditure on public
schools (excluding user cost of capital, depreciation, payroll tax and school transport). The larger
25% weighting given to the CPI component means that the extent of rising costs facing schools will
be under-estimated because increases in the CPI for all groups historically are about one percentage
point below the increases in the WPI for education and training [Chart 4].

Chart 4: Year on Year Change in Wage Price Index (All Groups &
Education) & Consumer Price Index (All Groups) (%)
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A composite index of 85% of the WPI for Education and Training and 15% All Groups CPI (here called
Gonski 3.0) is a more accurate indicator of changes in costs facing schools. Adjusting the SRS by this
index would provide more adequate funding to cover rising costs compared to the proposed Gonski
2.0 composite index. Cost increases shown by the Gonski 3.0 index were significantly higher than for
the Gonski 2.0 composite index in nearly every year between 1999 and 2016 and even higher than
Gonski 1.0 indexation for the large part of the period [Chart 5]. Schools will not receive adequate
funding to cover rising costs if the SRS is indexed at the Gonski 2.0 rate.
The fixed Gonski 1.0 indexation rate over-estimates cost increases in periods of low wage and price
increases and schools as shown in the Chart for 2012 to 2016. This would lead to schools being overfunded to meet cost increases. However, if this rate of indexation had been applied since 1999 it
would have under-estimated increases in school costs for much of the period and schools would not
have received adequate funding to cover these costs.
Clearly, there is a case for a flexible indexation rate that more accurately reflects changes in costs in
periods of low and high increases. However, such an approach brings another problem. It means
that indexation is based on past cost increases and this introduces a lag between the cost increase
and the funding increase. As a result, the funding increase in the current year may be less than or
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exceed the cost increase for the current year. This is exemplified in the proposed Gonski 2.0
indexation which is based on the past yearly changes in the wage and price indexes.

Chart 5: Historical Series of Different Indexation Rates of the
Schooling Resource Standard
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The Australian Education Amendment Bill specifies that the indexation factor to be applied to SRS
funding amounts for a year is the change in the composite WPI & CPI index between the June
quarter of the previous year and the June quarter of the current year. As the WPI and CPI for the
June quarter are not available until about mid-July in the current year, the SRS for that year will not
be determined until sometime in the 3rd quarter of the calendar year at the earliest. This seems
somewhat late in the year to be relevant.
It would play havoc with school budgeting as school budgets for the current year need to be
formulated in the last half of the previous year. It would create uncertainty for schools about the
amount of funding they will receive year to year and make it more difficult to budget for salaries,
materials and other items. Wage and price increases that are higher in the current year than the
previous year could result in schools not having adequate funding to cover the higher costs. On the
other hand, lower wage and price increases in the current year than in the previous year could result
in small windfall gains but schools may not be able to save these gains for application in loss years.
The volatility of the CPI from year to year adds to the uncertainty [see Chart 1].
The uncertainty for school budgeting is compounded by the fact that the Amendment Bill also
provides for the Minster to prescribe the SRS indexation factor by regulation if required. The
Explanatory Memorandum for the Bill States that this flexibility allows the Minister to meet pressing
circumstances, for instance, to ensure schools can continue to operate with reasonable funding
growth in an extreme deflationary environment (where the SRS indexation factor formula would
result in zero or negative indexation), or where changes in the economy-wide CPI and WPI indexes
are markedly different to changes in education cost structures. Apart from the fact that schools
cannot be forewarned about resort to Ministerial determination of the SRS indexation factor, it also
opens the whole process to political pressure.
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All schools would no doubt prefer greater certainty about funding levels over time. The proposed 3%
floor for indexation of the SRS under Gonski 2.0 will provide some protection. However, for years
where costs increase by more than 3%, as they have for the most part over the past 18 years,
schools are not likely to be adequately funded to cover rising costs by the Gonski 2.0 indexation.
Several alternative approaches could be considered. One is to prescribe an indexation rate in
legislation based on past increases, such as a rolling five-year average to the June quarter in the
previous year, with a floor of 3%. Another is to set the indexation factor for five-year periods based
on forecasts of the WPI in Education and Training and the All Groups CPI by an expert panel. This
would involve regular five-year reviews of the SRS indexation factor. This could be the better option
on the condition that it is a public process.
It is noted that the National Education Reform Agreement that established Gonski 1.0 proposed an
independent review to set the approach to indexation for the SRS after three years. The Agreement
Stated that ministers of the participating jurisdictions would commission an independent expert
body to conduct the review and ensure that body has the expertise to consider the historical
approach to indexation of schools funding, the drivers of cost in education and appropriate
methodologies for maintaining the ability to deliver outcomes. One of the several purposes of the
review was to consider whether the approach to indexation should be applied as supplementation
(that is, applied to the SRS per student amounts during the funding period) or indexation (that is,
applied to the SRS per student amounts prior to the beginning of the funding period).
This review was not conducted by the Coalition Government. It is timely that a review be constituted
before changing the legislation in order to draw on independent expert advice. It is a technical issue
that should be subject to expert advice delivered publicly. The current provision of the Australian
Education Act for indexation of the SRS at 3.6% per year should be maintained until the review is
completed.

Recommendation 8
Retain the current provision in the Australian Education Act for indexation of the Schooling Resource
Standard at 3.6% per year while a review of the appropriate indexation rate is conducted.

Recommendation 9
Appoint an independent expert panel to review and recommend an appropriate indexation rate to
apply to the Schooling Resource Standard from 2020.

6. Gonski 2.0 will increase over-funding of private schools
While Gonski 2.0 proposes to reduce over-funding for a very small number of grossly over-funded
private schools, it will increase the number of schools that are over-funded and increase the existing
over-funding for many other schools. In addition, many schools will remain over-funded even though
the extent of their over-funding is reduced.

6.1 Private school sector over-funding
Under Gonski 2.0, average government funding (Commonwealth and State/Territory government) of
Independent schools will exceed their SRS in the ACT, NSW, Queensland, Victoria and Western
Australia while Independent schools in the Northern Territory, South Australia and Tasmania will be
funded at their SRS [Chart 6]. On average, Independent schools in the ACT will be funded by 12%
more than their SRS, Western Australian schools by 9% and NSW schools by 7%.
Catholic systemic schools in the ACT, NSW, Queensland and Western Australia will also be overfunded. Western Australian Catholic schools will be funded by 8% more than their SRS. Catholic
schools in Tasmania and Victoria will be funded at their SRS while those in the Northern Territory
and South Australia will be only slightly below.
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In contrast, public schools will remain significantly under-funded in NSW, Northern Territory,
Queensland, South Australia and Victoria. In particular, public schools in the Northern Territory and
Victoria will only be funded at 87% and 86% of their SRS, respectively. Funding for public schools in
the ACT and Western Australia will exceed their SRS and funding for Tasmanian public schools will be
slightly below their SRS. Northern Territory public schools will actually have their funding reduced
from 90% of their SRS in 2017 to 87%.

Chart 6: School Sector Funding as a Percentage of the Schooling
Resource Standard Under Gonski 2.0
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There will also be a large increase in the number and percentage of over-funded Independent
schools (separate data for Catholic systemic and public schools is not published). In 2017, 17% of
Independent schools are over-funded and this will increase to 65% under Gonski 2.0 [Chart 7].
Nearly 90% of Independent schools in the ACT will be over-funded, 83% in Western Australia, 75% in
Queensland and 72% in NSW. One-third to one-half of schools in South Australia, Tasmania and
Victoria will be over-funded while 56% of Northern Territory Independent schools will be getting
more than their SRS.
The biggest increases in over-funded Independent schools will be in NSW, Northern Territory,
Queensland and Western Australia with increases of 50 percentage points, 45 points, 65 points and
68 points respectively. It will be a three-fold increase in NSW, a five-fold increase in the Northern
Territory, over a seven-fold increase in Queensland and over a five-fold increase in Western
Australia.
The reason for this massive increase in over-funding for private schools is that the Turnbull
Government will fund private schools to 80% of their SRS without regard to the existing level of State
and Territory government funding of private schools. Many private schools and systems are already
funded at more than 20% of their SRS by State governments. By funding these schools and systems
to 80% of their SRS, the Turnbull Government is ensuring that they will be over-funded by 2026-27
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or earlier unless State governments decide to cut back their funding. This is unlikely because they
increased inflation-adjusted funding per student in private schools by 6.9% between 2009-10 and
2014-15.
The over-funding estimates here are derived from data on total government funding (A) and
Commonwealth Government funding (B) as a percentage of school and school system SRS provided
to the Senate Estimates Committee last year by the Commonwealth Department of Education. This
allows estimation of the State government contribution (C) to SRS (C=A-B). The SRS for schools and
school systems for Gonski 2.0 are calculated as C+80%, the 80% of SRS being the cap on
Commonwealth Government funding of private schools.

Chart 7: Percentage of Independent Schools Above Their
Schooling Resource Standard, 2017 & Gonski 2.0
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It should be noted that this analysis assumes that Commonwealth funding increases will at least
match indexation of the SRS. It must increase by more than indexation of the SRS if the Government
is to achieve its target of 80% of SRS for private schools and 20% of SRS for public schools by 202627. Future indexation of the SRS will be 3.56% for 2019 and 2020 and a floating rate with a minimum
of 3% from 2021. The Gonski 2.0 funding estimates on the Department of Education website are
based on at least 3% increase per year, except for about 300 schools that receive smaller increases
or have their funding cut. Funding is increased by at least 3.4% per year for all schools except about
350.
The analysis also assumes that State governments maintain their contribution to SRS by increasing
funding in line with SRS indexation. This is based on the Statement by the Prime Minister and the
Minister for Education that State governments will be required, as a condition of Commonwealth
funding, to maintain their current level of funding per student adjusted for inflation. This means
their funding should increase in line with SRS indexation. However, this condition is not included in
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the amendments to the Australian Education Act before the Parliament and it is not clear how the
Government will enforce it.

6.2 Over-funding of individual schools
Many high SES and other private schools in all States and territories will have their total government
funding increased to over 100% of their SRS under Gonski 2.0 as the Commonwealth Government
increases their funding to 80% of their SRS. Many that are already over-funded with have their overfunding increased and many others will remain over-funded despite cuts or slower increases in their
funding. This will occur because State and Territory government funding of these schools exceeds
20% of their SRS.

6.2.1 NSW
In NSW, 216 private schools and systems will be over-funded under Gonski 2.0 because they are
funded at over 20% of their SRS by the State government. Of these, 150 will become over-funded by
having their Commonwealth funding increased to 80% of their SRS and another 31 will have their
over-funding increased.
Many of these are high socio-economic status (SES) and wealthy schools. For example, SCEGGS
Redlands with 84% of its students in the top socio-educational advantage (SEA) quartile is already
funded at 46.11% of its SRS by the NSW Government and its Commonwealth funding will be
increased from 75.53% to 80% of its SRS under Gonski 2.0. Its total government funding will increase
from 122% to 126% of its SRS [Chart 8]. Sydney Grammar School with 98% of its students in the top
SEA quartile will have its government funding increased from 123% of its SRS to 127% because its
State government funding is 47% of its SRS. The Hills Grammar School with 63% of its students in the
top SEA quartile will have its funding increased from 97% of its SRS to 109%.

Chart 8: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, NSW (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Thirty-five NSW private schools and systems that are currently over-funded by the Commonwealth
Government and will have their funding reduced as a percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0 will
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remain significantly over-funded because their State government funding exceeds 20% of their SRS.
For example, the group of Jesuit Catholic schools will be funded at 162% of their SRS [Chart 9]. Total
government funding of Monte Sant' Angelo Mercy College with 75% of its students in the top SEA
quartile will be at 162% of its SRS. Total government funding for Loreto Kirribilli with 80% of its
students from the top SEA quartile will be funded at 160% of its SRS. Queenwood with 81% of its
students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 149% of its SRS.

Chart 9: Over-Funded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0, NSW (%
of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.2 Victoria
In Victoria, 75 private schools and systems will be over-funded under Gonski 2.0 because they are
currently funded at over 20% of their SRS by the State government. Of these, 45 will become overfunded by having their Commonwealth funding increased to 80% of their SRS and another 14 will
have their over-funding increased.
Many of these schools are relatively high SES schools. For example, Yeshivah-Beth Rivkah College
with 38% of its students in the highest SEA quartile and 68% in the top two SEA quartiles will have its
total government funding increased from 103% of its SRS to 109% [Chart 10]. Castlemaine Steiner
School with 42% of its students in the top SEA quartile and 80% in the top two quartiles will have its
funding increased from 104% of its SRS to 111%. Fitzroy Community School with 84% of its students
in the top SEA quartile will have its funding increased from 96% of its SRS to 104%.
Many very wealthy private schools will remain over-funded even though their Commonwealth
Government funding will be reduced as a percentage of their SRS. For example, total government
funding of Christ Church Grammar School with 87% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be at
112% of its SRS [Chart 11]. St. Catherine’s School in Toorak with 74% of its students in the top SEA
quartile will be funded at 109% of its SRS and Lauriston Girls School with 83% of its students in the
top SEA quartile will be funded at 108% of its SRS.
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Chart 10: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, Victoria (% of Schooling Resource Standard
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Chart 11: Over-Funded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0,
Victoria (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.3 Queensland
In Queensland, 107 private schools and systems will be over-funded under Gonski 2.0 because their
State government funding exceeds 20% of their SRS. Of these, 93 will become over-funded when
their Commonwealth funding is increased to 80% of their SRS and another eight will have their overfunding increased.
This includes many high SES private schools. For example, St. Aidan’s Girls School with 77% of its
students in the top SEA quartile will have its total government funding increased from 119% to 123%
of its SRS [Chart 12]. The Presbyterian and Methodist group of schools will have their average
funding increased from 105% t0 111% of their SRS.
In addition, several very high SES private schools whose Commonwealth funding will be reduced as a
percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0 will remain over-funded. For example, Brisbane Grammar
with 88% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 123% of its SRS. Brisbane Girls’
Grammar with 85% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 133% of its SRS.

Chart 12: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, Qld (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
140.0
120.0

123

117 113
111

106 105 105 103
102 102

112

105 104 104 105 105 103 102 104 104 103

100.0
80.0
60.0
40.0
20.0
0.0

2017 % of SRS

Gonski 2.0 % of SRS

Source: The data to estimate the percentages is derived from Senate Education and Employment Committee,
Supplementary Budget Estimates 2016 – 2017, Answer to Question on Notice SQ16-000852.

6.2.4 Western Australia
In Western Australia, 97 private schools and systems will be over-funded under Gonski 2.0 because
their State government funding exceeds 20% of their SRS. Of these, 80 will become over-funded
when their Commonwealth funding is increased to 80% of their SRS and another 11 will have their
over-funding increased.
They include many of the highest SES schools in the State. For example, Christ Church Grammar with
77% of its students in the top SEA quartile will have its total government funding increased from
119% to 123% of its SRS [Chart 13]. Scotch College with 81% of its students in the top SEA quartile
will have its funding increase from 135% of its SRS to 139%. All Saints College with 72% of its
students in the top SEA quartile will have its funding increased from 98% of it SRS to 114%.
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In addition, several very high SES private schools whose Commonwealth funding will be reduced as a
percentage of their SRS under Gonski 2.0 will remain over-funded. For example, The Quintilian
School with 84% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 138% of its SRS. Methodist
Ladies College with 70% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 157% of its SRS.

Chart 13: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, WA (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.5 South Australia
In South Australia, 22 private schools and school systems will be over-funded under Gonski 2.0
because their State government funding exceeds 20% of their SRS. Of these, 19 will become overfunded as a result of their Commonwealth funding being increased to 80% of their SRS.
They include many of the highest SES schools in the State. For example, Scotch College with 77% of
its students in the top SEA quartile will have its government funding increased from 93% of its SRS to
104% [Chart 14]. St. Peter’s College with 72% of its students in the top SEA quartile will have its
government funding increased from 94% of its SRS to 104%. In addition, the Edmund Rice
Foundation schools will remain over-funded at 107% of its SRS.

6.2.6 Tasmania
In Tasmania, 10 private schools and school systems will become over-funded under Gonski 2.0 as a
result of their Commonwealth funding being increased to 80% of their SRS because their State
government funding exceeds 20% of their SRS. They include several of the highest SES schools in the
State. For example, The Friends School with 73% of its students in the top SEA quartile will have its
government funding increased from 95% of its SRS to 104% [Chart 15]. Scotch Oakburn College with
55% of its students in the top SEA quartile and 83% in the top two quartiles will have its funding
increased from 90% of its SRS to 102%.

25

Chart 14: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, SA (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Chart 15: High SES Private Schools With Increased Over-Funding
Under Gonski 2.0, Tasmania (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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6.2.7 ACT
In the ACT, 15 out of 17 Independent schools will be over-funded under Gonksi 2.0 because they are
funded at above 20% of their SRS by the ACT government. Of these, six will become over-funded as a
result of their Commonwealth funding being increased to 80% of their SRS and the other nine will
remain over-funded even though their Commonwealth funding will be reduced as a percentage of
their SRS. The latter group include the some of the highest SES schools in Canberra. For example,
Canberra Grammar with 85% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 114% of its SRS
and Radford College with 83% of its students in the top SEA quartile will be funded at 132% of its SRS
[Chart 16].

Chart 16: Over-Funded High SES Schools Under Gonski 2.0, ACT (%
of Schooling Resource Standard)
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Source: The data to estimate the percentages is derived from Senate Education and Employment Committee,
Supplementary Budget Estimates 2016 – 2017, Answer to Question on Notice SQ16-000852.

6.3 Catholic school over-funding
Many non-systemic high SES Catholic schools, mostly in NSW, are vastly over-funded because of a
special deal hatched with the Howard Government and maintained by the Gillard Government.
Under the old SES funding model, many independent Catholic schools were funded at a higher rate
per student than they were entitled to if they were funded according to their assessed socioeconomic capacity. This was the result of the Howard Government’s “no losers” guarantee under the
SES model. This privileged funding continued under Gonski 1.0 according to Julia Gillard’s edict that
“no school will lose a dollar”.
The extent of the over-funding is staggering in many instances. For example, Loreto Kirribilli is
currently funded at 277% of its SRS, Monte Sant’Angelo Mercy College is at 268% of its SRS, the
Jesuit schools in NSW are at 266% of their SRS [Chart 17]. To the Government’s credit, it has
recognised that this is a gross corruption of the principle of needs-based funding and intends to
reduce the over-funding under Gonski 2.0. However, these schools will still be significantly overfunded under Gonski 2.0. For example, Loreto Kirribilli will be funded at 160% of its SRS and Monte
Sant’ Angelo Mercy College and the Jesuit schools at 162% of their SRS.

27

Chart 17: Total Government Funding of High SES Catholic Schools,
NSW (% of Schooling Resource Standard)
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The extent of over-funding of Catholic schools in the ACT is particularly scandalous. Non-systemic
schools such as Daramalan and Marist Colleges are vastly over-funded. Daramalan is currently
funded at 193% of its SRS and Marist is funded at 178%. The over-funding of Daramalan amounted
to about $7 million in 2016 and about $6.8 million for Marist. Under Gonski 2.0, they will be still
over-funded: Daramalan at 126% of SRS and Marist at 122%.
ACT Catholic systemic schools are also significantly over-funded because of a special deal between
the previous Labor Government and the National Catholic Education Commission on the
participation of Catholic schools in Gonksi 1.0. The average system-weighted SES score of 101
negotiated for ACT Catholic systemic schools was not derived from the SES score of each individual
school. Instead, as set out in a Ministerial Determination under the Education Act, the SES score is
set as the average SES score for all Catholic systemic schools across Australia. The actual average SES
score of 117 for ACT Catholic schools is very much higher than the average for Australia of 101.
This special deal is a gross corruption of the Gonski principle of needs-based funding. The SES score
of every Catholic systemic school in the ACT is above 101, ranging from 111 to 128. The disparities
between these scores and the deemed system score of 101 ensures much higher government
funding than if they were funded at their individual SES score. For example, the funding of St. Bede’s
PS in Red Hill with an SES score of 128 would be 20% of the base SRS if it were funded according to
its SES score. However, its actual funding under the special deal for ACT Catholic schools is 86.5% of
the base SRS. As a result, the school was over-funded by $1.0 million in 2016, or by $6,617 per
student. Similarly, St. Clare’s College is funded at 72.5% of its base SRS instead of 35.31% according
to its SES capacity score of 118. As a result, it was over-funded by $4.9 million in 2016. The total
over-funding of Catholic systemic schools in the ACT was about $50 million.
Complaints by the leaders of the Catholic Church in Australia and Catholic education leaders about
cuts in funding or lower funding increases for high SES schools under Gonski 2.0 are disgraceful. They
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are difficult to reconcile with the professed Christian faith of these leaders. They indicate that there
is a huge gulf between what Catholic leaders and ordinary people believe to be reasonable. Catholic
leaders are betraying their own congregations by demanding that the vast over-funding of their
most privileged schools and families be retained instead of being used to support disadvantaged
schools and students. The Government and Labor should firmly reject these demands for high SES
Catholic schools to continue to be over-funded.
It should also be noted that Gonski 2.0 does not challenge the privilege granted to Catholic
education systems that allows them to distribute their government funding according to their own
model without being required to reveal how the money is distributed. The only change proposed
under Gonski 2.0 is that the total amount of block funding for Catholic systems will be determined
according to the assessed SES of each Catholic systemic school rather than according to the systemweighted average determined in negotiation between the Catholic Church and the previous Labor
Government. Catholic education authorities will remain free to determine how they distribute their
taxpayer funding and will not be required to reveal their distribution model. Reports by the National
Audit Office, the Gonski review, the Victorian Auditor-General and Save Our Schools provide
compelling evidence that Catholic education authorities do not fully re-distribute taxpayer funding
on a needs-basis.

6.4 Increases in over-funding of private schools should be rejected
The claim by the Turnbull Government that it is reducing over-funding private schools is a hoax on a
grand scale. It has played a ‘smoke and mirrors’ trick by reducing over-funding for a very small
number of private schools while massively boosting over-funding for many more schools and
retaining over-funding for others.
Gonski 2.0 is a grotesque distortion of needs-based funding. It will result in a huge diversion of
taxpayer funds to the school sectors least in need. The large majority of private schools will be overfunded because the Turnbull Government has guaranteed to fund them to 80% of their SRS without
regard to the fact that many private schools are funded at more than 20% of their SRS by State
governments. It is making only a token reduction in already existing Commonwealth over-funding.
Public schools, which enrol over 80% of disadvantaged students, will remain under-resourced
because they will be dependent on State governments to fund them to 100% of their SRS. This is
highly unlikely because State governments have cut inflation-adjusted funding per student in public
schools in recent years and there is no requirement for them to increase it under Gonski 2.0.
The Prime Minister claims that Gonski 2.0 is fair: “It’s fair, it’s needs-based and it’s consistent”, he
says. The Minister for Education, Simon Birmingham, says that the distribution of schools funding
under Gonski 2.0 “will be needs-based and we are committed to fairness and equity as core values
across all parts of our education system”.
But, Gonski 2.0 is neither an equitable or fair funding model. No funding model that increases overfunding for high SES private schools while failing to adequately support public schools can be
considered fair or equitable. Instead, Gonski 2.0 entrenches inequity in education.

Recommendation 10
Reject increases in Commonwealth Government funding that increase over-funding or maintain
over-funding of private schools.

7. Over-funding of private schools is intrinsic to Gonski 1.0 and Gonski 2.0
Over-funding of private schools is intrinsic to both Gonski 1.0 and Gonski 2.0 because both models
assume that all private schools are entitled to a minimum level of government funding without
regard to need. This is the biggest special deal of all that provides privileged funding to all private
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schools. It is a special deal that has been in place for over 40 years. Every Commonwealth funding
system since 1974 has guaranteed a basic per capita grant to all private schools, even the wealthiest.
It enables hundreds of private schools to have far higher levels of total income than public schools.
Under Gonski 1.0, all private schools receive a base per capita grant from the Commonwealth
Government determined by the “capacity to contribute” of families in each school. The capacity to
contribute is measured by the school’s SES score. Schools with the least “capacity to contribute”
receive government funding of 90% of the base SRS. Those with a higher SES score receive less
government funding, but all schools, even the most privileged, receive a grant. The wealthiest
schools are guaranteed a minimum grant of 20% of the base SRS. The Gonski Report made it clear
that this minimum level of funding was designed to meet the Labor Government’s requirement that
“no school will lose a dollar” under the new funding arrangements.
To meet the Australian Government’s announcement that no school will lose a dollar per
student as a result of this review, a minimum public contribution towards the cost of
schooling should apply to non-government schools at a level between 20 to 25 per cent of
the resource standard per student amounts without loadings. [Review of Funding for
Schooling, Final Report, December 2011, Recommendation 19, p. 177]
The Report provided no other justification for continuing taxpayer funding of higher SES private
schools. The implication is that, in the absence of the Julia Gillard’s “no losers” guarantee, it may
have more seriously considered the case against taxpayer funding of higher SES private schools.
In 2017, schools assessed as having the least capacity to contribute are guaranteed $9,279 per
primary student and $12,203 per secondary student in Commonwealth funding. The highest SES
private schools are guaranteed at least $2,062 per primary school student and $2,712 per secondary
student even though many of these schools have fees of $20,000 or more.
Gonski 2.0 will retain this system of funding private schools, although it includes changed capacity to
contribute schedules.
However, there is no constraint on the income private schools can obtain from private sources
through fees, charges and donations. Schools can choose to set their fees and charges so that their
total income exceeds the base SRS. In general, public schools do not have this choice. They are
almost entirely funded according to their SRS.
The privilege for private schools to set fees without constraint results in two other forms of overfunding. One is where income from fees and donation exceeds the SRS. The second is where
government funding provides schools whose income from fees and donations is less than the SRS
with a total income per student that exceeds the SRS.
It is difficult to estimate the extent of these two forms of over-funding because accurate data is not
readily available, particularly for school systems that are block funded. An approximate estimate can
be obtained by estimating the total government funding of private schools with the amount that
would equalize the average total income per student of private and public schools.
The income from fees and donations for many elite private schools far exceeds average government
funding per student in public schools. These schools serve the wealthiest families in Australia and
enrol virtually no disadvantaged students. They are already supremely well-resourced without
government funding. Government funding adds icing on the cake for those least in need.
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For example, Sydney Grammar had income from fees and donations of $38,077 per student in 2015
(this is the latest year for which individual school funding data is available), nearly three times the
estimated average income per student in public schools of $13,339 for that year. However, it still
received $3,716 per student in government funding and total funding of $4.2 million even though
98% of its students were from the highest SES quartile and it had none from the lowest SES quartile.
Ascham with 87% of its students from the highest SES quartile and none from the lowest quartile
had income from fees and donations of $37,486 per student. Yet, it received $3,347 per student and
total funding of $3.6 million from government.
In Victoria, Melbourne Grammar School had income from fees and donations of $32,240 in 2015 and
received $4,149 per student and total funding of $7.5 million from government even though 83% of
its students were from the highest SES quartile and none were from the lowest quartile. Scotch
College had income from fees and donations of $27,422 per student and received $3,357 per
student and total funding of $6.3 million from government even though 84% of its students were
from the highest SES quartile and only 2% were from the lowest quartile. Korowa Girls’ School had
income from fees and donations of $26,876 per student and received $3,636 per student and total
funding of $2.2 million from government even though 87% of its students were from the highest SES
quartile and none were from the lowest quartile.
These elite schools would have far greater resources than the average public school even without
their government funding. Without government funding, the income per student of Sydney
Grammar would be 258% more than the average for public schools; Ascham’s income per student
would be 256% more; Melbourne Grammar’s would be 211% more; Scotch College’s would be 180%
more; and Korowa’s 174% more. Government funding for these schools is a direct subsidy for the
wealthiest families in Australia. Why they should receive government funding is beyond reason.
As the columnist for the Herald-Sun, Suzie O’Brien, recently said:
Funding wealthy private schools takes money away from struggling State schools and is
unfair because it’s not based on need. [Herald-Sun, 4 May 2017].
The second form of over-funding occurs where government funding enables other private schools
whose income from fees and donations are less than government funding of public schools to have a
higher level of resourcing than public schools. That is, government funding pushes their total income
per student above that of public schools. This is the far more common form of over-funding and it
enables thousands of private schools to have a higher per student income than public schools.
This can be illustrated by a few examples of combined primary/secondary private schools taken from
the My School website.
St. Paul’s School in Brisbane had income from fees and donations of $12,653 per student in 2015
which was less than the estimated average income per student in public schools of $13,339.
However, instead of receiving $686 per student in government funding to take it up to the average
for public schools it received $7,972 per student. As a result, it had a total income per student of
$20,625, $7,286 student (or 55%) more than the income of public schools. Yet, 66% of students at St.
Paul’s in 2015 were from the highest SES quartile and only 1% were from the lowest quartile.
Hunter Valley Grammar School in NSW had income from fees and donations of $12,183 per student
in 2015. Instead of receiving $1,156 per student so that its total income would match the average of
public schools, it received $8,442 per student. This also gave it a total income of $20,625 per student
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which was $7,286, or 55%, more than the income of public schools. Yet, 58% of its students were
from the highest SES quartile and only 3% were from the lowest quartile.
Ballarat Clarendon College in Victoria had income from fees and donations of $12,578 per student in
2015. Instead of getting a government funding top up of $761 per student to match the average
income of public schools, it got $8,127. This gave it a total income of $20,705 per student which was
$7,286, or 55%, more than that of public schools. Yet, 67% of its students were from the highest SES
quartile and only 2% were from the lowest quartile.
There are thousands of low fee private schools that receive high levels of government funding that
enable them to have a higher total income per student than public schools. For example, Bishop
Tyrrell Anglican College in NSW had income from fees and donations of $6,861 per student. Instead
of receiving $6,468 per student so that its total income would match that of public schools, it
received $9,404 per student. This gave it a total income of $16,266 per student, which was $2,927
per student, or 22%, more that the total income of public schools. Yet, even 45% of students in this
low fee school were from the highest SES quartile and only 7% were from the lowest SES quartile.
The above estimates of overfunding of private schools are indicative only. In all likelihood, the actual
overfunding is even greater. This is because the above estimates are based on an assessment of the
extent to which government funding accounts for the difference between the average total income
per student in private schools and the average total funding per student in public schools. The latter
figure is inflated by the higher costs of low SES, Indigenous, remote area and disability students, the
very large majority of whom attend public schools. On average, private schools have a much lower
proportion of disadvantaged students. They face fewer education challenges than public schools
with similar levels of funding because they have far fewer disadvantaged students.
Save Our Schools has estimated that many hundreds of private schools are over-funded to the tune
of $4 to $5.6 billion a year. Some 80-90% of the over-funding goes to so-called Independent schools,
which largely serve the most well-off families in Australia. They are over-funded by $3.6-$4.4 billion
a year. Yet, nearly 50% of their students are from high socio-economic status (SES) families and only
9% are from low SES families. Catholic schools are over-funded by $0.45-$1.2 billion a year.
This over-funding will continue under Gonksi 2.0. It would be far better used to support
disadvantaged students in both public and private schools.

8. Private schools should not have an automatic entitlement to government
funding
There is no case for governments to fund private schools so that they have more total income than
governments are willing to provide to public schools. Private schools should not be entitled to
funding by governments that allows their total income to exceed that of public schools. It
compounds the resource advantage of many hundreds of private schools over public schools and
diverts billions of taxpayer funds away from those most in need. It is a deplorable waste of taxpayer
funds when one-third or more of low SES, Indigenous and remote area students are not achieving
minimum standards in education and when their schools face large shortages in teachers and
educational materials.
There is a good case for government funding of private schools whose resources are below what is
needed to ensure an adequate education for all children. Governments have a responsibility to
ensure that children educated in the private sector are not disadvantaged by their parents’ choices
in their access to quality education. Their education should not be allowed to suffer because their
parents choose to send them to an under-resourced school. A key principle of Gonski 1.0 and
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continued under Gonski 2.0 is that under-resourced schools, public and private, should be funded to
a minimum resource standard. Save Our Schools fully supports this principle of needs-based funding.
Similarly, disadvantaged students such as low SES, Indigenous, remote area and disability students
should be entitled to the same funding loadings whether they attend public or private schools. As
part of ensuring access to quality education, governments also have an obligation to regulate private
schools to ensure students receive a high quality, fully rounded education and to ensure their
personal safety and welfare.
However, private schools whose private-sourced income exceeds a community standard, such as the
base SRS used for the Gonski funding model, should not be entitled to baseline funding by
governments. The argument that all children, including those attending high fee, exclusive schools,
are entitled to government assistance for their education is a spurious argument. Government
funding compounds their large resource advantage over public schools.
The entitlement argument for public funding of private schools serves to support advantage and
privilege in education outcomes. Taxpayer funding should not be directed at providing some
students with additional advantages over and above those available by virtue of a privileged family
background. To devote public resources to extending the advantages of a student from a wealthy
background over a student from a disadvantaged background is to enhance social inequity. Such use
of taxpayer funds provides even greater opportunities for the privileged to gain the intrinsic rewards
of education such as access to economic resources as well as positions of social status and power in
society. It means that scarce funds are diverted from serving those with high learning needs to those
with few needs. Government funding for private schools can only be justified on the basis of need.
Those with annual fees of $20,000 or more a year are not in need.
Families have the right to seek a particular education for their children outside the public 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. School fees are the price families
pay for choice of education. It is not the responsibility of governments to fund their choice. Instead,
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.
A related argument employed by defenders of government funding for elite private schools is that
families whose children attend these schools are entitled to government funding because they pay
taxes. This is another spurious argument. The purpose of taxation is to provide services of benefit to
society. 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. This is not the purpose
of taxation.
All citizens pay taxes for 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 to use their own
car instead of public transport, use private security arrangements to protect their home instead of
relying on the police, use private recreation and leisure facilities such as a backyard pool instead of
the public swimming pool or buy their own books instead of using public libraries.
Another argument of defenders of taxpayer funding of well-off and elite private schools is that it
saves governments money because students in these schools get less government funding than
those in public schools. It is true that government funding of well-off private schools is on average
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less than per student funding in public schools, although there are many cases where private schools
receive more government funding than public schools. However, this is no justification for
government funding. Families who use their own car, implement their own home security and fire
prevention measures, buy their own leisure facilities or buy their own books all reduce the cost of
public services, but they are not thereby entitled to taxpayer funding for those private choices.
Far from saving governments money, funding of well-off private schools adds unnecessary costs to
governments because it is not based on need. It involves substantial over-funding as described
above. Some $4-$6 billion is being wasted when it could be better used to support disadvantaged
schools and students in both the public and private sectors.
All the arguments by defenders of privilege in education fail to distinguish between the different
social roles of private and public schools. They imply that private schools have the same public
purposes as public schools and accept the same public responsibilities. However, they do not. Public
schools are required to take all comers regardless of background or capacity to pay. Private schools
do not take on the task of providing access to education for all children, only those who can pay or
who might enhance the academic standing of the school and its marketing capacity. Private schools
can exclude students on the basis of perceived academic ability, unacceptable behaviour, religious
beliefs and inability to pay fees.
There is no justification for providing several billions in government funding to schools whose total
income exceeds their SRS. It is a complete waste of taxpayer funds. It means that less funding is
available for schools serving the education needs of low income, Indigenous students and students
with disabilities. It means fewer teachers, fewer support staff, lower salaries, fewer books and less
equipment. That is, less of everything that matters for those who need it most.
Government funding for private schools should be restricted to filling gaps between funding from
fees and donations and the base SRS plus support for disadvantaged students. Government funding
for wealthy private schools should be terminated and funding for other private schools should be
reduced so that their base SRS grant plus fees and donations is equal to the SRS, but they should
continue to receive support for disadvantaged students. The savings from these changes should be
redistributed to disadvantaged public and private schools.
Phasing out funding for the wealthiest private schools and reducing funding for other private schools
with income levels exceeding the SRS is fundamental to reforming our education system to give the
most disadvantaged schools the resources they need to improve the learning and life opportunities
of their students. Re-directing $4-6 billion a year from over-funded private schools to disadvantaged
public and private schools would provide a huge boost to the human and physical resources of these
schools and improve student results.

Recommendation 11
Government funding of schools whose private income exceeds the Schooling Resource Standard
should be phased out by the end of 2021, although they should remain eligible for the disadvantage
funding loadings. Similarly, schools whose base per capita grant provides them with a higher total
income per student than the SRS should also have their funding reduced so that their base grant plus
fees and donations is equal to the SRS by 2021.

9. A Gonski PLUS is needed to better support disadvantaged public schools
Too many commentators and organisations have allowed themselves to be seduced into welcoming
Gonski 2.0 by the illusion of a large increase in funding and the tiny reduction in over-funding for
private schools. Their uncritical acceptance of Gonski 2.0 ignores the fact that it delivers very little
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additional funding to public schools, which enrol over 80% of all disadvantaged students, and makes
their future funding subject to the uncertainty of State government provision.
Gonski 2.0 has locked in a system of different funding roles for public and private schools by the
Commonwealth and State governments instead of developing an integrated system of government
funding as originally proposed by the Gonski report. Julia Gillard wrought this asunder by
immediately rejecting the Gonski recommendation for a national school resourcing body, but at
least she effected a national inter-governmental agreement for school funding. The Coalition
Opposition sabotaged this by inciting some State and Territory governments not to sign the
agreement and, when it gained office, used a technicality to exclude two other governments even
though they had signed up in principle. Now, it has entrenched the old system of separate
responsibilities for different school systems which will only ensure continuing inequity in funding
and leave public schools under-resourced. Instead, the Commonwealth Government should play an
increasing role in supporting disadvantaged students as was planned under Gonski 1.0.
What is needed is a Gonski PLUS that delivers the large funding increase needed by disadvantaged
students in both public and private schools and creates a national funding system to ensure equity in
funding for all students, across all schools and all systems. The necessary increase in funding could
be easily funded by phasing out all over-funding of private schools, which runs into billions of dollars
per year.
The Australian Education Amendment Bill should be put aside until a national agreement on school
funding is negotiated between the Commonwealth and State and Territory governments.
At the very least, the cap on Commonwealth funding for public schools proposed by Gonski 2.0
should be rejected and the current legislative requirement for the Commonwealth to increase
funding for schools resourced below their SRS by at least 4.7% per year until they reach their SRS
should be retained. Additionally, the Commonwealth Government should require State and Territory
governments to increase their inflation-adjusted per student funding for public schools as a
condition of Commonwealth funding.
Save Our Schools supports the announced review on how school funding can be better used to
improve student achievement and school performance. However, it believes the terms of reference
should be extended to assessing the funding increase necessary to enable all disadvantaged students
to achieve expected national and international standards.

Recommendation 12
Extend the terms of reference of the announced review of how school funding can be better used to
improve student achievement and school performance to include an assessment of the funding
increase necessary to enable all disadvantaged students to achieve expected national and
international standards.
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