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1 Executive  summary  

Background to the evaluation  

Before 2015, resourcing for Western Australia (WA) public schools was determined through a complex 

process focused on staffing allocations and grants. The complexity of this process meant it lacked 

transparency, treated similar schools differently, and provided minimal flexibility for principals to respond 

to specific student and school need. Based on two reviews conducted in 20121, the WA Department of 

Education (the Department) introduced the Student -Centred Funding Model (SCFM) in 2015. The 

objectives of the Department in designing the SCFM were to:  

¶ Allocate funding based on the learning needs of individual students.  

¶ Ensure funding is responsive to differences in the circumstances of individual schools and their 

students. 

¶ Improve flexibility for principals to make financial and workforce management decisions.  

¶ Achieve a simple and transparent funding model. 

In addition, the settings in t he SCFM were designed to shift investment towards the early school years. 

The SCFM allocates funding to schools on the basis of the elements shown in Figure 1-1.  

Figure 1-1: Funding elements in the SCFM 

 

The evaluation 

Nous Group (Nous) and the Centre for International Research on Education Systems (CIRES) at Victoria 

University were engaged by the Department to evaluate the SCFM against the objectives three years after 

implementati on. The evaluation gathered and analysed qualitative and quantitative data about the SCFM 

                                                        
1 S Lamb & R Teese, Development of a school funding model for Western Australian public schools: report on funding and options, 

report prepared for the WA Department of Education, Melbourne, 2012 and Centre for Research on Education Systems, Transition to a 

student-centred funding model, report prepared for the WA Department of Education, Melbourne, 2012.  
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to arrive at a series of findings and recommendations, summarised in this report. The evaluation process 

included 11 focus groups with principals and Managers Corporate Services (MCS) plus a survey of all 

schools.  

Overarching key findings of the evaluation  

This report is structured around the four objectives of the Department in designing the  SCFM. There are 

two overarching key finding s that transcend this structure: 

Key finding 1 : The design of the SCFM is consistent internationally and nationally with good 

practice as a needs -based school funding mechanism   

In the recent Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development  (OECD) review of school funding 

mechanisms around the world, formula funding 2, as exemplified by the SCFM, was found to be òthe most 

efficient, equitable, stable and transparent method of distributing funding for current expenditures to 

schoolsó. 3 

Key finding 2 : Principals strongly endorse the SCFM as an improvement over the previous 

funding arrangements  and as providing them the flexibility to better target need and to 

manage resources  

Engagement with principals through the focus groups and survey revealed that they have a strongly 

positive view of the overall functioning of the SCFM and a significant majority believe the SCFM is a 

significant improvement over previous school funding arrangements . 

Figure 1-2: Satisfaction with aspects of the SCFM (based on survey responses)  

 

These key findings are a critical outcome of the evaluation and all remaining key findings and 

recommendations should be considered in the context of these two findings.  

Evaluation findings ð flexibility  

Under the SCFM, all schools receive a one line budget, meaning that principals can decide how to use the 

resources they are allocated. This includes determining the proportion that will be used to meet salary and 

non-salary costs. This approach is intended to give principals flexibility to direct resources towards 

meeting specific school and student needs.  

                                                        
2 Defined as òthe use of objective criteria with a universally applied rule to establish the amount of resources that each school is 

entitled toó 
3 OECD (2017), òDistributing school fundingó, in The Funding of School Education: Connecting Resources and Learning, OECD Publishing, 

Paris. 
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Key finding 3: The integrity of the SCFM requires that the significant majority of school 

funding is allocate d through the SCFM  

In 2018, funding through the SCFM accounts for 95% of total Department funding for public schools. The 

remaining 5% consists of 133 separate targeted initiatives. Maintaining the proportion of targeted 

initiatives at or below this level is required to maintain the integrity of the SCFM. The use of targeted 

initiatives to drive specific interventions is both inevitable and desirable. However, if targeted initiatives 

were allowed to accumulate over time to account for a more significant pro portion of funding, they would 

undermine the flexibility and simplicity of the design of the SCFM. Schools would have to keep track of 

multiple funding lines and acquit the funding against specific targeted initiatives. This would compromise 

the linkage between student need and funding.  

Recommendation 1: The SCFM should be the mechanism for allocating at least 95% of 

departmental funding to public schools . 

¶ Implement a review of the collective profile of  targeted initiatives every three years. 

Key finding 4 : The design of the SCFM has increased flexibility for principals to meet the 

specific needs of a school and its students  

Principals report  that the SCFM design has increased their flexibility and that they have been empowered 

by its introduction. Over 75% of survey responses agreed or strongly agreed that the SCFM design 

provides flexibility to target their school and student needs. Support was particularly strong from 

education support centres and schools (ESCs and ESSs) and larger schools. Through the focus groups, 

principals provided a broad range of examples of how they use the enhanced flexibility provided by the 

SCFM design to make financial and workforce decisions to best meet the needs of their schools and 

students. 

Key finding 5: Some policies rela ting to the budget cycle and expenditure constrain the 

flexibility of schools to plan ahead  

While the SCFM was designed to improve the flexibility to make financial decisions, this flexibility can be 

diminished due to some funding policy settings, in parti cular: 

¶ The first cash gateway being after the confirmation of budgets in March/April.  

¶ The requirement to spend 96% of the budget within the calendar year.  

¶ Policies and processes relating to capital works expenditure. 

As a result of these policy settings, some schools experience cashflow issues in Term 1, multi-year 

planning is difficult for some schools, and workforce planning and management can be challenging.   

Many principals also raised the issue of students arriving after the census date being ôunfunded studentsõ. 

While this appears to be a problem for a small minority of schools, at a system level the census is at the 

optimal time of year for the Department to count as many students as possible.  
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Recommendation 2: Enable improved cashflow management for  schools by adjusting current 

policy settings, including:  

¶ Introduce a cash payment gateway early in Term 1. 

¶ Enable medium term cash planning for schools by changing the 96% expenditure requirement to be 

a rolling three year target with further guidance to schools around how to manage significant 

expenditure requirements within the 96% requirement, including minor capital works.  

¶ Maintain the overall expectation that schools should spend their funding in the school year in which 

it is received. 

¶ Provide further guidance on when and how to seek additional funding for students that are not 

counted at February census.  

Key finding 6: The SCFM operates within broader policy settings that can constrain principals' 

workforce flexibility  

The SCFM interacts with broader system-wide workforce policy settings that have been put in place to 

manage the complexities of a workforce of nearly 40,000 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) staff across more than 

800 schools. As such, some trade-offs between system-wide imperatives and school-level flexibility are 

inevitable and desirable. Specifically: 

¶ Permanency requirements combined with redeployment policies limit schoolsõ flexibility to match 

workforce to school and student needs, particularly for students with disability, and impose co sts on 

schools that are not explicitly recognised. 

¶ Class size requirements may constrain schoolsõ ability to tailor learning to student need. 

Recommendation 3: Internally monitor and analyse the impact on schools of redeployment 

policies, including the req uirement for schools to absorb surplus staff.  

Evaluation findings ð simplicity, transparency  and accountability  

Key finding 7: The design of the SCFM has improved transparency of funding allocations, but 

the underpinning m echanisms are not always clear to schools  

The allocation of funding through  the SCFM is transparent at a school level, particularly in comparison to 

the previous funding arrangement. The underpinning mechanisms that allocate funding to schools are 

clearly articulated and readily available to schools through the SCFM manual and guidance documents. 

Only 9.5% of survey respondents think that the design of the SCFM does not achieve the objectives of 

simplicity and transparency. 

However, there are three aspects of transparency that can be improved: 

¶ The intent of certain funding lines, particularly the ELB. 

¶ The detailed mechanisms for underpinning  certain funding allocations, with several common 

misperceptions about how the SCFM allocates funding . 

¶ True workforce costs, as schools are charged salary costs by the Department on the basis of notional 

average salaries rather than actual salaries. As a result, the model overstates the level of funding for 

some schools, particularly those in remote and very remote areas and with low Index of Community 

Socio-Educational Advantage (ICSEA) values, and understates for others (particularly those in inner 

regional areas).  
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Recommendation 4 : Explore options to improve the transparency of salary fu nding by internally 

reporting on actual workforce costs.  

¶ In the short-medium term, retain the current approach of funding notional salary costs and 

introduce internal annual reporting on how the differential between actual and notional salary costs 

differs in aggregate across school type, ICSEA values and locality. 

¶ Examine the benefits and implications of potential options to move to an approach of funding 

individual schools on the basis of actual salary costs rather than notional salary rates.  

Key findi ng 8: The design of the SCFM provides the foundation for stronger accountability, but 

there is room for improvement  

The transparency of the SCFM funding allocations and of schoolsõ ongoing financial positions (including 

through the School Resourcing System and Schools Online) facilitates accountability to school 

councils/boards and broader school communities. The level of school and principal accountability depends 

on an engaged and proactive school council/ board, and the broader school community. This can vary 

across schools, with principals reporting that there is typically lower engagement in more disadvantaged 

areas.  

Principals are held accountable by the Department through Funding Agreeme nts, but there is limited line 

of sight between funding, expenditure and student outcomes. With increased flexibility for how schools 

spend their funding, there should be a sharper focus on the outcomes being achieved. However, this 

involves a difficult t rade-off between two objectives:  

¶ Holding schools to account for the achievement of studentsõ educational and related other outcomes, 

and their use of funding to achieve those outcomes . 

¶ Avoiding input controls 4 ð i.e. prescription on how funds ought to be u sed. 

An additional objective should be to minimise reporting requirements on schools.  

Defining those outcomes and how they are measured can be challenging given the dynamic of some 

school environments and the fact that there are other factors in play that  are outside the control of 

schools. However, it is critically important that the Department be in a position to track the impact of its 

investments, and to analyse which interventions work best for different types of schools and student 

cohorts. 

Recommendation 5 : Enhance accountability of schools to the Department through more 

rigorous monitoring of outcomes and financial management.  

¶ As part of the ongoing consideration of a new approach to school review, establish enhanced 

mechanisms for principals to report to the Department on the outcomes of government funding.  

¶ Enhance reporting on schoolsõ use of funding to enable sharing of information on good practice and 

what works, without reverting to separate accountability for individual funding allocations. 

Key finding 9: While Departmental support mechanisms, tools and guidance are useful, the 

focus is on understanding mechanisms rather than building capability  

Support through training and guid ance is used and appreciated by school staff, but they feel less 

supported compared to the time of the introduction of the SCFM . The SCFM planning and forecasting 

tools and the operational dashboard have made it simple and easy to plan ahead. While supporting 

                                                        
4 Targeted Initiatives may still require greater definition of inputs as they are for specific programs  
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software systems are seen as useful, principals consistently identified issues that could be addressed to 

further improve support provided through the systems . 

Training and support can focus more on building capability of principals to use the flexibility of the SCFM  

design for improved student outcomes  rather than focusing on building understanding of the mechanisms 

used to allocate funding. Training and support should be linked to the Departmentõs leadership strategy. 

Recommendation 6 : Establish mechanisms for ongoing refinement and improvement of the 

SCFM. 

¶ Establish a process for principals to provide  ongoing  advice and input to the Department on 

continuing to evolve and improve the design of the SCFM and how it is used by schools. 

¶ Maintain current capacity in the Department to provide ongoing advice to the Departmentõs 

corporate executive on the operation of the SCFM and potential improvements . 

 

Recommendation 7 : Consistent with the Departmentõs leadership strategy, build the capability 

of school leaders to use the funding and flexibility provided through the SCFM to deliver 

student outcomes.  

¶ Continue and, where necessary, enhance the provision of training and support from the Department 

to school leaders (particularly principals and MCSs), including both clear and regularly updated 

guidance on the mechanisms used to allocate funding and support  to use the SCFM to deliver 

student outcomes. 

¶ Establish peer support mechanisms to raise capability amongst principals and other school leaders 

through the sharing of best practice and innovation.  

¶ Support networks of school board /council  chairs to build awareness and capability in the SCFM such 

as including an overview of the SCFM in board/council training . 

Evaluation findings ð overall balance of funding  

Key finding 10: The SCFM allocate s funding in a way that is generally consistent with good 

practice in Australia and internationa lly  

The allocation of funding through the SCFM is consistent with a needs-based approach and is similar to 

other jurisdictions . For example, the funding models in both WA and England allocate around 90%. of total 

school funding based on student led factors ( including per student funding , Aboriginality, disability, 

educational adjustment, EAL and social disadvantage in WA). 
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Figure 1-3: Interjurisdictional comparison between key  student led funding lines 5 

 

Key finding 11: The SCFM settings have resulted in a shift in funding towards earlier school 

years and stage weights are broadly consistent with other jurisdictions  

The SCFM settings have resulted in a shift in funding towards earlier school years. However, this is 

balanced by industrial relations settings, which drive higher cost settings in secondary schools through a 

combination of class size requirements and time provisions for duties other than teaching contained in 

teachersõ Enterprise Bargaining Agreements (EBAs). 

The resulting approach to stage weights in the SCFM settings is broadly consistent with other Australian 

jurisdictions. 

Key finding 12: Schools are generally satisfied with per  student funding, and adapt to meet 

school and student need  

Most schools have a positive view of the per student funding  and stage weights, with some exceptions. 

For example, during the focus groups, a number of primary school principals raised the relatively low stage 

weights for Years 4-6 as a concern.  

In practice, principals design class structures based on class size requirements, teacher seniority, student 

need and school characteristics rather than the amount of per student fundi ng allocated to different year 

levels.  

Evaluation findings ð responsiveness to school needs and 

circumstances 

Key finding 13: The combination of per student and school characteristic funding is in line 

with other jurisdictions and best practice  

The formula for the core funding for schools comprises the per student funding , ELB and the locality 

allocation. This combination is provided to ensure schools are able to provide a quality school education 

to students and meet operating costs. The exceptions to this are additional funding required to support 

certain high needs students, covered by student characteristics funding, and additional funding for specific 

                                                        
5 The equivalent of per student funding  in England is Basic per-pupil funding largely consisting of the Age Weighted Pupil Unit. The 

equivalent of the educational adjustment in England is low prior attainment funding. The equivalent of social disadvantage in England 

is deprivation funding.  
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programs and school specific costs, covered by targeted initiatives and operational responses outside of 

the core SCFM elements. 

The ELB allocation is provided to support smaller schools that have insufficient funding through the per 

student funding alone to meet fixed costs. Other Australian jurisdictions include funding elements 

intended to ensure that schools have sufficient funding to meet their minimum operating requirements. 

Some jurisdictions (such as New South Wales and South Australia) are more prescriptive in defining the 

specific cost allocations within this. Victoria, which has a more flexible and autonomous design of funding, 

has a similar approach to WA with a base funding amount that is tapered according to enrolments.   

Recommendation 8 : Maintain the combination of per student funding , ELB and locality 

allocation as the core of the SCFM.  

¶ Reaffirm to stakeholders that the combination of pe r student funding , ELB and locality allocation is 

intended to fund a quality education for the vast majority of students in the vast majority of schools, 

including a range of different school and student characteristics. 

Key finding 14: The SCFM settings provide core funding that  is appropriate for most primary 

schools and allows for significant  surplus  for many  ESCs/schools  

Analysis of average per student funding and costs reveals that current SCFM settings provide sufficient per 

student, ELB and locality funding for most primary schools, particularly metropolitan schools with more 

than 200 students. Smaller primary schools in remote and regional locations are experiencing some 

challenges in ensuring costs are in line with funding .  

ESCs/schools appear to be relatively well funded, resulting in significant surpluses and accumulating bank 

account balances. 

Key finding 15: Current settings create financial pressures for some schools with small 

secondary cohorts  and do not adequately recognise economies of scale for very large 

secondary schools  

Most secondary and combined schools receive appropriate levels of funding relative to their typical costs. 

However, before the 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ, many schools with small secondary cohorts had marginally 

sufficient funding to cover modelled minimum costs, and larger metropolitan secondary schools 

benefit ted from economies of scale that result in funding significantly exceeding modelled minimum costs.  

In the metropolitan area, 30% of secondary schools have fewer than 800 enrolments, reflecting historical 

demographic patterns and decisions to not  amalgamate schools. In addition, there are many unavoidably 

small secondary and combined schools in regional areas.  

The ability of small schools to provide  a broad curriculum is an ongoing issue in many jurisdictions, not 

just WA. Funding alone cannot address the issue. The related issues of curriculum expectations and class 

sizes are key to understanding the effectiveness of the SCFM settings in funding schools with small 

secondary cohorts. Many of these schools operate with relatively small class sizes to deliver mandatory 

curriculum requirements in Years 7-10 and to provide curriculum breadth in Years 11-12. As a result, the 

SCFM settings may underestimate the financial pressure on schools with small secondary cohorts. 

SCFM settings before the 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ allowed very large secondary schools to benefit from 

economies of scale beyond 1,200 students (when the ELB reduces to zero). Since the introduction of the 

SCFM, this has become more of an issue as a result of significant growth in some large secondary schools. 

Before options to adjust the SCFM settings to better deal with schools with small secondary cohorts and 

larger secondary schools can be finalised, further analysis and consultation are required on two issues: 
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¶ Clear articulation of expectations for curriculum breadth and the use of alternative delivery modes 

(including increased use of collaborative models of curriculum delivery and technology ) in schools 

with small secondary cohorts, recognising differences between metropolitan and regional settings .  

¶ Developing a comprehensive evidence base including analysis of relative cost differences arising from 

school type, size and location needs. 

Recommendation 9 : After building a stronger evidence base , explore options to a djust model 

parameters to better support schools with small secondary cohorts and to recogni se the 

economies of scale for larger secondary schools.  

¶ Review the relative cost differentials for operating different school types and sizes, in different 

locations. 

¶ Articulate clear expectations for breadth of curriculum in schools with small secondary cohorts and 

the use of alternative curriculum delivery modes, recognising that expectations will be dependent on 

the circumstances of different school contexts. 

¶ Understand the differences between schools with small secondary cohorts in metropolitan and 

regional areas, and design solutions accordingly . 

Key finding 16: The 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ and small senior schools targeted initiative were 

appropriate as interim measure s 

In response to the issues described in Key Finding 15, in 2018 the Department introdu ced an ôequity 

adjustmentõ for large secondary schools (resulting in a decrease in per student funding ) and a small 

schools targeted initiative  for small secondary schools (providing additional funding). Minimum cost 

modelling conducted for the evaluation suggests that these measures were appropriate as interim 

measures. However, there are lessons to be learned from their implementation, particularly around timing 

and coverage.  

Recommendation 10: Continue the ôequity adjustment õ and small schools targeted initiativ e with 

some refinement s as an interim measure subject to the implementation of Recommendation 9.  

¶ Ensure transparency of the ongoing adjustment, including through communication earlier in the 

annual budget and planning cycle. 

¶ Consider the applicability of funding for all schools that must maintain small secondary cohorts  

(some secondary schools, combined schools, primaries with secondary students). 

¶ Communicate the continued ôequity adjustmentõ as a temporary measure to be replaced by changes 

in line with Recommendation 9. 

Key finding 1 7: Some schools are significantly impacted by a transient student populatio n 

Through the consultation stage of the evaluation, schools raised a number of school characteristics with 

funding implications that are not explicitly addressed by the  settings of the SCFM. Most of these are 

expected to be covered by a schoolsõ core funding from the per student funding  and existing school 

characteristic funding. Adding specific funding allocation lines to the SCFM settings to cater for every 

variation in school characteristics would undermine the simplicity, transparency and flexibility of the SCFM 

design. However, the evaluation has identified sustained student transiency as an issue that merits 

attention.  

Some schools, especially in regional areas, can be significantly impacted by a transient student population, 

which creates additional costs in managing high inflows and outflows of student s and poses additional 

workforce planning and management  challenges.   
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Recommendation 11: Explore adjustments to  ensure that the SCFM explicitly deals with schools 

with high rates of student transiency.  

¶ Consider introduc ing a funding element into the SCFM settings that is linked to sustained high rates 

of transiency. Any adjustment should be made with consideration of Recommendation 13 as high 

rates of transiency and disadvantage are correlated.   

Key finding 1 8: Locality funding supports schools with higher costs but may not ad equately 

reflect differences between locations  

The locality allocation is an important part of the SCFM settings that provide s funding to eligible regional 

and remote schools to recognise additional costs associated with th eir location. However it may not 

adequately cover all increased costs due to locality. Principals are generally satisfied with the approach, 

but identified three categories of costs that are not adequately covered: freight, professional learning and 

utili ties. High utilities costs in certain locations (particularly in the Kimberley and Pilbara) may be best dealt 

with through  a targeted initiative rather than through the model  as they are specific to a subset of regions 

and not correlated to measures of locality. Enhanced recognition of f reight costs and professional learning 

costs requires a change to the measure currently used to calculate the locality allocation, potentially by 

adding road distance to Perth to the current measure that is based on the Accessibility/Remoteness Index 

of Australia (ARIA+). 

Recommendation 12: Enhance the current approach to locality funding.  

¶ Implement a blended locality funding approach that combines ARIA + and road distance to Perth.  

¶ Explore options for a targeted initiative f or schools in the Kimberley and Pilbara to address very high 

utility costs in those regions.  

Evaluation findings ð responsiveness to student needs and 

circumstances 

Key finding 19: Funding for social disadvantage is an es sential part of the SCF M, and the 

current measure is appropriate  

Funding for social disadvantage is a fundamental part of school funding models  across the world including  

Australia. The funding is provided to enable schools to make adjustments for students from socially 

disadvantaged backgrounds to improve their education outcomes. Through the survey, WA schools 

strongly supported its inclusion in the SCFM.  

The current measure used to identify students facing disadvantage generally identifies the right number of 

students at each school. The SCFM uses a measure of Socio-Economic Advantage (SEA) based on the 

occupation and level of education of each of the studentõs parents or carers. This data is collected by 

schools and validated using statistical modelling to adjust for any missing data. The SEA measure 

correlates well with other indicators of disadvantage that are collected through the Online Student 

Information (OSI) system. 

Key finding 2 0: Funding for disadvantage through  the SCFM is thinly spread  and negated by 

other factors  

Social disadvantage funding is a significantly smaller percentage of total school funding in WA compared 

with other comparable jurisdi ctions. In WA, 2.5% of total funding is allocated to social disadvantage, with 
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an additional 1.7% for Aboriginal students. In Victoria, 5.5% of total funding is allocated to social 

disadvantage, and in England this figure is 7.6%. 

Further, the $78 million allocated to this funding allocation is widely distributed across all schools, 

resulting in a ôlong tailõ of schools that receive a small amount of disadvantage funding. This reduces the 

amount of disadvantage funding available to schools with high concent rations of disadvantage.   

The SCFM settings as a whole are progressive, but this progressivity is offset by locally raised funds and 

the Departmentõs approach to funding salaries, particularly for secondary schools.  

Key finding 2 1: Current SCFM settings do not adequately address the compounding nature of 

disadvantage  

Schools with high concentrations of students with mutiple factors of disadvantage require a 

disproportionate level  of educational adjustment and therefore resourcing. The SCFM settings could better 

target disadvantage funding to account for multiple compounding factors of disadvantage for individual 

students and high concentrations of disadvantage within certain schools. Other jurisdictions have dealt 

with these challenges by either introducing a concentration threshold below which a school receives no 

disadvantage funding, or increasing loadings for more disadvantaged students, or some combination of 

both. 

Student behavioural issues are identified by many schools as an area of student need that is perceived to 

be correlated with disadvantage. The SCFM settings indirectly provide funding for student behaviour 

issues through multiple mechanisms. 

Disadvantage is linked to other issues that exacerbate challenges for schools with high concentrations of 

disadvantage. For example, schools with high concentrations of disadvantage: 

¶ tend to be smaller and risk being ôresidualisedõ 

¶ are more likely to have a high transiency rate 

¶ have a less senior workforce profile. 

Recommendation 13: Increase the level and targeting of funding for socio -economic 

disadvantage. 

¶ Improve the targeting of existing fu nding for disadvantage, Aboriginality and educational 

adjustment to schools with higher concentrations of disadvantage, including by setting 

concentration thresholds. 

¶ Explore options for increasing the level of funding for socio -economic disadvantage from other 

components of the SCFM and/or other sources.  

¶ Continue to fund need associated with student behavioural issues through the per student funding 

and disadvantage allocations of the SCFM. 

Key finding 2 2: Improving outcomes for disadvantaged students re quires a focus on 

identifying and disseminating good practice  

Educational outcomes remain highly correlated to disadvantage. Changing the way that disadvantage is 

funded through  the SCFM (in line with Recommendation 13) is only part of the solution to this  challenge. 

Funding for students facing disadvantage is provided to schools to enable them to make adjustment for 

these students to improve their education outcomes. The effectiveness of this funding depends on the 

effectiveness of the adjustments (initiatives, strategies and programs) that schools implement. 
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Developing an evidence base of what works in making adjustments for disadvantage in a WA context is 

important both to disseminate good practice, and to inform future needs -based estimates of the level of 

funding required to make effective adjustments.  

Recommendation 14: Build and disseminate an evidence base for what works in making 

adjustments for disadvantage in a WA context . 

¶ Conduct research and analysis into best practice in making adjustments for disadvantage, including 

by drawing on the experience of ôpositive outlierõ schools. 

¶ In future iterations of the SCFM, use this body of evidence to inform the costing of the disadvantage 

funding. 

Key finding 2 3: Separate funding for Aboriginal students is a ppropriate but could be better 

targeted to  those at an educational disadvantag e 

The Aboriginality allocation is provided to help close the education achievement gap between Aboriginal 

and non-Aboriginal students. In addition to the Aboriginality allocation  in the SCFM settings, many 

schools receive a number of different targeted initiatives and in -kind external funding to support the 

educational needs of Aboriginal students. 

While accepting that Aboriginality is not itself a form of disadvantage, studies of  education achievement 

and education opportunity have identified that , after controlling for a variety of other influences (such as 

socio-economic disadvantage, prior achievement, remote location, and language skills) there remain clear 

gaps in achievement and education progress associated with Aboriginality. Aboriginal students from the 

same social backgrounds do not do as well at school as non-Aboriginal students, suggesting that further 

resources are needed to assist them achieve better outcomes.  

Key finding 2 4: The process to determine f unding to support students with disability is 

perceived to be inconsistent, time -consuming and incomplete  

Funding for students with disability is designed to respond to different levels o f functional and educational 

adjustment. The SCFM settings have two components of disability funding:  

¶ The Individual Disability Allocation (IDA) provides support based on students with eligible disability 

based on application, approval and review.  

¶ The educational adjustment allocation provides funding to mainstream schools to implement 

programs and learning supports for students with additional learning needs.  

Schools are generally supportive of disability funding and of the appropriateness of the current  level of 

funding. However, the process for assessing eligibility for the IDA is perceived by schools to be 

inconsistent, unclear and time-consuming. There is also inconsistency in how disability funding  is applied 

between different school settings, with automatic Level 4 allocations being made for students with an IDA 

Level 1-3 in education support schools (ESSs) and ESCs but not to mainstream schools (including those 

with specialist inclusion facilities for students with a  disability). 

Recommendation 15: Improve the process for assessing the level of educational adjustment 

required for students with disability.  

¶ Improve communication of the process, outcomes and decision-making. 

¶ Explore alternative options for assessing educational adjustment requirements, including the use of 

the Nationally Consistent Collection of Data (NCCD).  
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Recommendation 16: In the interim, ensure equal funding of students with an IDA Level 1 -3 

across school types.  

Key finding 2 5: There is limited  evidence that the educational adjustment allocation targets 

undiagnosed student disability  

The educational adjustment allocation is provided to mainstream schools to implement programs and 

learning supports for students with additional learning needs . No formal diagnosis of disability  is required 

for these students. The educational adjustment allocation for a school is based on the proportion of 

students in the bottom 10% of NAPLAN reading. This is intended to be a proxy indicator to identify the 

proportio n of students with additional learning needs that require learning adjustments and support. 

However, in practice, it is more a proxy for disadvantage at a school level. 

Key finding 2 6: The method for funding EAL needs could be more targeted to learning needs  

The EAL allocation of the SCFM provides a per capita amount to all eligible students, increasing as the 

proportion of these students within a school increase. The funding for EAL is based on length of time in 

Australia in the relevant level of schooling, not directly based on English proficiency.   

Recommendation 17: Modify the approach to EAL funding to target funding on the basis of 

learning need (proficiency) .  
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2 Background to the eval uation  

Public school funding in WA prior to 2015 lacked transparency  

Before 2015, public school funding in WA was determined through three main mechanisms: (1) school 

staffing entitlement (teaching and school support), (2) school grant, and (3) special purpose payments. 

These arrangements were modified by numerous multipliers and adjustments. For example, the school 

staffing entitlement was based on the number of enrolments, adjusted for special needs, programs, year 

levels and circumstances of schools. The school grant calculation was based on multiple factors, including 

enrolments, year levels, school type, location and student needs.6 The complexity of these arrangements 

meant it  lacked transparency with similar schools being funded differently.  

Options  were developed for a new school funding model  

In 2012, the Department commissioned a review to develop options for improving  how schools were 

funded in WA7 (referred to henceforth as the 2012 options report). The review identified key features of a 

new model that would best align to the local context of WA and to individual schools. For example, the 

review found that some of the weightings in WA were not consistent with other jurisdictions, with WA 

providing proportionately more funding to secondary educat ion compared to primary education. The 

review also made the case for greater equity in funding  to enable schools to make adjustments for socio-

economically disadvantaged students. Building upon the findings in the 2012 options report8, the 

Department commissioned a second report that provided advice on the transition to a student-centred 

funding model  and the key features of that proposed model ( referred to henceforth as the 2012 transition 

report).  

The SCFM was designed to better meet student and school n eeds 

The SCFM was introduced in 2015 with the aim of providing a more simple, transparent and equitable 

resource allocation model, centred on the educational needs of students and responding to  school 

circumstances. Principals would be provided with more f lexibility to use their resources to best meet the 

needs of their students and the contexts of their schools. The settings of the model recognise the large 

body of research that shows investing early in a childõs life improves: school readiness; literacy and 

numeracy competencies; school attendance; and participation and engagement with schooling. It did so 

by shifting some resources from secondary into primary years.  

In summary, the objectives of the Department when developing the SCFM were to: 

¶ Allocate funding based on the learning needs of individual students.  

¶ Ensure funding is responsive to differences in the circumstances of individual schools and their 

students. 

¶ Improve flexibility for principals to make financial and workforce management decisions.  

¶ Achieve a simple and transparent funding model. 

                                                        
6 S Lamb & R Teese, Development of a school funding model for Western Australian public schools: report on funding and options, 

report prepared for the WA Department of Education, Melbourne, 2012.  
7 Ibid 
8 Centre for Research on Education Systems, Transition to a student-centred funding model, report prepared for the WA Department of 

Education, Melbourne, 2012. 
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The SCFM is designed to provide resources to schools on a per student basis, after accounting for school 

and student characteristics9 (summarised in Figure 2-1). The SCFM settings are set to reduce the inequities 

between schools with students of similar backgrounds, size and location, as well as the difference in 

funding relativities between primary and secondary schools. The SCFM is also designed to be simple in the 

allocation of fund ing to schools and transparent about the trade -offs made to allocate finite resources 

fairly and equitably. The transparency of the funding model and its allocations is intended to improve the 

predictability of school funding from year to year, based on en rolments and specific school and student 

characteristics.  

A total of 86% of public schools received their budget allocation through the SCFM in 2015. In 

implementing the SCFM in 2015, adjustments were moderated to align with  the revised Western 

Australian Certificate of Education (WACE) requirements and the finite funding available in that year for 

distribut ion. It also provided schools with time and capacity to align their structures and programs to their 

new funding levels. These transition adjustments were made to ensure no school would lose more than 

$250,000 or 5% of its previous yearõs budget in any one year.   

Figure 2-1: The Student -Centred Funding Model resource allocation  

 

                                                        
9 Ibid 
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3 The SCFM evaluation  

Nous and the CIRES were engaged by the Department to evaluate the SCFM against the Departmentõs 

objectives three years after implementation.  

Evaluation objectives  

The SCFM evaluation presented in this report is built around two fundamental questions: 

1. How effective has the SCFM been in generating funding allocations that are responsive to school and 

student needs while increasing the flexibility and transparency of school resourcing? 

2. Are there opportunities to refine the SCFM within a finite pool of funding to be tter meet the 

objectives? 

More specifically, the SCFM evaluation assesses the extent to which the Department has achieved the 

objectives of: 

¶ Allocating funding  based on learning needs of individual students. 

¶ Funding being responsive to differences in the circumstances of individual schools and their students. 

¶ Improving  flexibility for principals to make financial and workforce management decisions. 

¶ Achieving a simple and transparent funding model.  

Evaluation approach  

The evaluation gathered and analysed qualitative and quantitative data about the SCFM to arrive at a 

series of findings and recommendations. Specifically, the evaluation activities included the following : 

i. A desktop review of primary and secondary source material.  

ii. A series of 10 half-day focus groups that engaged directly with principals and MCSs - four 

metropolitan and six regional, plus a focus group with unions and professional associations. 

Schools were selected for participat ion based on a representative sample of schools with differing 

characteristics and contexts. 

iii. A survey seeking feedback from all 792 schools in WA that receive their funding through the 

SCFM. There was an 82% useable response rate from principals and MCSs. Further detail on the 

survey methodology can be found in Appendix F. 

iv. A quantitative a nalysis of parameters and measures that built on the desktop review to obtain 

an overview of how the SCFM operates. The main quantitative analysis activities were: 

¶ the principal survey results (both in 2011 and 2018) 

¶ school financial data, including SCFM funding allocations and school expenditure  

¶ school features and characteristics data, including location, enrolment and student 

characteristics. 

v. Interview s with principals and other staff familiar with the SCFM at 11 schools. These contextual 

interviews provided deeper insight into the behaviours, needs and issues of schools when using 

the SCFM.  
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vi. A deep-dive analysis on the staffing expenditure patterns from th e schools involved in the 

contextual interviews. This provided a deeper quantitative insight into how schools expend their 

resources in practice. 

vii. Synthesis of the findings from these sources and the development of findings and 

recommendations. 

Evaluation report  

This report includes the findings and recommendations of the evaluation. It is presented in three sections, 

as follows: 

¶ Section 4 has the overarching key finding s from the  evaluation. All other findings and 

recommendations should be considered in the context of th ese key finding s.  

¶ Section 5 has a series of key findings and recommendations relating to the flexibility and 

transparency of the SCFM. 

¶ Section 6 has a series of findings and recommendations relating to the responsiveness of the SCFM 

settings, both to students and individual schools. 

Further supporting information is in a series of appendices which are cross-referenced as appropriate 

throughout the report.  
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4 Overarching  key finding s of the evaluation  

The SCFM evaluation approach and report are structured around the four objectives of the Department in 

designing the SCFM (see Section 3). There are two overarching key findings that transcend this structure 

which are summarised below. These key findings are a critical outcome from the evaluation and all 

remaining key findings and recommendations should be considered in the context of th ese finding s.  

Key finding 1: The design of the SCFM is consistent internationally and nationally with good 

practice as a needs-based school funding mechanism . 

Key finding 2: Principals strong ly endorse the SCFM as an improvement over the previous funding 

arrangements  and as providing them the flexibility to better target need and  to  manage 

resources. 

 

The implication of these key finding s is that the recommendations presented in this report present 

opportunities to fine tune the SCFM, rather than calling for wholesale or radical reforms to the model.  

4.1 The design of the SCFM is consistent internationally and 

nationally with good practice as a needs-based school 

funding mechanism  

In 2017, the OECD published a review of school education funding across member states. It found that 

formula funding 10, as exemplified by the SCFM,óis the most efficient, equitable, stable and transparent 

method of distributing funding for current expenditures to sc hoolsó and outlines the lessons from the 

introduction of such models around the world. 11 Needs-based funding models have been introduced in 

many jurisdictions in the United States, Canada as well as in Europe. They all contain similar elements: 

allocations of funding directly to schools on a per -pupil basis with the amount calculated using a base 

amount for the ôaverage studentõ to which is added amounts determined by weights assigned to various 

categories of students, such as students learning English, those from low-income families, and those with 

disabilities. Some jurisdictions add an adjustment for certain year levels and others for small schools or 

those in remote areas. Still others distribute funds for vocational education and other special programs 

using the same approach. Key examples are provided by New York12, Alberta13, California14, and the 

Netherlands15 among others. 

                                                        
10 Defined as òthe use of objective criteria with a universally applied rule to establish the amount of resources that each school is 

entitled toó 
11 OECD, òDistributing school fundingó, in The Funding of School Education: Connecting Resources and Learning, OECD Publishing, 

Paris, 2017. 
12 New York City Department of Education, Fair Student Funding: Budgets that put students first, 2017. 

http://schools.n yc.gov/Documents/FSF/FSF-Public-Overview-6.11_FINAL.pdf 
13 Alberta Education, Funding Manual for School Authorities 2017/2018 School Year, 2017. 

http://www.education.alberta.ca/admin/funding/manual.aspx  
14 L Hill. & I Hugo, Implementing Californiaõs School Funding Formula, 2015. http://www.ppic.org/content/pubs/report/R_315LHR.pdf  
15 E Fiske and H Ladd,  The Dutch Experience with Weighted Student Funding, 2010. 

http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/003172171009200108  
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There is a high level of consistency between the SCFM and the approach outlined in the national review of 

school funding .16 The Review panel recommended that all recurrent funding for schooling, whether 

Commonwealth or state and territory, be based on a new schooling resource standard which consisted of 

per student amounts with loadings for the additional costs of me eting certain educational needs of 

students and schools. It is also consistent with approaches to school funding developed and implemented 

in a number of other Australian states and territories such as New South Wales17, Victoria18, and the ACT19. 

4.2 Principals strongly endorse the S CFM as an improvement 

over the previous funding arrangements  and as providing 

them the flexibility to better target need and to manage 

resources 

Throughout  the focus groups and in the survey responses, there is strong support for the SCFM. Almost 

without e xception, focus group participants support the principles and intent of the SCFM  and a large 

majority believe the SCFM is a significant improvement over previous school funding arrangements.  

The survey results echo the views expressed at the focus groups with 78% of respondents indicating they 

are either very satisfied or satisfied with the SCFM. An even higher proportion of respondents (86%) either 

agree or strongly agree that the SCFM provides the ability to better manage school  resources, and 69% 

either agree or strongly agree that the SCFM is more equitable in allocating resources compared to the 

previous school funding arrangements (see Figure 4-1). 

Figure 4-1: Satisfaction with aspe cts of the SCFM (based on survey responses) 

  
                                                        
16 Australian Government, Review of Funding for SchoolingñFinal Report, 2011. 

https://docs.education.gov.au/system/files/doc/other/review -of-funding -for-schooling-final-report -dec-2011.pdf 
17 New South Wales Department of Education The Resource Allocation Model (RAM) in 2018, 2018. 

https://scho olsequella.det.nsw.edu.au/file/ae037557-622a-4f15-9d1b-2f3ca8c3ea26/1/2018%20RAM%20Overview.pdf 
18 Victorian Department of Education, The Student Resource Package (SRP) Guide, 2018. 

https://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/management/finance/Pages/s rpabout.aspx 
19 ACT Education Directorate, Student Resource Allocation (SRA) in ACT Public Schools, 2018. 

https://www.education.act.gov.au/school_education/sra-program 
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5 Evaluation findings ð flexibility and transparency  

International evidence points to the need for  funding to be allocated in a transparent and predictable way  

if it is to be effective, as it allows schools to manage resources over the short and medium term s20. Applied 

appropriately , flexibility over using the budget has a positive impact on school leadership, teaching and 

learning21, although  autonomy over curriculum and student selection does not improve teachi ng and 

learning in public schools22. 

This section presents the key findings and recommendations of the evaluation relating to flexibility  

(Section 5.1) and transparency (Section 5.2).  

5.1 To what extent  has the SCFM improved  flexibility for 

principals to make  financial and workforce management 

decisions? 

Through the SCFM, all schools receive a one line budget , meaning that principals can decide how to use 

the resources they are allocated. This includes determining the proportion  that will be used to meet salary 

and non-salary costs. Such an approach is intended to give principals the  flexibility to move funding 

between salary and cash budget s, and to direct resources towards meeting specific school and student 

needs. This sub-section presents four key findings relating to whether this intent is realised.  

5.1.1 The integrity of the SCFM requires that the significant majority of 

school funding is allocated through the SCFM  

In 2018, SCFM funding accounts for 94.94% of total Department funding provided for  public schools. 

The remaining 5.06% comprises 133 separate targeted initiatives (see Figure 5-1). Maintaining the 

proportion of targeted initiatives at or below this level is required to ma intain the integrity of the 

SCFM. If targeted initiatives were allowed to accumulate over time to account for a more significant 

proportion of funding, they would undermine the flexibility and simplicity of the SCFM. Schools 

                                                        
20 OECD, The Funding of School Education: Connecting Resources and Learning, OECD Reviews of School Resources, OECD Publishing, 

Paris, 2017. 
21 Ibid. 
22 Nous Group, Schooling Challenges and Opportunities, Nous Group, Melbourne, 2011. 

¶ Key finding 3: The integrity of the SCFM requires that the significant majority of school funding 

is allocated through the SCFM. 

¶ Key finding 4: The design of the SCFM has increased flexibility for principals to meet the 

specific needs of a school and its students . 

¶ Key finding 5: Some policies relating to the budget cycle and expenditure constrain the 

flexibility of schools to plan ahead . 

¶ Key finding 6: The SCFM operates within broader policy settings that can constrain principals' 

workforce flexibility . 
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would have to keep track of mul tiple funding lines and acquit the funding against specific targeted 

initiatives. This would compromise the linkage between student need and funding . 

Figure 5-1: SCFM and targeted initiatives as a % of total funding 2018 

 

 

Recommendation 1: The SCFM should be the mechanism for allocating at least 95% of 

departmental funding to public schools . 

¶ Implement a review of the collective profile of  targeted initiatives every three years. 

5.1.2 The design of the SCFM has increased flexibility for principals to 

meet the specific needs of a school and its students  

Principals perceive that the design of the SCFM has increased their flexibility and they feel more 

empowered by its introduction . Overall, over 75% of survey responses agreed or strongly agreed that the 

design of the SCFM provides flexibility to target their school and student needs. Over 85% of ESCs and 

ESSs agree or strongly agree (see Figure 5-2). A greater proportion (80.7%) of larger schools (primary 

schools with over 600 enrolments and secondary schools with over 1200 enrolments) indicated that the 

SCFM provided them with flexibility to target school and student needs (see Appendix A, A.1-Figure 1). 

This is likely due to having a larger funding base and more practical opportunities to exercise discretion 

over where that funding goes.  
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Figure 5-2: Survey results: Extent that the SCFM provides flexibility to target school and student needs 23 

 

The majority of survey respondents saw the design of the SCFM as offering more flexibility in managing 

finances, compared to the previous school funding arrangements. As Figure 5-3 shows, only a small 

minority (13%) of all schools agreed or strongly agreed that  the SCFM design provided less flexibility than 

before. 

Figure 5-3: Survey results: Agreement that SCFM provides less flexibility in managing finance s in 

comparison with the previous arrangements 24 

 

Principals provided a broad range of examples of how they use the enhanced flexibility provided by the 

SCFM design to make financial and workforce decisions to best meet the needs of their schools and 

students. These examples are grouped into three categories :  

The ability to fund programs targeted at high -needs cohorts of students   

Some schools have used the flexibility provided through  the SCFM to provide additional support programs 

to particular cohorts o f high-needs students. Examples include allocating teacher time to targeted 

programs designed to improve literacy and numeracy, implementing resilience programs for students with 

                                                        
23 Note: Q8_2 The SCFM provides me the flexibility I need to target school and student needs, n = 649 
24 Note: Q19_4 Compared to the previous funding mechanism, the SCFM provides less flexibility in managing finance, n = 637 
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mental health needs and providing a breakfast club that provides for disadvan taged students. Schools also 

noted that the increased autonomy and flexibility allows them to trial new support programs and only 

continue with th ose programs that achieve the best outcomes. 

Tailoring the workforce profile of the school  

Although salaries are paid centrally, principals observed that the flexibility over their workforce profile is an 

improvement over the previous staffing formula that dictated the number (FTE) and type of staff that the 

school needed to employ. Principals can structure classes based on their studentsõ education and 

behaviour needs and how this aligns with the capabilities of their teachers and/or target funding to 

specific staffing types. This flexibility has enabled principals to (among other things) :  

¶ Use smaller class sizes to respond to the needs of a particular cohort of students.  

¶ Identify opportunities to put students with additional support needs in the same class to pool 

Education Assistant (EA) resources to provide the most amount of EA time to their students.  

¶ Be more flexible with how they use relief for teaching and non -teaching staff on leave, with principals 

able to determine whether relief is necessary and effectively ôbankingõ the salary to use on other 

student programs or professional development activities for  staff. 

¶ Increase specialist staff time (e.g. school psychologist) to cater to high -needs students.  

¶ Increase administrative staff time to reduce teacher workload in providing support to parents . 

Shifting funding between staff and non -staff cost s 

Based on 2017 expenditure and revenue data, over 86% of school expenditure was used to fund salaries. 

The ability to shift funding between salaries and cash allows schools to innovatively use their funds to 

meet student needs. For example, a secondary school with a small number of Aboriginal students used the 

funding it received to purchase TAFE traineeships instead of hiring a part time Aboriginal and Islander 

Education Officer (AIEO) as it would have done under the previous staffing formula . This flexibility allows 

principals to determine the appropriate balance between salaries and cash budget for the specific context 

of their school.  

Among all school types, 60% of principals considered that the design of the SCFM either mostly or fully 

achieved the provision of flexibility in managing the profile of a schoolõs workforce, with over 75% of 

principals either agreeing or strongly agreeing that the SCFM design provided more flexibility in managing 

the schoolõs workforce than the previous mechanism (see Appendix A, A.1-Figure 2). 

It is noted that t he consultation responses about improved flexibility could also reflect, in part, the impact 

of the introduction of Independent Public Schools (IPS) ð with 80% of schools now an IPS, compared to 

57% when the SCFM was introduced in 2015. Schools that moved to the IPS model would have 

experienced greater autonomy more generally over their workforce  regardless of the introduction of the 

SCFM.  Therefore, the flexibility afforded by the SCFM means that all schools have the same flexibility 

regardless of IPS status.  

5.1.3 Some policies relating to the budget cycle  and expenditure constrain 

the flexibility of schools to plan ahead  

While the SCFM was designed to improve the flexibility to make financial decisions, this flexibility can be 

diminished due to some funding policy settings, in particular: 

¶ The timing of the census and the confirmation of school budgets after the school year has 

commenced (see Figure 5-4) 
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¶ The first cash gateway being received after the confirmation of budgets in March/April.  

¶ The requirement to spend 96% of the budget within the calendar year.  

¶ Policies and processes relating to capital works expenditure. 

Figure 5-4: Annual school budget cycle  

 

Collectively, these policy settings impact schools in three main ways: 

Some schools experience  cashflow issues in Term 1   

Under the SCFM, schools currently receive their first cash gateway 

towards the end of Term 1 (typically in late March) and their second 

cash gateway in July. The timing of the first cash gateway depends on 

school operational budget s being confirmed after the census data 

has been collected in February. This differs to the previous school 

funding arrangements where schools received their first payment in 

early February. By way of comparison, schools in other jurisdictions 

are provided with their cash payments earlier in the school year. For 

example, in the Northern Territory schools receive a cash payment in 

January and then another in July25. In Victoria26, schools receive a 

payment at the start of the four school terms; the first payment is 

based on projected enrolment numbers and the remaining payments 

are then adjusted to reflect the final operati onal budget.  

                                                        
25 Ernst & Young, Government School Funding in the Northern Territory: review of the Global School Budgets Funding Model, report 

prepared for the NT Department of Education, 2017. 
26 Victorian State Government Education and Training website, School Financial Guidelines, accessed on 20/6/18 at 

http://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/management/finance/Pages/srpmanagepayment.aspx. 

òThe allocation of funds in late 

Term 1 is a severe handicap to 

effective planning and 

accountabilityó 

òênot getting our money until 

the end of April is a challengeó 

òIt is appropriate to link 
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schools should receive their 

allocation straight after 

Census, not 7 weeks later.ó 

òSchools have to have 96% of 

the budget spent at the end of 

each year and have to rely on 

funds carried over until April 

each yearó 

Consultation feedback  

http://www.education.vic.gov.au/school/teachers/management/finance/Pages/srpmanagepayment.aspx
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Throughout the consultation process, principals and MCSs argued that the first cash gateway is received 

too late  and 15% of survey respondents raised the issue in open-ended questions.  

The impact of receiving the first cash payment late in Term 1 is that either through constrained budgets or 

financial management capability, some schools do not have enough carried forward funds to make 

purchases before the first cash gateway. This leads to some schools feeling ôanxiousõ about expenditure 

early in the school year or delaying expenditure until after the budget is confirmed and the first payment 

received.  

The requirement to spend 96% of the  school budget in the calendar year compounds this issue, as schools 

are limited in their ability to  put aside funds from one year to use in the first part of the next calendar year 

prior to the  first cash gateway.   

Some schools have managed this cashflow challenge by converting their salary variance at the end of the 

school year to cash and carrying forward th ese funds to the next calendar year. These schools tended to 

be large secondary schools as their relatively larger budget gives them more flexibility to carry a salary 

variance from one year to the next.  

Schools with cashflow issues do have the ability to contact the School Funding branch of the Financial 

Planning Directorate to request an earlier cash payment if required, although some schools had either not 

heard of the process or perceived it to be too difficult  and time consuming. 

Multi -year planning i s difficult for some schools  

7% of survey respondents reported concerns with the 96% spending 

requirement in open-ended questions. This issue was particularly 

raised by combined schools, schools located in Midwest and in remote 

WA. Some principals remarked that this requirement restricts their 

ability to save and plan over a three-year strategic planning cycle, 

making planning for medium priorities more difficult . Examples 

provided of expenditure that need s to be planned for over a multiple 

year horizon include replacement of ICT assets and expenditure on 

minor capital works. 

Throughout the consultation process, the realities of capital 

expenditure requirements on buildings was cited as a constraint on 

flexibility. At the outset of the SCFM, it was intended that capital works 

and scheduled maintenance be paid for centrally27 and in the most 

recent guidance given to schools, it is indicated that funding through 

the SCFM should be for activities such as cleaning, gardening and 

asset replacement28. Some schools comment  that the process for 

applying for central funding for capital works through Building  Management and Works (BMW) is slow, 

not transparent and sometimes does not provide them with sufficient funding. With the perceived 

difficulties of this process, some schools with capital works requirements are allocating funding received 

through the SCFM (and reserves) to fund capital expenditure such as building a new school block, 

replacing leaking roofs and constructing outdoor play areas, even though major capit al expenditure is not 

intended to be funded through the SCFM. 

                                                        
27 Department of Education, Student-Centred Funding Model and One Line Budgets: A New Way of Resourcing and Working, 2014. 
28 Department of Education, Student-centred funding and one line budgets: Per student funding 2018,  2017. 

òThe requirement to spend 

96% of funding in the year is 

onerous. It does not allow for 

forward planning and is a 

real stress to ensure it is 

spent. Eventually schools will 

not have sufficient funds set 

aside for improvements, new 

high cost resources etcó. 

òThe 96% minimum spend 

rule has had a negative 

impact upon our long term 

improvement plansó. 

Consultation feedback  



 

Nous Group and the CIRES | Evaluation of the Student-Centred Funding Model | 29 August 2018 | 13 | 

The timing of the census and budget finalisation makes workforce management challenging  

9% of survey respondents raised the issue that planning their workforce based on projected enrolment s is 

a challenge, and 15% raised the issue of late budget finalisation impacting  

workforce planning.  

The final operational budget for schools is calculated on enrolment data 

collected in the February census and then confirmed later in Term 1 

(March/April). However, workforce decisions for the school year are typically 

made in October/November of the prior  year based on projected enrolments. As 

schools do not receive funding for students who enrol after the census date 

(except for students with an IDA), this can present challenges when there are 

significant changes in school or student characteristics between the workforce 

decisions made in October/November and the final budget confirm ation. 

The difference between actual and projected enrolments is exacerbated in the 

following circumstances: 

¶ In small and regional schools that do not have the necessary scale, and therefore budget flexibility, to 

absorb differences. 

¶ Schools in an area with a low ICSEA and with high student transiency, as accurately predicting 

enrolments can be more challenging if there is high transiency. 

¶ Schools with a high number of students with a disability , as these students attract a relatively higher 

amount of funding.  

These schools may experience relatively large changes in funding and profile of students between the end 

of one school year and the beginning of the next.  However, while the timing makes workforce 

management challenging: 

¶ Analysis of system level student enrolment shows the current Term 1 census date occurs at the time in 

the school year when enrolments at system level are at their highest. In 2017, there was a net loss of 

about 250 student FTE per week after the 2017 Semester 1 census, culminating in almost 1,800 fewer 

students seven weeks after census, with enrolments remaining relatively stable thereafter. As such, 

changing the census date would on average exacerbate these challenges. However, in 2017, 44% (355) 

of schools did have more students in Semester 2 than in Semester 1, although only 5% had notably 

more (>15) students and only 1% had notably more students in consecutive years. Although an issue 

for a small minority of schools, it does not warrant an adjustment to the SCFM. Schools experiencing a 

significant number of students enrolling after census can currently request budget adjustment.  

¶ A student-centred funding model must rely on an accurate picture of student enrolments, and the 

census is the key mechanism for this. It is not possible to remove uncertainty around enrolments, but 

schools should be supported to build the ir capability to manage uncertainty and associated risk. 

Recommendation 2: Enable improved cashflow management for schools by adjusting current 

policy settings, including:  

¶ Introduce a cash payment gateway early in Term 1. 

¶ Enable medium term cash planning for schools by changing the 96% expenditure requirement to be a 

rolling three year target  with further guidance to schools around how to manage significant 

expenditure requirements within the 96% requirement, including minor capital works.  

¶ Maintain the overall expectation that schools should spend their funding in the school year in which it 

is received. 

¶ Provide further guidance on when and how to seek additional funding for students that are not 

counted at February census.  

òPlans put in place at the 

end of the previous year 

are affected dramatically 

by enrolments in small 

schools and can't be 

foreseenó 

òUnpredictability of 

student numbers makes 

financial planning and 

staffing complicatedó 

Consultation feedback  
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5.1.4 The SCFM operates within broader  policy settings that can constrain 

principalsõ workforce flexibility  

System-wide workforce policy settings have been put in place to manage the complexities of a workforce 

of nearly 40,000 FTE across more than 800 schools. As such, some trade-offs between system-wide 

imperatives and school-level flexibility are inevitable and desirable. The consultations have demonstrated 

that two of these policy settings interact with the SCFM to potentially create some unintended 

consequences. This evaluation is not judging the merit of these policy settings but merely highlight ing 

how they interact with the SCFM to impact individual schools. 

Permanency requirements combined with redeployment policies limit schoolsõ flexibility to 

match workforce to school and student ne eds, particularly for students with disability  

To provide job security, industrial relations arrangements and Department policies for teachers and EAs 

specify requirements for permanency. For example:  

¶ The Education Assistantsõ (Governments) General Agreement 

201629 specifies that EAs are to be employed on a permanent 

basis except for ôspecial projectsõ or to fill temporary vacancies 

where they can be employed on a fixed term or casual basis. 

Special Needs EAs on fixed term contracts are deemed 

permanent after two years continuous service. 

¶ Teachers under the Country Teaching Program (CTP) and the 

Metropolitan Teaching Program (MTP) receive permanency at 

their last CTP/MTP school after two years continuous and 

satisfactory service. 

The workforce needs of schools are not static; they follow  the 

changing needs of students on a year to year basis. To balance a 

system-wide imperative to maintain  a permanent workforce with 

school-level requirements to adapt to changing student profiles , 

the Department manages a redeployment process. This process 

enables school staff who are surplus to requirement to move to 

another position in the WA public school system.  

Principals regard the redeployment process to be time-consuming 

and difficult , and they are critical of the need to often use their 

SCFM budget or cash reserves to fund permanent staff  that have 

been identified by the school as being surplus to need. This 

funding would otherwise be used for other priorities , meaning that the objective of improved budget 

flexibilit y, and the ability to adjust workforce profiles to meet changing needs, is compromised. Many 

stakeholders raised this issue throughout the consultation process ; it was a widely-held concern. 

The problem is particularly evident with respect to EAs who support students with an IDA. There are two 

reasons for this:  

¶ Permanency requirements for EAs are often more stringent than for teachers and other school staff. 

Permanency requirements differ in practice across awards. 

                                                        
29 Education Assistantsõ (Governments) General Agreement 2016, Part 2 section 14. 

òI have too many educations 

assistants who were made 

permanent when they were 

assigned to a student with a 

disability. I have 2 full time EAs 

level 3 and only $40,000 in 

disability funding. When I 

attempted to get support from 

staff ing about possible 

redeployment, my planning was 

picked to pieces as in where my 

funding was going to be spent. I 

was basically informed that I can 

afford the EAs so will have to 

keep them. This limits my ability 

to provide teaching staff or 

programs to st udents. I would like 

a more transparent way of 

dealing with staff that we are 

paying for who are not required.ó 

Consultation feedback  
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¶ When a student with an IDA moves or leaves a school, their IDA funding follows them immediately. 

The permanency of the EAs then limits the options for schools to manage the workforce to reflect the 

new student profile and available funding during that school year .  

Requiring schools to absorb the  cost of surplus staff has a disproportionate impact on schoolsõ flexibility 

to use non-salary funding to meet school and student needs. Non-salary funding makes up, on average, 

only 12.72% of total funding. As a result, a small percentage increase in salary costs can result in a large 

percentage decrease in a schoolõs cash availability. This is particularly the case in smaller schools, as they 

have less scope within their budget and school profile  to absorb changes by reprofiling the workforce 

across the student body.  

Recommendation 3: Internally m onitor and analyse the impact on schools of redeployment 

policies, including the requirement for schools to absorb surplus staff.  

Class size requirements may constrain schoolsõ ability to tailor learning to student need   

The School Education Act Employees' (Teachers and Administrators) General Agreement 201430 outlines a 

recommended and maximum class size that each school should plan not to exceed (see Appendix A, A.2-

Table 1).  

Based on these recommended and notional class sizes, principals can be constrained in the extent to 

which they match workforce to class size. In the consultation process, it was noted by some principals that 

some schools have been able to negotiate different class sizes with individual teachers where others have 

not been able to. This results in some schools having more flexibility around class sizes than others. 

More broadly, class size requirements present a risk of becoming out of sync with the emerging evidence 

and policy direction towards differentiated learning. For example, recent proposals to move towards 

differentiated and data driven learning approaches rather than a one-size-fits-all approach to class sizes 

and student-teacher ratios31.  

5.2 How simple and tran sparent is the SCFM? 

The underpinning methodology  that allocates funding to schools is clearly articulated and readily available 

through the SCFM Manual and guidance documents. There is an explanation of each funding line, 

including the intent of the alloc ation, eligibility, funding weights and calculations. When the school budget 

is confirmed each school receives its Funding Agreement, which includes the Student-Centred Funding 

Statement for the school year. This sets out the total budget allocated for each funding line and the 

enrolments (based on February census data) used to calculate these allocations. The breakdown of 

funding for each school is publicly available on the Departmentõs Schools Online webpage.  

This sub-section presents three key findings relating to the simplicity , transparency and accountability of 

the SCFM design: 

                                                        
30 School Education Act Employees' (Teachers and Administrators) General Agreement 2014, Part 2 section 12.  
31 Australian Government Department of Education and Training, Through Growth to Achievement: Report of the review to achieve 

educational excellence in Australian schools, 2018. 
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5.2.1 The design of the SCFM has improved transparency of funding 

allocations, but the underpinning mechanisms are not always clear to 

schools 

The majority of schools perceive that the design of the SCFM is simple and transparent, with 60% of survey 

respondents indicating that it either mostly or fully achieves these objectives (see Figure 5-5). Across 

different types of schools, primary schools showed the least satisfaction with the transparency of the 

SCFM, whereas 80% of ESS/ESCs responded that the SCFM design either mostly or fully achieved being 

simple and transparent. The majority of principals (72%) believe the SCFM is more transparent than the 

previous funding arrangements (see Appendix A, A.3-Figure 1). 

Figure 5-5: Survey results: The simplicity and transparency of the SCFM 32 

 

However, the transparency of the SCFM can be improved. While it is perceived that the SCFM design has 

improved transparency in total funding and provides clarity over funding allocations, t here are aspects of 

transparency in the funding model that were identified by the evaluation as areas for improvement. 

The intent for  certain funding allocations  is not fully understood  

The consultations demonstrated that some schools do not fully understand  the use of the ELB ð in 

particular the extent to which it is intended to be used to fund school infrastructure costs. It is also 

apparent that there is unfamiliarity with the detailed mechanisms used to calculate funding allocations. 

This results in misconceptions over how the SCFM allocates funding to schools, for example: 

                                                        
32 Note: Q7_5 SCFM is simple and transparent, n = 651 
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¶ Key finding 7: The design of the SCFM has improved transparency of funding allocations, but 

the underpinning mechanisms are not always clear to schools . 

¶ Key finding 8: The design of the SCFM provides the foundation for stronger accountability, but 

there is room for improvement .  

¶ Key finding 9: While Departmental  support mechanisms, tools and guidance are useful, the 

focus is on understanding mechanisms rather than building capab ility . 
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¶ Eligibility of students who can be counted for census . The Department has introduced additional 

criteria that enable schools to count students  not present on census day, subject to certain 

requirements. This is outlined in the Census User Guide, available to schools on the Departmentõs 

Census website, however not all schools are aware of the updated parameters.  

¶ The use of self-reported data from parents to calculate social disadvantage funding . Many schools 

expressed concern over the accuracy and comprehensiveness of this self-reported data, and the 

impact this might have on social disadvantage funding. The Department triangulates this data with 

statistical modelling of social disadvantage, rather than relying only on self-reported data. This is 

outlined in the SCFM social disadvantage allocation guidance document, however schools are not 

always aware of this mechanism.  

In these examples, the information is available to schools but not all schools are familiar with it , especially 

when the SCFM settings have been modified . The Department should ensure that it communicates the 

model design and future enhancements effectively and schools should be proactive in maintaining their 

understanding of the model .  

The detailed mechanisms for the IDA are seen as opaque 

In most cases, including the examples described above, the underpinning mechanisms used to calculate 

funding allocation s are explained in the SCFM guidance documents or other Department policy 

documents. However, the underpinning mechanisms for assessing the funding level for students through 

the IDA are not made clear to schools, in particular the decision-making process and rationale for 

determining a studentõs funding level. This is discussed in more detail in Section 6.3.4.  

The current approach to charging schools for salaries masks true workforce costs  

The mechanism that is used for the SCFM settings does not provide transparency over true workforce 

costs. Salaries are charged to schools from their one line budget at a standard ônotionalõ rate for each staff 

category, regardless of the actual salary level of individual staff. The notional salary rates are average rates 

with on -costs for superannuation. This means that the true cost of the workforce profile is not transparent 

to schools. In practice, this can result in schools with higher actual workforce costs being effectively 

subsidised by those schools with lower actual workforce costs. The difference is not explicit as the actual 

workforce costs are paid centrally. 

The evaluation has compared the notional salary charge incurred by schools with the actual expenditure 

incurred by the Department  on school-based employee-related costs. In 2017, the salary charge to schools 

was $3.08 billion , including salaries, leave, superannuation and allowances. Costs not charged to schools 

such as long service and sick leave are excluded, as are allowances such as those paid to teachers working 

in eligible regional and remote locations.  

Figure 5-6 and Figure 5-7 show the difference between actual staff expenditure and the charge to schools 

by location type  (remoteness) and region. This analysis indicates that on average schools in remote and 

very remote locations have actual staff expenditure less than the notional rate , and more specifically this 

applies to schools in the Goldfields and Pilbara regions.  
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Figure 5-6: Difference between actual  staff expenditure and the salary charge to schools per student  by 

remoteness 

 

Figure 5-7: Difference between actual staff expenditure and the salary charge to schools per student by 

region  

 

The impact of the true cost of salaries not being transparent is that it masks funding inequities between 

different schools, particularly schools in more disadvantaged areas (see Figure 6-27: 0). Throughout the 

evaluation, some schools in more disadvantaged areas suggested that they had difficulty attracting a more 

experienced workforce because of their schoolõs context. Furthermore, schools are not incentivised to 

create an efficient workforce profile based on their allocated resources because they do not need to 

account for the full costs of their workforce.  

It should be noted that  several principals remarked that the advantages of using notional rather than 

actual costs for their workforce is that it is more simple to manage and does not incentivise principals 

against employing experienced teachers. 

Recommendation 4 ð Explore optio ns to improve the transparency of salary funding by  internally  

reporting on actual workforce costs.  

¶ In the short-medium term, retain the current approach of funding notional salary costs and 

introduce internal annual reporting on how the differential betw een actual and notional salary costs 

differs in aggregate across school type, ICSEA values and locality. 

¶ Examine the benefits and implications of potential options to move  to an approach of funding 

individual schools on the basis of actual salary costs rather than notional salary rates.  
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5.2.2 The design of the SCFM provides the foundation for stronger 

accountability, but there is room for improvement  

Increased transparency of the amount and allocation of  funding through  the SCFM has the potential to 

support stronger accountability. 

Increased transparency enables engaged school  communities to hold  principals to account  

The Departmentõs guidelines on what should be reported to school councils/boards  are not highly 

prescriptive. The Funding Agreement requires schools to be transparent and accountable to the school 

council/board for funding allocation s and use of funding. This includes requirements covering budget 

planning, reporting , advice on variations and an expectation that school councils/board s should note th e 

Funding Agreement as they endorse the school budget s and business plans. Information on the ongoing 

financial position of a school is identified in the School Resourcing System Operational Dashboard 

(discussed further in Section 0) to facilitate reporting to school councils/boards.  

Funding allocations through  the SCFM are transparent to the broader community as well, being clearly set 

out  through the school funding statement available on Schools Online. Further, every school is required to 

publish an annual school report, with an explanation of school performance and to reflect a focus on 

specific student and school characteristics as represented in the SCFM33. This provides school specific 

context for  the broader community to hold the principal to account for how 

funding has been used to support school and student needs.  

In practice, however, the level of accountability depends on how engaged 

and proactive the school council/board and the broader school commun ity 

are. This can vary across schools, with principals reporting that  there is 

typically lower engagement in more disadvantaged areas.  

That said, principals noted throughout  the consultation process that the 

transparency of both the funding allocations and school financial positions 

facilitated accountability to councils/board s and the broader school 

communities. Some noted that access to such information served to build 

the capability of the council/board to fulfil its governance role by building 

their understanding of how their school is funded. 

Many schools noted that having the reports available on the School 

Resourcing System made it easy to share information with their communit ies 

and councils/board s. It helped that they were in a user-friendly and easily digestible format. On a separate 

point , several principals argued that transparent information also  supported accountability within the 

school, as it encouraged engagement with staff on school planning and decision-making about internal 

resourcing priorities. 

There are accountabilities in  the Funding Agreement, but the connection  between  funding, 

expenditure and student  outcomes  is not clear for all schools  

Transparency about how schools use their resources allows the Department to ensure that public funds 

are being used to meet the education needs of students, in line with strategic priorities . The Funding 

Agreement between the Department and each individual school is the primary mechanism through which 

schools are held to account. It sets out high-level requirements for principals about the use of funding 34 

                                                        
33 Department of Education, Funding agreement for schools, 2018. 
34 Department of Education, Funding agreement for schools, 2018. 
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student needó. 

 

Consultation feedback  
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and articulates what is expected in terms of the governance mechanisms for budget planning, 

administration, monitoring , and reporting.  

The Funding Agreement is not , however, currently designed to ho ld schools accountable for expenditure 

decisions. Schools consulted in the evaluation perceive the Funding Agreement to be a technical 

compliance document, rather than a means of holding schools to account for how funding is used.  

With increased flexibility for how schools spend their funding, there should be a sharper focus on the 

outcomes being achieved. However, this involves a difficult trade-off between two objectives, being to:  

¶ hold schools to account for the achievement of studentsõ education and related other outcomes, and 

their use of funding to achieve those outcomes  

¶ avoid input controls 35 ð i.e. prescription on how funds ought to be used.  

An additional objective should be to minimise reporting requirements on schools. This is in the context of 

feedback that indicated that, while the majority of schools perceive the SCFM reporting requirements to 

be less onerous in comparison to the previous school funding arrangements, around 25% disagreed with 

this (see Appendix A, A.3-Figure 2).  

Defining those outcomes and how they are measured can be challenging, given the dynamic of some 

school environments and the fact that there are other factors in play outside the control of schools. 

However, it is critically important for the Department to be in a position to track the impact of its 

investments, and to analyse which interventions work best for different types of schools and student 

cohorts. 

It follows that efforts should be made to incorporate appropriate measures in to the accountability 

framework for schools, while bearing in mind the challenges and risks mentioned above. Ideally, 

performance against those measures should be available to school boards/councils at a minimum. 

Accountability mechanisms also need to avoid introducing onerous reporting requirements. As noted 

above, a sizable minority of around 25% of survey respondents disagreed that the SCFM reporting 

requirements are less onerous than the previous school funding arrangements. 

Recommendation 5 ð Enhance accountability of schools to the Department through more 

rigorous monitoring of outcomes and financial management.  

¶ As part of the ongoing consideration of a new approach to school review, establish enhanced 

mechanisms for principals to report to the Departm ent on the outcomes of government funding.  

¶ Enhance reporting on schoolsõ use of funding to enable sharing of information on good practice and 

what works, without reverting to separate accountability for individual funding allocations. 

 

  

                                                        
35 Targeted initiatives may still require greater definition of inputs as they are for specific programs.  
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5.2.3 While Department al support mechanisms, tools and guidance are 

useful, the focus is on understanding mechanisms rather than 

building capability  

Support through training and guidance is used and appreciated by school  staff , but they  feel 

less supported compared to  when the SCFM was first introduced   

Support on using the SCFM is available to principals and MCSs through three mechanisms:  

1: Face to face training . As part of the initial roll out of the SCFM, training was available to all principals. 

Since then, a schedule of training has been maintained that principals (and MCSs) can opt in to. In 2017 

there were 92 face to face training sessions, with over 1,300 attendees. The distribution of all training 

sessions across educational regions is broadly consistent with the numbe r of schools in each region. 

However, only two of the session topics ð Planning and Managing the School Budget, and Planning for 

2018 ð were held in every education region. Other training  sessions were only run in the metropolitan 

regions.  

2: Documented g uidance. The SCFM Manual provides guidance on the calculation and operation of the 

funding model . This guidance is readily available through the School Resourcing System. Schools can also 

access the School Resourcing System Preliminary Planning Manual, which provides step by step guidance 

on how to use the system and the various planning tools.  

3: Individualised  support . Support to individual schools is provided through the principal advisors and 

finance consultants. This support can be requested by schools or may be instigated by the Department if it 

identifies through its ongoing monitoring that a school may be facing financial challenges. Individualised 

support is also provided through the formal processes of the Budget Monitoring Group and Budget 

Review Process. A principal may apply for support if  the:36 

¶ School is unable to operate within their one line budget (over budget) . 

¶ Profile of staff does not enable the school to comply with legislation, policy or industrial instruments.  

In 2017, 102 schools (approximately 12% of the total number of schools) were provided with individualised 

support through these processes.  

Schools generally feel more supported to use the SCFM in comparison to the previous school 

funding arrangements .  

Over 75% of survey respondents indicated that the Department has provided more support to schools in 

using the SCFM compared to the previous funding arrangements (see Appendix A, A.4-Figure 1). 

Respondents with the longest tenure, and therefore longest period of experience, were more likely to 

agree that the Department has provided more support compared to the previous arrangements, with over 

80% of respondents that have been employed at their position level for more than eight years indicating 

that the Department had provided more support. However, the strength of this view decreased as 

respondents became more remote, with around 60% of respondents in remote and very remote location s 

indicating that the Department has provided more support.  

The perception that support has decreased since the introduction of the SCFM was raised frequently in 

consultations. Training, documented guidance and individual ised support are still available, so this 

perception of a reduction in support most likely reflects a transition from compulsory support in the initial 

                                                        
36 Department of Education, Student-centred funding and one line budgets: Support for schools to adjust their workforce and/or 

balance their one line budget, 2017.  
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roll out period to a situation where schools need to proactively seek support. Furthermore, a restructure in 

the Department means there are no longer finance consultants based within regions; schools must seek 

this individualised support from the central Department.  

There are no formal mechanisms for horizontal support on how to operate successfully under the SCFM, 

such as peer support and best practice forums for principals to share their experiences. Horizontal support 

mechanisms could complement existing centralised support from the Department and may meet a 

perceived need from schools for additional support.  

The SCFM planning  and forecasting tools and the operational dashboard have made it simple  

and easy to plan ahead  

The School Resourcing System provides budget planning and forecasting 

tools through the Preliminary Dashboard and Budget Scenario Dashboard. 

The Preliminary Dashboard enables schools to plan their budget for the 

following year. The Budget Scenario Dashboard enables schools to test 

scenarios under different assumptions.  

The Projected Enrolments report is a key tool within this, enabling schools 

to record predicted enrolments of funded students and student 

characteristics, which are reflected in the Preliminary SCFM Allocation 

report. This enables schools to forecast how much funding they are likely 

to receive in the following year, based on their anticipated enrolments.  

Schools reported that this generates greater confidence in their forecast 

budget s and helps to improve accuracy of planning. Schools reported regularly refining  their predicted 

enrolments in the system throughout Terms 3 and 4 to provide up to date forecast s of budget s. This 

information can then be used by schools to plan how best to use the projected funding, including 

planning workforce requirements and use of cash. There are also tools to support  workforce and cash 

planning, such as the Salaries Plan and underpinning forecast staff expenditure reports.37 Many schools 

also reported using these tools to test the budgetary impact of putting in place specific programs (such as 

additional literacy and numeracy support) that would require a change in workforce.  

In addition to planning and forecasting tools, the School Resourcing System provides tools and reports for 

schools to monitor the ongoing operational budget through the Operational Dashboard. This enables 

schools to monitor and review salary and cash expenditure and forecast variances. This provides 

transparency for schools to monitor their financial position against their one  line budget s.  

Throughout the consultation process, principals and MCSs consistently expressed that the SCFM tools 

were simple to use and useful for school planning and ongoing management. Around 6% of survey 

respondents reported the ease of use of the tools as one of the three main benefits of the SCFM, 

particularly for ESS/ESCs and remote schools.  

However, the usefulness of planning and forecasting tools available to schools in the School Resourcing 

System does vary. One dimension of this is the school context, as the tools are designed to be generic 

enough to support the majority of schools , but this means that some schools find them less useful. For 

example:  

¶ ESCs and ESSs do not have ôtypicalõ class sizes and allocation of students to classes.  

¶ Secondary schools, particularly large schools, have more complex requirements for planning class 

structures and therefore workforce needs.  

                                                        
37 Department of Education, School Resourcing System: Preliminary Planning Version 1.4, 2016 
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A second dimension that impacts on the usefulness of tools is the experience and capability of principals 

and MCSs to fully use them. This is related to varying experience and capability in how best to use the 

funding under the SCFM and the level of support provided to schools, discussed in the previous section.  

As a result, some schools supplement or replace their use of the SCFM planning and forecasting tools with 

their own offline planning tools ð either because they better reflect their school context and/or because 

they have greater confidence and understanding of their own tools.  

While the supporting systems are useful, principals identified three opportunities  for further 

improve ment  

Issues were raised in relation to some aspects of the support systems and tools. Principals commented on 

three ways that the systems could be improved.  

1: Interoperability and currency of the system.  The systems that feed information into the Operational 

Dashboard are updated at different times ð staffing and budget adjustments are updated  daily, whereas 

cash information is updated monthly . This creates discrepancies in the overall financial position shown in 

the dashboard, which may not be accurate at a given point in time. The introduction of WebSIS will 

address this, as it will bring in daily cash information based on the data recorded in schoolsõ finance 

systems. Some principals raised concerns about inefficiency in using multiple  systems for school 

management. Where principals and/or MCSs understand the underpinning systems and the interaction 

between different reports, they can identify discrepancies and factor these into their assessment of the 

current financial position.  

2: Ease of navigation of the system.  The School Resourcing System contains many tools and reports 

across three dashboards. The majority of schools are using these, but it is unlikely that schools use all of 

the tools and reports available in the system. In most cases, principals and MCSs appear to be using a 

subset of tools and reports that they find best meet their needs, based on their school context s, 

expectations of school councils/boards, and personal preference and experience. However, schools 

consistently noted that the system is not intuitive and it can be difficult to navigate to their preferred tools 

and reports within the system. This issue was raised by approximately 10% of survey respondents.  

3: System speed. Throughout the consultation process, schools frequently noted issues relating to the 

speed of the system. This included the speed of the initial system log in, as well as the speed of generating 

and navigating through reports within the system.  System speed was raised by more than 7% of survey 

respondents as one of the three main challenges of the SCFM. This appears to be more of an issue in 

some regional locations, likely due to bandwidth capacity. However, the evaluation team also observed 

this to be an issue in metropolitan schools for reports that are using and displaying large datasets from 

related systems such as HRMIS. There is evident frustration amongst principals and MCSs using the 

system. The slow speed of the system has discouraged some principals from regularly using the tools.  

Training and support c ould  focus more on building capability of principals  to use the flexibility 

of the SCFM for improved student outcomes  

The support and tools outlined above tend to focus on the process and mechanics of using the SCFM 

rather than building the capability of principals and MCSs to use their budget and its increased flexibility 

to improve student outcomes. There is a wide range of financial management experience and capability 

across WAõs principals. When the SCFM was introduced, many principals were concerned that they did not 

have the skills and experience to operate one line budget s, particularly in challenging circumstances. 

However, after coming to terms with the ômechanicsõ of the SCFM and budgeting , there is now a desire for 

more training and support  to deliver improvement s in schools outcomes. Individualised support to schools 

is ad hoc and most schools remarked that they used this support only when they were in budget difficulty. 

Further, the documented support and guidelines provide details on the allocative mechanisms and how 
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student/school characteristics are reflected in the funding. There is limited  guidance on how best to use 

the funding  to improve performance . Building capability could also help shift the focus of some principals 

and MCSs away from how funding would have been used under the previous funding arrangements, 

towards thinking of new and innovative ways to improve outc omes of their students. Training and support 

should be linked to the Departmentõs leadership strategy.  

Recommendation 6 - Establish mechanisms for ongoing refinement and improvement of the 

SCFM. 

¶ Establish a process for principals to provide ongoing advice and input to the Department on 

continuing to evolve and improve the design of the SCFM and how it is used by schools. 

¶ Maintain current capacity in the Department to provide ongoing advice to the Departmentõs 

corporate executive on the operation of the SCFM and potential improvements . 

 

Recommendation 7 ð Consistent with the Departmentõs leadership strategy, build the capability 

of school leaders to use the funding and flexibility provided through the SCFM to deliver 

student outcomes.  

¶ Continue and, where necessary, enhance the provision of training and support from the Department 

to school leaders (particularly principals and MCSs), including both clear and regularly updated 

guidance on the mechanisms used to allocate funding and support to use the SCFM to deliver 

student outcomes. 

¶ Establish peer support mechanisms to raise capability amongst principals and other school leaders 

through the sharing of best practice and innovation.  

¶ Support networks of school board /council  chairs to build awareness and capability in the SCFM such 

as including an overview of the SCFM in board/council training. 
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6 Evaluation findings ð responsiveness to school and 

student needs and circumstances  

The mechanisms through which a finite amount of funding is distributed to schools is cri tically important. 

Schools rely on having sufficient resources to support delivery of high quality education and equitable 

learning opportunities for their students, regardless of their different operating contexts, individual 

circumstances and the profile of students enrolled at the school.  

This section presents the key findings and recommendations of the SCFM evaluation relating to 

responsiveness of the SCFM to the needs of schools and students, specifically:  

¶ the balance between elements in the SCFM and how this compares to good practice (Section 6.1) 

¶ the responsiveness of the SCFM to the needs and circumstances of individual schools (Section 6.2)  

¶ the responsiveness of the SCFM to the learning needs of individual students (Section 6.3). 

6.1 To what extent i s the overall balance of funding consistent 

with good practice?  

As a formula-based mechanism, the SCFM provides explicit details on funding allocations and makes clear 

the parameters used to determine what each school is allocated. The SCFM design and settings are 

intended to provide flexibility for schools to direct their funding in the most appropriate way to meet their 

studentsõ needs and school priorities. The OECD has concluded that effective schools funding formula s 

should enable allocations based on:21 (1) the stage of schooling, (2) the characteristics of student 

disadvantage, (3) the school site and location, and (4) the specific curriculum or programs delivered by the 

school. The SCFM accounts for the first three of these components through the core funding mechanisms: 

the per student allocation, the student characteristics funding lines, and the school characteristics funding 

lines. The fourth component is covered by the Targeted Initiatives program.  

This sub-section presents three key findings relating to whether the  relative balance of funding within the 

SCFM is consistent with good practice.  

6.1.1 The SCFM allocates funding in a way that is generally consistent with 

good practice in Australia and internationally  

Figure 6-1 overleaf shows the proportion of different fundi ng lines allocated through the SCFM, split by 

different characteristics. This shows that the proportions are not static across educational regions, school 

¶ Key finding 10: The SCFM allocates funding in a way that is generally consistent with good 

practice in Austr alia and internationally . 

¶ Key finding 11: The SCFM settings have resulted in a shift in funding towards earlier school 

years and stage weights are broadly consistent with other jurisdictions . 

¶ Key finding 12: Schools are generally satisfied with per  student  funding and adapt to meet 

school and student need . 
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types or different ICSEA quartiles ð which is as intended. As shown in this figure, the proportion of  funding 

that flows through the per student allocation is: lower in regional areas, lower for ESCs and ESSs, and lower 

for schools with more disadvantaged students. This is because schools that demonstrate one or more of 

these characteristics receive a relatively higher proportion  of school and/or student characteristic funding.  

Figure 6-1: Proportion of different funding allocations  as a % of total funding  
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The overall allocation of funding through the SCFM is consistent with a needs -based approach 

and is similar to other jurisdictions  

Allocating the majority of funding through student led factors is similar to other jurisdictions. For example, 

as shown in Figure 6-2, the funding models in both WA and England allocate around 90% of total school 

funding based on student led factors. Within these similar percentage totals, there is some variation. In 

particular, England has a significantly higher proportion of funding for social disadvantage than WA, as 

well as a higher proportion of funding for disability. Although total spending by category is not available 

for Victoria, the analysis reported in Section 6.3.2 identifies Victoriaõs higher social disadvantage funding 

rates compared to WA. It is expected that these higher funding rates lead to a greater share of Victoriaõs 

total funding being targeted to social disadvantage.  

Figure 6-2: Interjurisdictional comparison between key student led funding  allocations 38 

 

6.1.2 The SCFM settings have resulted in a shift in funding towards earlier 

school years and stage weights are broadly consistent with other 

jurisdictions  

The SCFM settings have resulted in a shift in funding towards earlier school years, but this is 

balanced by in dustrial relations settings  

The per student funding  varies across year levels to reflect the different needs of students at various 

schooling levels and the different costs across primary and secondary schools. When the SCFM was 

introduced, there was a policy decision to shift funding towards the primary school years to support 

investment in early education. This decision was based on research that shows that early investment 

improves educational outcomes, participation and attendance 39.  

However, this policy decision was balanced by industrial relations settings that drive higher costs in 

secondary schools through a combination of class size requirements and time provisions for duties other 

than teaching contained in teachersõ EBAs. Due to changes to the upper secondary curriculum, including 

                                                        
38 The equivalent of per student funding  in England is Basic per-pupil funding largely consisting of the Age Weighted Pupil Unit. The 

equivalent of the educational adjustment in England is low prior attainment funding. The equivalent of social disadvantage in England 

is deprivation funding.  See Appendix B.1 for more detail.  
39 Department of Education, Student-Centred Funding Model and One Line Budgets: A New Way of Resourcing and Working, 2014. 
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the shift to the WACE, it was decided to moderate the reduction in stage weights in upper secondary 

schools. 

As a result, as shown in Figure 6-3 below, the 2018 stage weights are a compromise between the stage 

weights proposed in the 2012 transition report and the 2014 starting point. It is also noted that since 2014, 

Year 7 students are now taught in secondary school settings, which has brought forward the shift up to 

secondary stage weights. 

Figure 6-3: Stage weights in WA, 2014 and 2018 

 

The approach to stage weights in the SCFM is broadly consistent with other Australian 

jurisdictions  

Stage weights in other Australian jurisdictions  are broadly similar to the SCFM, with early investment 

before Year 4 and then rising again in the secondary school years (see Figure 6-4). Where the approaches 

differ are in the relative weights for each school year. For example, Victoria applies a flat rate in secondary 

years (1.32); and the Northern Territory applies very high rates in Years 1 and 2 (2.1). These rates are also 

influenced by context, with Tasmania, for example, having higher relativities for Years 11 and 12 (1.45), 

These higher rates may be influenced by the fact that Year 11 and 12 in Tasmania are largely delivered by 

separate Year 11 and 12 colleges. In all jurisdictions the lowest stage weight is applied to Years 4 to 6.  
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Figure 6-4: Stage weights in other jurisdictions  

 

6.1.3 Schools are generally satisfied with per  student funding, and adapt to 

meet school and student need  

Most schools have a positive view of per  student funding  and stage weights , with some 

exceptions  

Overall, nearly 75% of survey respondents reported that the per student funding reflected their schoolsõ 

circumstances well or very well. However, combined schools had less favourable views, with only 52% of 

combined schools responding well or very well (see Figure 6-5). This reflects combined schoolsõ generally 

lower levels of satisfaction with the SCFM. In the focus groups, some primary schools raised the relatively 

low stage weights for Years 4 ð 6 as an area of concern. However, as discussed in the previous section, 

these relatively lower stage weights are consistent with other Australian jurisdictions. 
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Figure 6-5: Survey results: Extent that per student funding reflects school circumstance s40 

 

In practice, principals design class structures based on class size requirements, teacher 

seniority, student need and school characteristics  

In practice, the design of class structures across different years of schooling in individual schools is driven 

primarily by class size requirements in the teachersõ EBA41 and consideration of which permanent teachers 

should be assigned to each class, rather than the amount of per student funding allocated to different 

year levels. This can place additional pressure on schools with smaller year-level cohorts (such as 

combined schools) as their smaller scale means they have fewer options. 

Through the consultation process, schools identified other drivers of class sizes and therefore investment 

by year level, including: 

¶ Using smaller class sizes to manage student behaviour, particularly in Years 7-8 in schools with low 

ICSEA scores.  

¶ Using smaller class sizes to give schools room to accommodate  new students throughout the school 

year because of high levels of transiency, particularly in schools with low ICSEA scores.  

¶ Needing to have smaller class sizes in upper secondary to provide a breadth of curriculum to their 

students, particularly in schools with small secondary cohorts. 

¶ Placing students with a lower level of IDA funding in the same class to pool EA resources to maximise 

the amount of EA time per student.  

¶ In ESCs, class structures and workforce allocation were based entirely on student needs.  

                                                        
40 Note Q9_1 How well do per student funding, incorporating year level prices of the SCFM reflect your schoolõs circumstance, n = 644 
41 School Education Act Employees' (Teachers and Administrators) General Agreement 2014, Part 2 section 12.  
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6.2 How responsive are the SCFM settings to the needs and 

circumstances of indi vidual schools? 

This section presents the key findings and recommendations of the evaluation relating to the 

responsiveness of the SCFM to the needs and circumstances of individual schools. 

¶ Key finding 13: The combination of per student and school characte ristic funding is in line with 

other jurisdictions and best practice.  

¶ Key finding 14: The SCFM settings provide  core funding that is appropriate for  most  primary  

schools and allows for significant surplus for many E SCs/schools. 

¶ Key finding 15: Current sett ings create financial pressures for some schools with small 

secondary cohorts and do not adequately recognise economies of scale for very large 

secondary schools. 

¶ Key finding 16: The 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ and small senior schools targeted initiative wer e 

appropriate as interim measures . 

¶ Key finding 17: Some schools are significantly impacted by a transient student population . 

¶ Key finding 18: Locality funding supports schools with higher costs but may not adequately 

reflect differences between locations . 

6.2.1 The combination of per student  and school characteristic funding  is 

in line with other jurisdictions and best practice  

The core funding for schools is per student funding , ELB and the locality allocation. This combination is 

provided to ensure schools are able to deliver a quality education and meet basic school operating costs. 

The exceptions to this are additional funding required to support certain high needs students, covered by 

student characteristics funding (discussed in Section 6.3) and additional funding for specific programs and 

school specific costs covered by targeted initiatives and operational responses outside of the core SCFM 

parameters. 

The ELB allocation is provided to support smaller schools that have insufficient funding through the per 

student funding alone to meet fixed costs. The size of the ELB allocation depends on the type of school 42 

and size of student population. The allocation is tapered, reducing to zero beyond a certain enrolment 

threshold. The threshold is set at a level where per student funding is intended to generate sufficient 

funding to meet general school education delivery and operating costs.43  

The ELB allocation settings and taper points were informed by cost data on basic school operations 

requirements. It is intended to ensure schools have adequate funds to meet operational costs, whilst 

maximising the amount of funding provided through the per student amount and minimising the size of 

the ELB allocation.  

Other Australian jurisdictions include elements intended to ensure that schools have sufficient funding to 

meet their minimum operating requirements. Some jurisdictions (such as New South Wales and South 

Australia) are more prescriptive in defining the specific cost allocations within this. Victoria, which has a 

                                                        
42 There are five separate ELB formulae for: primary schools, secondary schools, combined schools, education support centres, and 

education support schools 
43 Department of Education, Student-centred funding and one line budgets:  Enrolment-linked base allocation 2018, 2017. 
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more flexible and autonomous design of funding, has a similar approach to WA with a base funding 

amount that is tapered according to enrolments.   

Figure 6-6: Interju risdictional c omparison  of per student and school characteristics funding  

 

 

Recommendation 8 ð Maintain the combination of per student funding , ELB and locality 

allocation as the core of the SCFM.  

¶ Reaffirm to stakeholders that the combination of per stude nt funding , ELB and locality allocation is 

intended to fund a quality education for the vast majority of students in the vast majority of schools, 

including a range of different school and student characteristics. 

6.2.2 The SCFM settings  provide core funding th at is appropriate for most  

primary schools and allows for significant surplus for many 

ESCs/schools 

The evaluation has undertaken analysis44 to examine the extent to which the combination of ELB and per 

student funding is operating as intended for primary schools, that is, ensuring that schools receive 

sufficient funding to meet their modelled costs (see Figure 6-7). The modelled costs are based on an 

estimate of the core operational requirements of schools, including minimum staffi ng requirements for 

general class sizes as identified in the EBA (see Appendix A, A.2-Table 1). The conclusion of the analysis is 

that, in most cases, primary schools are appropriately funded through  the SCFM settings.  

The greatest volatility in the difference between funding and modelled costs is among primary schools 

with less than 120 enrolments. On a per student basis, these schools are receiving significantly different  

funding (either above or below) than their costs. In the 35 primary schools where the modelled cost 

                                                        
44 This analysis uses cost data provided by the Department and SCFM ELB and per-student funding allocations.  
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exceeds funding, 34 attract the locality allocation to address the shortfall (see Section 6.2.6 for finding s 

related to locality allocation).  The higher per student costs in these schools is driven, in part, by higher 

utilities and associated costs.  

Primary schools tend to be more homogenous than secondary schools in the way they operate and are 

better able, within reason, to combine year levels into single classes. This practice appears to be common 

in primary and combined schools with small year level cohorts, meaning that small primary schools are 

typically able to maintain student to teacher ratios that are comparable to larger primary schools, and that 

are consistent with EBA general class sizes applied in the cost modelling.  

Figure 6-7: Average funding and costs by enrolment 2018 ð primary schools  

 

Further analysis on the financial performance of primary schools (see Appendix C, C.1-Figure 1) examined 

the surplus/deficit  of schools in 2017, alongside the schoolsõ financial reserves and bank balances on a per 

student basis. This analysis identified that smaller regional and remote primary schools are more likely to 

be operating extreme surpluses or deficits per student (up to ±$4,000 per student), but the majority of 

primary schools operated with surpluses/deficit s within  ±$500 per student. This analysis suggests that 

metropolit an primary schools with more than 200 students are operating close to their funding 

parameters with small positive or negative surpluses, but most do not appear to be in significant financial 

difficulty.  However smaller primary schools in remote and regional locations are experiencing some 

challenges in ensuring costs are in line with funding.  

A similar analysis for ESSs and ESCs shows that 35 out of 59 had a surplus of more than $1,000 per student 

in 2017, alongside 38 having reserves and bank accounts of more than $10,000 per student. 



 

Nous Group and the CIRES | Evaluation of the Student-Centred Funding Model | 29 August 2018 | 34 | 

6.2.3 Current settings create financial pressures for some schools with 

small secondary cohorts and do not adequately recognise economies 

of scale for very  large secondary schools 

The evaluation has undertaken average funding and cost analysis45 for secondary and combined schools 

on a similar basis to that described above for primary schools. The analysis (presented in Figure 6-8 below) 

demonstrates that the SCFM settings (before the 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ) may provide insufficient 

funding to cover modelled costs for smaller secondary schools while providing larger schools with 1,500 

students and more with funding  significantly in excess of modelled costs (see below for further discussion 

in these points). In contrast to primary schools, schools with secondary students (including combined 

schools) experience greater variation in their operating context. In particular there are significant variations 

between regional and metropolitan schools , and between large and small schools.  

Figure 6-8: Analysis of ELB and per student funding - secondary schools 

 

Further analysis on the financial performance of secondary schools (see Appendix C, C.1-Figure 1) 

examined the surplus/deficit on a per student basis of schools in 2017 and schoolsõ financial reserves and 

bank balances in 2017. This analysis showed that smaller secondary schools (under 1,000 enrolments) were 

more likely to be operating at deficit than larger secondary or combined schools, but that the majority of 

secondary schools operate with a surplus. There is greater variation in the surplus in secondary than in 

primary schools, with the majority of secondary schools operating deficit s/surpluses in the range of -$750 

to +$1,500 per student . The variations are most extreme in smaller schools.  

                                                        
45 Notes:  

Based on 2017 SCFM parameters 

With most combined schools having additional location -related costs, the combined school analysis also includes locality funding. 
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The financial performance of combined schools has also been analysed (see Appendix C, C.1-Figure 1). 

Combined schools comprise 49 district high schools and five K-12 schools, the vast majority of which are 

in regional and remote locations. The analysis indicates that combined schools with more than 280 

students receive funding in excess of their modelled costs. Some schools with less than 280 students 

receive less funding than their modelled costs.   

Overall, the analysis demonstrates that the SCFM settings achieve generally consistent and appropriate 

funding for secondary schools with between 500 and 1,500 enrolments. It is those schools with fewer and 

greater enrolments where the settings see more variable outcomes. 

Expectations around curriculum delivery and breadth combined with c urrent SCFM settings 

create trade -offs for schools with small secondary cohorts   

In the metropolitan area, t here are small secondary schools within relatively close proximity of each other; 

with 30% of metropolitan secondary schools (Years 7 ð 12) having fewer than 800 enrolments. The 

distribution of these small secondary schools reflects historical demographic patterns and decisions to not  

amalgamate these schools. Many of these smaller metropolitan secondary schools are in more 

disadvantaged areas (the impact of this is discussed further in Section 0). In addition to small metropolitan 

secondary schools, there are many unavoidably small secondary and combined schools in regional areas. 

These regional schools typically have small secondary cohorts, reflecting the local popu lation 

demographics. Of 51 regional district high schools and high schools with students up to Year 10, only 12 

have more than 100 secondary enrolments and 28 have fewer than 50 secondary enrolments.  

The related issues of curriculum expectations and class sizes are key to understanding the effectiveness of 

the SCFM settings in funding these schools with small secondary cohorts. The cost modelling described 

above includes assumptions about minimum staffing requirements for expected class sizes. From 

consultation with principals, it is clear that many schools with small secondary cohorts operate with 

relatively small class sizes to deliver a breadth of curriculum similar to larger schools, including meeting 

mandatory curriculum requirements in Years 7-10 and providing breadth in Years 11-12. As a result, the 

SCFM settings and the analysis above may underestimate the financial pressure on schools with small 

secondary cohorts. 

Schools have identified various means of dealing with the resulting trade-offs between financial 

constraints and curriculum expectations. For example: 

¶ Some combined schools in regional areas have shifted funding from primary years to fund the smaller 

secondary class sizes required to deliver a broad curriculum.   

¶ Some smaller metropolitan secondary schools have collaborated to offer their students a broader 

curriculum (as is common practice in other jurisdictions). The New North Education Initiative  in the 

north metropolitan area of Perth is one such case (see Figure 6-9). 

The ability of small schools to provide  a broad curriculum is an ongoing issue in many jurisdictions, not 

just WA. Funding alone cannot address the issue. Two issues in particular require further analysis and 

consultation before opt ions for adjusting the SCFM settings to better support these schools can be 

finalised: 

¶ Expectations for curriculum delivery and breadth in schools with small secondary cohorts . In 

regional locations, as the only local public school option, the community ma y expect that children can 

receive a particular breadth of education regardless of the location. In metropolitan locations the 

community (and the school itself) may expect that students can receive a particular breadth of 

education regardless of the school.  
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¶ Expectations for the use of alternative delivery modes . In metropolitan schools, increased use of 

collaborative models of curriculum delivery could be considered. In regional schools, enhanced use of 

technology could be considered, including drawing on the School of Isolated and Distance Education. 

Figure 6-9: Example of upper secondary schools collaborating 46 

 

In the interim, the challenges facing schools with small secondary cohorts have been recognised through 

the 2018 small senior schools targeted initiative (this targeted initiative is discussed further in Section 

6.2.4).  

Current SCFM settings enable very large secondary schools to benefit from economies of scale  

To account for economies of scale, the ELB allocation is tapered according to the size of the student 

population. For secondary schools, the ELB allocation gradually reduces from its maximum allocation 

($795,493 in 2018) for schools with 100 ð 500 students to zero for secondary schools with 1,200 and more 

students. However, large schools continue to benefit from economies of scale under a per student funding 

approach beyond 1,200 students. This issue was identified in the 2012 options report which proposed a 

reverse taper to decrease per student funding for larger schools. However, this was not implemented in 

the final design of the SCFM. Since the SCFM was implemented in 2015, there has been significant growth 

in some secondary schools which has resulted in a greater range in the size of secondary schools across 

the State, including more large secondary schools.  

Further analysis is required to develop a robust evidence base to deal with these issues  

Various options exist to deal with the issues outlined above, including an increase in the size of the ELB 

allocation for small schools, a negative ELB allocation tapering in from 1,200 students, a separate specific 

funding allocation for small regional schools (as in some other Australian jurisdictions), or changes to the 

per student funding  for smaller and larger schools (as with the ôequity adjustmentõ). 

However, there are two precursor activities before the optimal solution can be identified:   

¶ Clear articulation is needed of expectations of curriculum breadth and of the use of alternative delivery 

modes in schools with small secondary cohorts, recognising differences between metropolitan and 

regional settings. 

¶ A comprehensive evidence base needs to be developed including analysis of relative cost differences 

arising from school type, size and location needs. 

                                                        
46 Information adapted from http://www.nnei.com.au/   

http://www.nnei.com.au/
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Recommendation 9 ð After building a stronger evidence base, explore options to a djust model 

parameters to better support schools with small secondary cohorts and to recogni se the 

economies of scale for larger secondary schools.  

¶ Review the relative cost differentials for operating different school types and sizes, in different 

locations. 

¶ Articulate clear expectations for breadth of curriculum in schools with small secondary cohorts and 

the use of alternative curriculum delivery modes, recognising that expectations will be dependent on 

the circumstances of different school contexts. 

¶ Understand the differences between schools with small secondary cohorts in metropolitan and 

regional areas, and design solutions accordingly. 

6.2.4 The 2018 ôequity adjustmentõ and small senior schools targeted 

initiative w ere appropriate as interim measure s 

In response to the issues described in Section 6.2.3, in 2018 the Department introduced an ôequity 

adjustmentõ for large schools, where per student funding for any additional students above an enrolment 

threshold of 1,200 was reduced. Some of the savings from this measure have been reinvested as a small 

schools targeted initiative providing up to $2 88,500 to 39 secondary schools with enrolments of fewer 

than 900 students, tapered for schools with 500 to 900 students.  

To test the effectiveness and appropriateness of the ôequity adjustmentõ and small schools targeted 

initiative, the evaluation has repeated the secondary school analysis presented in Section 6.2.3 factoring in 

the impact of the ôequity adjustmentõ and the targeted initiative. The variances found in the earlier analysis 

are less prominent, with a lower differential between average funding and total cost per student when 

economies of scale are reached (beyond 1,200 students). This change is attributable to the reduction in 

per student funding for schools with more than 1,200 students and the additional reinvestm ent to smaller 

secondary schools (see Figure 6-10).  
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Figure 6-10: Equity adjustment and secondary schools  

 

However, these interim measures have not been without chal lenges. There are lessons to be learned from 

the implementation that should be taken into account if the adjustments are retained : 

¶ Timing . Schools impacted by the reduction in per student funding for 2018 were notified late in Term 

3, 2017. This timing was problematic for impacted schools. Schools have typically planned their class 

structures and associated workforce requirements by Term 3 and in most cases workforce decisions 

would have already been made to meet these requirements by the time that schools were made aware 

of the changes in funding. This required schools to rework their class structures and workforce 

requirements at short notice. The relative inflexibility of the workforce (discussed in Section 5.1.4) also 

means that, in practice, some schools had to make reactive savings to respond to the funding 

reduction.  

¶ Coverage. Only small to medium sized secondary schools received the small schools targeted 

initiative. However, combined schools with small secondary enrolments also experience the same 

challenges relating to providing breadth of secondary curriculum as small secondary schools. 

Therefore, the small schools targeted initiative went some of the way to meet the stated objectives but 

was not comprehensive. In practice, the allocation approach based on small school enrolments (a 

maximum allocation to schools with fewer than 500 enrolments, tapered to zero at 900 enrolments) 

would have meant the inclusion of combined schools would have substantially reduced the amount of 

funding that each school would have received.  

While the principle driving  the ôequity adjustmentõ and small schools targeted initiative was appropriate 

and goes some way to more equitably supporting small and large schools, the challenges experienced in 

its implementation mean that if it is to be retained  there needs to be a clearer connection, rationale and 

communication about the collective impact of the changes .  






















































































































