
 
 
 
 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH 
STANDING COMMITTEE 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

HEARING WITH THE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
TRANSCRIPT OF EVIDENCE 

TAKEN AT PERTH 
WEDNESDAY, 26 JUNE 2013 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Members 
 

Dr G.G. Jacobs (Chair) 
Ms R. Saffioti (Deputy Chair) 

Mr R.F. Johnson 
Mr N.W. Morton 
Ms J.M. Freeman 

__________ 
 

 



Education and Health Wednesday, 26 June 2013 Page 1 

 

Hearing commenced at 10.04 am 

 
O’NEILL, MS SHARYN 
Director General, Department of Education, examined: 
 
AXWORTHY, MR DAVID 
Deputy Director General, Schools, Department of Education, examined: 
 
LEAF, MR JOHN WILLIAM 
Deputy Director General, Finance and Administration, Department of Education, examined: 
 
ROACH, MR BRETT 
Deputy Chief Finance Officer, Department of Education, examined: 
 
RAMM, MS ALISON 
Director, School Staffing, Department of Education, examined: 

 

 

The CHAIR: Thank you very much ladies and gentlemen. On behalf of the Education and Health 
Standing Committee I would like to thank you for your appearance before us today. The purpose of 
this hearing is to assist the committee as it examines the Department of Education’s budget position 
for the financial year and budget settings for the forthcoming financial year. At this stage, I will 
introduce the committee: I am Graham Jacobs, the Chair, on my left is Rob Johnson, Nathan 
Morton and Rita Saffioti, and on my right is Janine Freeman. The executive staff are Mat Bates and 
Alice Jones. The Education and Health Standing Committee is a committee of the Legislative 
Assembly of the Parliament of Western Australia. This hearing is a formal procedure of the 
Parliament and therefore commands the same respect as proceedings in the house itself. Even 
though the committee is not asking witnesses to provide evidence on oath or affirmation, it is 
important that you understand that any deliberate misleading of the committee may be regarded as 
contempt of Parliament. It is a public hearing and Hansard will be making a transcript of the 
proceedings for the public record. If you refer to any documents during the evidence, it would assist 
Hansard if you could provide the full title for the record. Before we proceed to the questions we 
have for you today, I need to ask you a series of formal questions. Have you completed the Details 
of Witness form?   

The Witnesses: Yes.  

The CHAIR: Do you understand the notes at the bottom of the form about giving evidence to a 
parliamentary committee?   

The Witnesses: Yes.  

The CHAIR: Did you receive and read the information for witnesses sheet provided with the 
Details of Witness form today?  

The Witnesses: Yes.  

The CHAIR: Do you have any questions about being a witness at today’s hearing?   

The Witnesses: No.  

The CHAIR: Sharyn, if I might call you Sharyn, I am happy for you to call me by my first name 
too. How will year 7 moving into high school impact upon the budget through staffing 
arrangements and capital appropriations? In some of the material we have projected into the out 
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years—and understand that some moneys are allocated to the training of primary school teachers to 
be high school teachers, and $220 million has been put into capital infrastructure to help with this 
transition. Of course, there will be some ongoing staffing allocations because presumably high 
school teachers are paid more than primary school teachers—I might be making the wrong 
assumption there—and that schools such as the Kalgoorlie–Boulder Community High School in my 
area will need more classrooms and infrastructure to accommodate. Can you outline the impact of 
that change on the education budget into the future? 

Ms O’Neill: Thank you. The change is from 2015 as you would be aware, but preliminary work 
must be done to ensure we are prepared and ready for that change to happen. I will first talk around 
infrastructure costs. As you would be aware, and you mentioned it yourself, Graham, about the 
commitment that has already been made to capital additions in a number of schools. If I recall, 29 
secondary schools will receive a capital upgrade for additions for year 7 students to be on those 
school sites. We are monitoring all the school enrolments and projected enrolments in secondary 
schools to ensure that they are well catered for, and you should be aware that not all current year 7 
students who transition into year 8 will go into our schools. The enrolment projections are complex 
and we can add into that the unprecedented growth into the system over the past two years. The 
enrolment projections and the work around infrastructure is not straight forward, it is quite complex, 
but we believe we are in a good position. A number of those building projects have already 
commenced and a number are at tender right now. Some schools are being monitored because at 
this stage their projections suggest that they can be accommodated within the capital infrastructure 
of the schools as it currently exists, but where we think they will come under pressure, we will be in 
a position to respond to those. I think we are in a good place in terms of our planning for 2015. We 
have confirmed the projected enrolments with the schools and we are in agreement with the schools 
about those enrolments. We are currently actively monitoring all schools, particularly the 29 who 
will get the capital investment, and a handful of other schools where their enrolments at this stage 
are somewhat fluctuating.  

[10.10 am] 

You mentioned staff. We received $22 million for the retraining of some teachers. They could be 
primary teachers who want to be retrained as secondary teachers, or they could be secondary 
teachers who want to retrain into other areas in secondary schooling because, over time, learning 
areas with the Australian curriculum will change. We will mostly need maths and science 
teachers—they are our areas of general shortage—and some design and technology teachers. We 
have that funding, and the minister recently announced the Switch program where teachers will be 
able to nominate to undergo training such as a graduate certificate with a university to do discipline-
based training, and that will occur in the second half of this year and again during next year. In 
terms of staffing, we have been funded for that retraining to ensure we have the right number of 
staff. You are quite right when you say that the move from year 7 to year 8 is not a one-for-one—it 
is not that secondary teachers get paid more than primary teachers, but under industrial provisions 
they have more DOTT preparation time—duties other than teaching. So it is not that for every one 
primary school teacher we need one secondary school teacher. It is actually for every primary 
teacher you need a bit more than one secondary teacher. We will need fewer primary teachers 
overall and more secondary teachers. However, having said “fewer primary teachers”, overall the 
greater proportion of our— 

The CHAIR: Sorry Sharyn, will this be cost neutral then? Is that what you are saying?   

Ms O’Neill: No, I did not say that. We have been funded for the infrastructure. We have been 
funded for the retraining. We are in discussion with government about some other costs—recurrent 
costs, for example the day-to-day costs in schools of having students in primary versus secondary 
schools. There are additional costs in secondary schools. We are in discussions with government 
about those additional costs as part of the budget process.  
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I have a very simple series of questions for you. The first one is about the one 
per cent efficiency dividend that you were asked to find. Have you found that and, if you have, can 
you tell us where those savings have been made? Secondly, you are the second biggest portfolio in 
government and I am pretty sure you have been told to find savings in the budget process 
amounting to tens of millions of dollars if you are anything like other departments that I am aware 
of. Can you please tell us how much you have been able to save in this budget process so we that 
know exactly what sort of financial situation education will be in? 

Ms O’Neill: I will answer the first part of your question and then clarify the second part of the 
question. For 2012–13 our total cost of services is $4.059 billion and inside that, our efficiency 
dividend—remembering that ours is a little different to others, I think others were two per cent and 
ours was one per cent—in the 2012–13 budget was $30.4 million. How do we handle that? Our 
approach for the current financial year was that we distributed to our budget holders the amount of 
funding we got, which seemed straightforward and required reductions in some areas, and we 
anticipate that to balance for the conclusion of the financial year. We did a range of things because 
we still have in place the “no diminution of the front-line service” principle in education. We 
employed a staff vacancy rate for central and regional offices of four per cent, which saved around 
$4 million for the year, and any vacancies outside of front-line services were then subject to an 
approval process in my office. We reduced overall central office FTEs by about 10 per cent 
compared to August 2010 levels. We had some savings in regional office accommodation because 
previously we went from districts to regional offices in a reform announced and implemented by 
government. We have fewer people in offices so we could have others come in and co-locate and 
share rental costs, so we had corporate overhead savings in regional office accommodation. We 
introduced a school salary pool rate saving, and we have talked about that on previous occasions, 
where we went to full cost recovery for schools that purchase teacher relief, which we did stepwise 
over a couple of years. We had restrictions on non-essential travel such that our travel costs are 
50 per cent less than they were in the same period in 2010–11.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: What that is in monetary terms?   

Ms O’Neill: Just for that period we saved over $200 000. Consultancy is obviously restricted and 
by approval from my office. The vehicle fleet savings, which we have achieved as follow-on from 
our reduction of staff in central and regional offices, is about $300 000. We have not indexed the 
school grant, which is goods and services expenditure. All of those things did not affect the front-
line services but the result of all of that for the 2012–13 budget, which is obviously still being 
finalised, we would anticipate coming in with our agreed expenditure limit.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Can I ask for some clarification on that? If we look at the annual report in 
terms of the 2011-12 workforce, we can work out that you have reduced non-operational staff 
numbers by nearly 600. Is that the case? Are 600 staff no longer employed in the department’s non-
operational staff from the cuts? 

Ms O’Neill: No, 127 in central office only is the reduction— 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So we have gone from 1 900— 

Ms O’Neill: Sorry, what are you referring to there? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am referring to this particular document. The department capped FTE 
levels for non-operational staff for 2012–13 and 2013–14 at 2011–12 levels. If we assume that the 
1 900 administrative–clerical staff numbers are non-operational, then the department has already 
reduced its non-operational staff numbers by nearly 600 since 2009–10, and the number of 
administrative–clerical staff in that year was 2 481. Since 2009–10 we have seen a reduction of 600 
clerical and non-administrative staff, so how does that not impact on services? 

Ms O’Neill: Sorry Janine, are you referring to our annual report?   
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I am referring to notes that refer to your annual report and the fact that you 
capped your FTE levels and non-operational staff level in 2012–13 and 2013–14. If you look at the 
actual number of your workforce, and we assume that 1 900 administrative–clerical staff are non-
operational, then given that you had 2 481 administrative–clerical staff in 2009–10, you have had a 
reduction of 600 staff. 

Ms O’Neill: Janine, in response to that, a couple of things: we have not capped any staff in schools, 
so there has not been any diminution of front-line service in that regard but what I would say— 

Ms J.M. Freeman: You cannot tell me that 600 staff in the central office does not— 

Ms O’Neill: Hang on, I will just finish. We have had a couple of changes. You might remember the 
government’s initiative between district office and regional office. We took hundreds of staff out of 
district offices at the time and they were moved into schools to service schools directly. That is one 
feature that could account for that figure. We also had DTWD—several hundred staff separated 
from us— 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Sorry, DTWD? 

Ms O’Neill: Department of Training and Workforce Development. Several hundred staff over two 
occasions left, but of the regional office staff we had something like 400 go from district offices 
into schools to provide front-line services for schools. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: You cannot tell me that 600 staff, whether they come from regional offices 
that are no longer giving assistance, does not affect front-line service, and that is what your figures 
here are showing. Front-line services must be suffering if we see a massive number of staff going 
from 2009–10 and an increase in student participation of quite substantial amounts—8 000 more 
student enrolments in 2012 and a decrease in administrative staff by 600.  

[10.20 am] 

Ms O’Neill: Our staffing occurs by enrolment. The formula brings forward teaching and non-
teaching staff, so there has been no diminution of front-line services staff over the 2012–13 budget. 
In fact, more staff have been put into schools over that period in line with not only that enrolment 
growth, but also a government decision to place services in schools.  

On page 38 of the annual report, during that period, 500 department of training staff moved out of 
the Department of Education.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Can you follow up on the latter part of my question about what percentage 
you have had to cut your budget by this year? I suggest you probably have to look at something like 
at least $100 million.  

Ms O’Neill: Are you talking about the forthcoming budget? That is in negotiation as we speak so I 
am not in a position to speculate.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: How much have you been asked to cut? 

Ms O’Neill: That has not been finalised and we have not been asked to cut that yet as part of that — 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You have not been asked to cut any money at all?   

Ms O’Neill: It is not clear. There is no decision about what that will be for the next financial year.  

The CHAIR: So you have not been asked to cut one per cent?   

Ms O’Neill: The ones that we know about were the 1.5 procurement savings, but that was previous. 
You would know about the leave liability—how reductions have been applied already and, 
following on from that, severance, which is not a reduction. We know about the capping of the 
leave liability provision as of 30 June, so that is something that will form part of our next financial 
budget that we will have to build in.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: But I would think by now you would know how much is being sought — 
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Ms O’Neill: Sorry, there is one other part. The second part—we have already talked about the 
efficiency dividend   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That was the one per cent in relation to this year’s budget, and that will flow 
through to next year, but you will be look at a much bigger figure than one per cent in relation to the 
upcoming budget, and I suggest that Treasury must have said to you that you have to look at this 
ballpark figure as a saving compared with your budget for this financial year, otherwise you would 
be very different to a lot of other agencies.  

Ms O’Neill: It is under discussion at this point.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I realise that it is under discussion Sharyn, but there must be some sort of 
ballpark figure.  

Ms O’Neill: What we know is the $62 million because our efficiency dividend arises in that next 
financial year, and we know about the leave liability.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Well you are not going to answer my question, but that is your prerogative I 
suppose. 

Ms O’Neill: I have tried to answer the question with the information that I can confirm.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You have, but I am pretty certain that you would have been given a ballpark 
figure either in a percentage or a monetary term as to the sort of savings that you must come up with 
in this upcoming budget.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You have to find $62 million. You have just described $32 million of savings in 
2012–13, so you have to find around $31 million for 2013–14. The question is: have you been 
asked, in relation to the Treasurer’s statement only a couple of weeks ago about additional savings, 
to find additional savings above the extra $31 million from 2013–14?  

Ms O’Neill: I can only come back to say we know about the $62 million. We have been asked to 
find the ongoing efficiency dividend. We have been asked to find the leave liability. At this point, in 
terms of our budget, our total expense limit is part of that budget process and I am not in a position 
to give any more information about that. It is not clear what our final expense limit will be.  

The CHAIR: What is the leave liability like?   

Ms O’Neill: It is $57 million for the current financial year.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: 2012–13?   

Ms O’Neill: Yes.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That combines with the fact that you have introduced a policy about how 
you do leave relief in your—so you have capped that as well have you not? You have restricted how 
people do leave in the schools because you were saying that previously they had to do that on a full 
cost-recovery basis.  

Ms O’Neill: That is in the school salary pool. When people take leave, it is fully funded. It is not a 
restriction in that way. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: But you said you made a saving out of by doing something previously— 

Ms O’Neill: That is the school salary pool. When schools use their flexible funding that is available 
to purchase relief, it is at full cost recovery because they are purchasing it. When people take sick 
leave, for example, that is fully funded centrally. There are no restrictions.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Leave liability is not sick leave is it? It is about annual leave.  

Ms O’Neill: For our department, teachers’ annual leave is set and leave liability is quite different in 
some respects — 
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Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So it is the purchase leave that people do and things like that that you are 
looking at — 

Ms O’Neill: No. Leave liability for us. The onus or the liability is in long service leave because 
annual leave is structured term by term. The salary pool is a different arrangement. When schools 
want to purchase a day’s teacher relief to release a teacher to do something in particular, it is done 
at a full cost recovery because it is teacher relief.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: If they are going on long service leave they will not have to do the full cost 
recovery. You will fund that completely, and if they have done purchase leave that will be funded.  

Ms O’Neill: Yes, that kind of leave is fully funded. 

Mr Axworthy: It gets extremely complicated when we talk about leave liability in an organisation 
like the department where most of our employees are teachers or teaching staff where, as far as 
teachers are concerned, their annual leave is prescribed. They take that during downtime as it were, 
so there is not that flexibility, but with long service leave teachers, as opposed to public servants, 
accrue the potential to have long service leave over their first 10 years. If they leave employment 
within the 10 years then they do not actually get long service leave. They have to serve 10 years 
before they get long service leave, but during that time it is actually accruing so this is largely an 
accounting issue about accruing a debt that may or may not fall into the future. In trying to deal 
with this we have at the moment a very complex set of arrangements whereby, in terms of reducing 
our leave liability, we want people to take their leave when its due, when it accrues, and then we 
have to pay the cost of that. So the only way we can reduce the leave—and in an organisation like 
the department you will always have a large number of teachers who at any one time are three years 
into their work. They have accrued three years’ worth of long service leave but they cannot take it 
until they have worked for 10 years, and some of those staff may not work through to 10 years and 
never bring that to bear. So in terms of trying to reduce our— 

The CHAIR: How does that save money for you? How does that actually help us? Can you just 
walk me through that? 

Ms O’Neill: How does it save money? There is no — 

The CHAIR: Is there savings there? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What we are a bit confused about—I do not know—is that you identified full 
cost recovery in teacher relief as a saving to meet the 2012–13 efficiency dividend. Can you tell us 
exactly what that means and how much it will save? 

Ms O’Neill: The school salary pool saving in a full year is $9 million and it is quite specific to this 
mechanism of the school salary pool, which is not the general way teachers get paid, nor is it the 
way people take leave. It is quite separate to that. There are no savings on people taking leave or 
salaries; this is a mechanism whereby schools put their own flexible money in and they purchase 
relief teachers and because relief teachers under the award have to be paid at the full cost — 

[10.30 am] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Why would they buy relief teachers? If they are not on all this leave — 

Ms O’Neill: It is nothing to do with leave.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Why, for example? 

Ms O’Neill: We want to release one of our primary school teachers to develop some new and 
innovative thing for the year 3 kids. They use their own flexible resources to do that. It is nothing to 
do with people taking leave; it is nothing to do with salaries. They release them for a day or a week. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: In most cases with an example like that, if it is in a high school they use 
their DOTT time to do that, would they not? 
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Ms O’Neill: They can use DOTT time in primary or secondary, but there are industrial provisions 
around what they can use their DOTT time for. These are usually school-based things that people 
decide to do at a local level; they are not driven by us or by anything else.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: That example you gave then to develop something would be DOTT time.  

Ms O’Neill: It could be, but it could be over and above DOTT time because it might be something 
in addition to a teacher’s normal classroom work, which is ordinarily taken in DOTT time.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is the saving that you are not now funding that full cost recovery? 

Ms O’Neill: The actual saving is that over previous years there would have been some subsidisation 
of that. We did not charge schools full cost recovery; there was some subsidisation. In that salary 
pool for those things they would be charged full cost recovery. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Does that mean they would do less of that development time because they 
would not be able to afford that on their salary aspect? They would be requiring their staff, if they 
are going to do it, to do in the specific DOTT time. 

Ms O’Neill: They could. There could be various ways this could be impacted. Essentially, because 
each day costs a bit more, they will have less money overall to do some of those things—more 
money coming into the system through national partnerships and other things. National 
partnerships, for example, are full cost recovery, so it brings it up to speed with all the other 
mechanisms that are used for this. But a practical manifestation of it might mean that one school 
might have had enough money to have 100 days’ worth of doing that and now they might have 
enough money to do only 95 days’ worth. Not all schools use their money, obviously, to do that sort 
of thing, so they would have to perhaps scale some of that activity to fit. They could do it in their 
DOTT time. Schools use myriad ways to undertake that sort of work. In essence, if they were 
exchanging it into teacher relief they would have fewer days; they would cash it up for fewer days 
overall.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You said $9 million was allocated? 

Ms O’Neill: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How much of that was — 

Ms O’Neill: Nine million dollars is the saving, moving to the full cost recovery.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So a third of the efficiency dividend has been met through that measure?  

Ms O’Neill: Roughly, because it is over a couple years.  

The CHAIR: When you said that previously you did not fully cost recover. You said 
“subsidisation”, subsidisation by whom?  

Ms O’Neill: By the central office.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The central office is paying the school, subsidising the costs to the school. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: How does that — 

The CHAIR: The subsidisation comes from central office, but this is still within the education 
budget.  

Ms O’Neill: Yes.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, but there is a net gain because the school has to fund it from its existing 
resources? 

Ms O’Neill: This is something that has happened each year. The costs of teacher relief increases 
each year with EBA increases and other increases on salary. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I thought I would come back to the upcoming budget and savings you will be 
forced to make. Part of the process will be in relation to voluntary redundancies and non-voluntary 
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redundancies, if I can put it that way. How does that affect you in the education department? You 
will probably say no it will not, but will it in any way affect front-line service? In other words, will 
it apply to any teachers or will it simply be administration or backroom staff and so on. How many 
re-deployees do you have in the department already? Do you have any? I do not know whether you 
do. If you do, can you tell us how many you have, because they will probably be the first ones to go 
in either a voluntary way or an involuntary way, so can you let us know a bit more about that? That 
is part of the savings I know you have been asked to come up with.  

Ms O’Neill: There is more information to come about the involuntary redundancies, and I am not 
clear about all the rules of engagement around involuntary, but I understand there is legislation to 
go through around that, so I am not in a position to speak about that. In terms of the general 
severance package, we are right now in discussion with the Public Sector Commissioner and 
Treasury about what it means for the education department, particularly with respect to what it 
means for teachers. I think it is fairly clear what it means for public servants—that component of 
our work. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You are all public servants. 

Ms O’Neill: Teachers do not come under public servants; they are public sector officers and that is 
why it is different. We are trying to get that information now at officer-to-officer level to see how 
that applies then to teachers. It could apply in some way; I am not suggesting it will not, but we 
need clarity about that. The first thing we will look at is our public servant re-deployees, which, 
given we have a workforce of around 35 000, is very small. Because we are so large we tend to 
redeploy inside our department, unlike other departments that register and usually do it through the 
Public Sector Commission. Because we are so large, it is a bit like Health; we mostly have the 
tendency and capacity to redeploy inside of our own self. I do not have the exact number of public 
servants who are re-deployees but my last recollection is that it is less than 50. It is a small number 
comparative to our overall size. We deploy most of those people into fixed-term positions anyway, 
so it is not as if we have people who are sitting supernumerary. We have a handful of people sitting 
supernumerary because of misconduct inquiries and that sort of thing, but they are not re-deployees 
technically. We will have a look at that list and obviously apply severance principles to that group. I 
think they are much more clear-cut. In terms of teachers, it is slightly a different scenario because 
we are not in a position—for example, if a year 12 chemistry teacher sought to be severed we still 
need a year 12 chemistry teacher. They are not jobs we can lose necessarily. They are not 
technically re-deployees because you do not abolish teachers’ jobs necessarily. We have only a very 
small number. Again, this group would be less than 50 of people whose positions have actually 
been abolished because teachers can teach a whole range of things and can be re-deployed. But 
there are a couple of teaching re-deployees that come about as a result of perhaps a highly specified 
position that we would have had in the past in the learning area; for example, they taught business 
systems or typing. We do not have that as a job in schools any more. We have a handful, and when I 
say we have a handful, we might have a maximum of five of those. It is a very small number, so 
while there might be some people who would like to take the severance, in terms of them reducing 
the overall expenditure and not having those positions in an organisational structure in schools, it is 
not actually straightforward for teaching staff. We have some education assistants who would be 
technically re-deployees and that comes about more often in country schools where an education 
assistant works with a disabled child; the disabled child leaves and the education assistant works—I 
do not know, Graham, somewhere in your area where there are no schools nearby, so we cannot 
redeploy them. They might be supernumerary to a school. We would again have a ballpark figure in 
terms of all school support staff—education assistants, registrars; that whole category—probably 
less than 200, perhaps 180 or so. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: There is not a huge saving you can make in relation to forced or unforced 
redundancies? 
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Ms O’Neill: No; that is right; it does not work quite in the same way. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You have to find your savings elsewhere. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To confirm, of the $30 million for 2012-13, about a third is coming from not 
providing full cost recovery. You also said you have not indexed school grants; they are goods and 
services. How much was that of the $30 million? 

Ms O’Neill: It was $1.8 million.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Where was the other big saving of that $30 million?  

Ms O’Neill: In 127 central office staff. If you go on average, it is we calculated that at about 
$12 million.  

[10.40 am] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There are a couple of other budget issues. Next year you have to find 
$62 million. You have the leave liability and you are not sure how you will be captured under this 
voluntary redundancy salary cap. You are still in negotiations.  

In relation to the budget you said also that you are in negotiations in relation to year 7s, that you 
have been funded for the infrastructure and for training, but you have not been funded for other year 
7 costs. Can you outline what components you have not been funded for? 

Ms O’Neill: The components under consideration are the general recurrent cost, which is 
essentially what it is. It will be the minor differences between funding as primary students versus 
funding as secondary students.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You are saying it is not a one to one. It is about one to 1.1. What is the 
additional cost? 

Ms O’Neill: The ratio?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is it a 10 per cent cost?  

Ms O’Neill: It essentially comes down to their DOTT time. I would be guessing to make a ratio of 
it.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As a percentage, you must know. What is the additional cost of having someone 
in a high school compared to having someone in a primary school?  

Ms O’Neill: I am trying to get a bit of a picture for you because it is not straightforward. The class 
sizes are different, so it is not a direct correlation.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In your negotiations with Treasury you must put in a claim, given the budget 
process is nearly at an end? 

Ms O’Neill: Taking into account DOTT time, class sizes and all those things as best we can, the 
difference, all things being equal, is up to around $40 million.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is that $40 million per annum? 

The CHAIR: Extra.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That has not been funded yet. 

Ms O’Neill: It is not that it has not been funded; it is subject to the current budget discussion.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It has not been funded yet?  

Ms O’Neill: It has not been finalised. Remember it is a 2015 cost; it is not the next financial year 
cost. It would be unfair to say it is not funded in that budget; it is a cost for 2015. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We believe in forward estimates? 

Ms O’Neill: We believe they are estimates because they are forward estimates.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To finish off the year 7 issue, in relation to capital upgrades you said 29 schools 
have been funded for capital upgrades; a handful of schools have not been funded for those capital 
up grades—that is, that you do not believe there needs to be. Is there a list of those schools that have 
not — 

Ms O’Neill: Not with us.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can you provide it as supplementary information.  

Ms O’Neill: We can provide you with a list of schools that we are monitoring because their 
enrolments are close to capacity.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure; they have not been funded through the $29 million? 

Ms O’Neill: Those schools do not need to be funded in the 29 schools because at this point they can 
cope with capacity. We are monitoring their enrolments.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can we have that list?  

Ms O’Neill: Sure. 

The CHAIR: Could you provide some specifics in and around the Kalgoorlie Community School 
because I know there has been an announcement for upgrades there for that school, still up to year 
10. But there is some feeling within meetings that I have been to that suggests that there is, as far as 
the infrastructure spend to accommodate the year 7 students into high school, there is a feeling that 
we will be caught short, because 2015 will come very soon and there does not appear to be any 
movement in and around that particular site. 

Ms O’Neill: Yes.  

The CHAIR: You might be able to provide that to us.  

Ms O’Neill: It might be something I provided to you. It is not in the twenty-ninth, but there is lots 
of interest around that school, as you know, and the year 11 and year 12 school that it is associated 
with. It is possibly one of the schools that we are monitoring in terms of enrolments, but there is 
more than one issue, as you know, happening there. So there is year 7, there is also the general 
discussion about the make-up of schooling across the two. I would not like to complicate either one 
of those issues by putting them together, but if you would like information on our position in 
relation to that school as it sits with year 7s, we could provide that out of session.  

The CHAIR: We would appreciate that. Can I just ask one question of David about this long-
service leave entitlement. You intimated that there were savings there. Are there any savings in the 
fact that a teacher would take—instead of the entitlement accruing, that they would take it sooner 
or — 

Ms O’Neill: No.  

The CHAIR: — are there any savings in that leave entitlement issue?  

Mr Axworthy: No, there are not.  

Ms O’Neill: No, and industrially, we would comply with the requirements.  

The CHAIR: Yes. Nathan. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: I just wanted to examine—if you could just outline the transparency of the 
funding formula for SSPRA funding for schools.  

Ms O’Neill: Could I take you through the methodology?  

Mr N.W. MORTON: Yes, yes, just quickly.  

Ms O’Neill: Let me just check because it is quite detailed.  
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Mr N.W. MORTON: It is just that when I look at the allocations for the various schools, on the 
face value, there does not appear to be any sort of rhyme or reason to it. I was just wondering if we 
could get a bit of an outline. 

Ms O’Neill: There is certainly a lot of rhyme and reason. That is why I hesitated. How long have 
we got?  

Alison, do you want to describe the process, how the allocative mechanism works.  

Ms Ramm: Okay. So SSPRA is made up of a number of individual components and each of those 
individual components has an individual formula. I will not go into the individual formula, but did 
you want some information generally about each of those components in general as to how they are 
organised?  

So one component is the Aboriginal attendance grants—and, David, I do not know if you want me 
to add any info about those grants.  

Ms O’Neill: In a nutshell—it will take a long time to go through each; we can do that but there is 
about 10.  

Ms Ramm: There is, there is Aboriginal attendance, there is Aboriginal language-speaking 
students, which is our early year students that have an Aboriginal ESL or EALD background. There 
is the Aboriginal literacy strategy, which is, again, about early literacy. Those three target 
Aboriginal students. There is the behaviour management discipline strategy, which focuses on years 
4 to 9 students, and it is to do with the school’s SEI; so that is a particular formula. There is learning 
support, which was traditionally an allocation of FTE to schools, but now it is money to schools to 
support students with learning disabilities and difficulties. That is based on a number of students 
and the size of the school.  

There is a component for literacy and numeracy in primary and secondary, which is based on the 
performance of the previous NAPLAN results that are available at the time of the calculation of the 
SSPRA. So sometimes there is a time delay there. There is an allocation for PCAP, the priority 
country areas program, which is the same formula that has been in place for a number of years. 
Then there is the senior school engagement allocation, which is about the number of year 11 and 12 
students, and ensuring they are engaged in education. Then, there is an allocation for WACE, which 
is a flat rate for schools that teach WACE. So each of those components have a different formula —  

Ms O’Neill: And usually they are around the school size, the level of disadvantage, depending on 
whether it is rurality, Aboriginality, the various — 

Mr N.W. MORTON: Isolation.  

Ms O’Neill: Yes, all those—and also the literacy and numeracy about the performance of the 
students. So there is quite a science around each of those that are pretty transparent to schools if 
they — 

Mr N.W. MORTON: So schools are aware of those factors? 

Ms O’Neill: Yes, absolutely. They can quote it back to us.  

Ms Ramm: Each of those.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: So those allocations to the various schools, have they been increasing or 
decreasing or have they plateaued?  

Ms O’Neill: I think over the past two years they have probably—and, in fact, over a much longer 
period than that they have held. 

Mr Axworthy: Yes, I was going to say it grew. When we started, what we wanted to do—this is 
supplementary funding, so this is additional funds that go to schools to — 

Mr N.W. MORTON: Important funds, though.  
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Mr Axworthy: Important funds.  

Ms O’Neill: Yes. 

Mr Axworthy: But it is supplementary to the mainstream funding now —  

Ms O’Neill:  NAPNOC has always been subject to—because it is supplementation, the budget 
position of the department—the size of the pie that can be distributed, but because it is used for 
supplementation into areas of need, we have always tried to preserve that at around the same, but 
there has been some variation.  

[10.50 am] 

Mr Axworthy: In the past, six years ago, those funding sources came out as individual amounts; so 
the school would get something from PCAP and would have—in order to get the money, would 
have to fill out a number of forms to explain, and they would account for this in quite detailed ways. 
Schools were having to account for small amounts of money multiple times; that is when we 
introduced a global supplementation funding—the school support program resource arrangements.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: Has it been going up or down or is it the same?  

Mr Axworthy: What we have is that it actually grew originally because we started out with two or 
three funding sources coming in, then we brought others in, until two years ago, we had reached all 
of the funding sources that we thought should go through this mechanism, and now it has plateaued. 
So you would see artificially a growth because — 

Mr N.W. MORTON: That means that over the—you have already outlined how salary pools in 
schools do not go as far now because of the non-subsidization of the teacher relief, et cetera. So 
schools cannot buy as many days. Now, you are saying that the SSPRA funding is plateauing, yet to 
buy those resources that the schools need, in the areas of need that Sharyn has outlined, is not the 
cost of those resources increasing? Effectively, could you not say that a school cannot buy as much 
or get as much bang for its buck? 

Ms O’Neill: In essence, yes. I think what we have already said is the net effect of going to full cost 
recovery is that schools, if they choose to use it that way, could, on average, if they are converting it 
to teacher relief, have fewer teacher relief days. But that is not the only source. I think it would be 
remiss of me not to say that is not the only source of funding that schools have available to them. 
They have also had an enormous injection of national partnership money, innovation money and 
other funds that goes — 

Mr N.W. MORTON: Not all schools get that sort of money though.  

Ms O’Neill: No, not all schools, that is quite right. But they are the schools that are targeted for 
SSPRA, remembering that SSPRA is differential anyway. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: So does the SSPRA money, is it an acquittal process for the schools to report 
back how they spend — 

Ms O’Neill: That is part of their general expenditure acquittal.  

The CHAIR: Just on that, Nathan, there are assurances and accountability once that money—you 
talk about all the different programs they have actually put together with a figure for the school. 
There is just some, perhaps, concern that there is not, perhaps, as much accountability as far as the 
spend is concerned. That it is actually spent on what it should be spent on, to be quite pragmatic 
with you. We understand that, with all the different components, it was rather onerous to be able to 
report it. The issue that has been put to me is that you get this funding and when things get a bit 
tight over in this area, there might be a tendency to go, “Oops, we’ll put it over here”, and not 
actually direct it to where it is really being assigned.  

Ms O’Neill: We do not think that is the case. By and large we do have our normal processes of 
review and audit; that would not suggest to us that people are using funds for activities that they 
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should not. I would not want to say that there is not a school that has not moved and been flexible 
with their funding. But, in fact, it is quite the opposite. We have seen principals, we think, get better 
value for money through the flexibility that is available to them and capitalise on funding that they 
would not have had before. Because previously, when we had the red tape around each of the 
different buckets, they actually could not move the money, remembering, that the buckets of 
funding are very often there for the same kids.  

The kids, who are Aboriginal, are also the ones who have been in a particular school, could be—and 
are the ones if they are in the country, who are disadvantaged by rurality, by low SEI. It is not as if 
this money is for this group of kids; this money is for that group; it is actually the same group of 
kids. That is why SSPRA was put together—combined and given flexibility—because the lack of 
flexibility previously meant that schools were not getting the best return and the kids were not 
getting the best return on that money, because it had to be acquitted in such specific and strange 
ways in some cases. It did not suit the particular needs of the school because it was a one-size-fits-
all across the whole system. In fact, I think quite the reverse—that schools report to us that they are 
able to get better value for money out of the flexibility; that they can move funding from place to 
place—and, in fact, our independent public schools I think are a good measure of that.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The national partnership funding, just in terms of you saying that that comes 
in addition to that, I understand the national partnership money will discontinue and is to be 
replaced by the Gonski money; that Gonski for us, in Western Australia, is an additional—I have 
got a thing from the federal minister saying it will receive a boost of around $670 million in 
Western Australian schools, but I understand that is an additional $316 million over four years. For 
my schools, it is an average of about a 20 per cent increase in funding per annum. Can you confirm 
that if the national partnership money does go, how the department intends to deal with such issues, 
if it is not going to get the Gonski money?  

Ms O’Neill: We would like to be able to confirm a lot of things in Gonski, but part of the problem, 
as I understand it, that we have as a state, we are not able to replicate right down and remodel and 
model for ourselves the same figures that the Gonski figures that are provided there in your 
discussions — 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: But it will be increased money, maybe not of that magnitude, but certainly 
increased money.  

Ms O’Neill: My understanding is that there will be some increase in money for this state. 
Comparatively, that is not—obviously, the government has made public its view about that, that 
comparative to what we put in—in fact, there is very little additional money for us over the next 
few years, remembering that the government I think has to put in upwards of 80 per cent of the 
increase.  

I would like to say, Janine, that we can confirm that the national—I think the national partnership 
money, by and large, is in; but the trouble that we have had is being able to model and understand 
all the components of that and, at this point, I think the Premier has made it clear that the deal over 
the next few years for Western Australia is not a good one. The increases are not great. The amount 
of commonwealth overreach and control into state education, at this point, would not be acceptable.   

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Would it be fair to say, Sharyn, that we have not actually got the money to 
put in anyway because of our dire financial situation in the state at the moment?  

Ms O’Neill: Well, certainly out of—if additionality was needed for Gonski, that would need to 
come from government. That is not something that we would have in our budget at this point.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Exactly, but that is the point I am making; that with the amounts that you are 
going to have to cut in your budget in the coming financial year, would it be fair to say that you just 
simply would not be able to come up with the additional money needed for Gonski?  
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Ms O’Neill: I have not been asked to come up with additional money for Gonski because the 
negotiations are still underway. But should a deal be struck with the state that that additional money 
and how it is made up, is still under question. But at this point, if it was additional over and above 
our appropriation, we would need to seek that sort of funding.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, what I am saying is that the appropriation you are having to live with in 
the next financial year, for which you do not know the final figure yet, but I am pretty sure you have 
a rough idea of what sort of reduction there will be in your annual budget in this coming financial 
year, but is it fair to say that if we were to go into Gonski, it would cost, would you say 80 per cent, 
that this government would have to put in?  

Ms O’Neill: The problem that we are having is that it is 80 per cent of what? The reason why it is 
difficult to answer the question in a fulsome way is that it is not clear yet to all states. It might be 
clear to New South Wales because they have struck a deal. It is not clear to us what proportion of 
that is new money and what proportion of that could be counted as maintenance of effort when we 
are not exactly sure about that to date. But should additional money on top of our budget be 
required, that would be a matter for the government  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: But it would be—to go into Gonski, it would be additional money on what is 
being proposed for your budget for the next financial year.  

Ms O’Neill: And there is no suggestion at this point that that comes out of our budget.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, no, I accept that. What I am saying is that Education will be cut quite 
substantially anyway in this coming financial year. To be able to fund the state’s contribution to 
Gonski would be a huge amount on top of the budget that you will be forced to have — 

Ms O’Neill: We have not been asked to fund anything. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, no, I know you have not. No, I know, but if you were —  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: From the broader fund, I think is what you are talking about. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes.  

[11.00 am] 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can I ask you, have you been involved directly in the negotiations on Gonski?  

Ms O’Neill: Our department has representation at officer-to-officer level.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure. In relation to you saying—for example, you cannot tell us today how 
much extra money is on the table for WA under the Gonski arrangement? 

Ms O’Neill: I have not brought it with me today. It is something that we could provide to you as 
best we can, but I do not have it with me today.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: By way of supplementary information, how much extra money is on the table 
offered from the federal government to the state government? What would be the state matching or 
contribution required?  

Ms O’Neill: There are a couple of things. You put three things together; I will clarify those. You 
talked about the salary pool not going as far, a SSPRA flatline and then you said the cost of these 
things increasing. The cost of these things increasing is found in the salary pool increase, so they 
are one and the same. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: But if you were to buy an FTE, for example, two years ago as opposed to 
this year, it would have been cheaper to buy two years ago.  

Ms O’Neill: Yes. Currently, the cost of a day’s teacher relief is $525 whereas a couple of years 
ago—we have had subsequent EBAs—the cost of a day’s teacher relief might have been $475. So, 
yes.  
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Mr N.W. MORTON: That is my point. 

Ms O’Neill: That is right. So they have an amount out of the salary pool. Should they choose to use 
teacher relief, then that is the cost they will incur. But that is the reality of the day. We cannot pay 
relief teachers less than the cost of teaching. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: I understand that. But it goes to my point; can we say that with funding 
flatlining and the cost of those resources increasing, you still provide the same educational service 
for those students at educational risk as you could in years previously?   

Ms O’Neill: When you talk about front-line services, you have to remember that the supplementary 
money is supplementary to the comprehensive service that is already provided to those students.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: Sharyn in all fairness, if the schools did not need it, the department would 
not allocate it.  

Ms O’Neill: If the schools did not need it, you are quite right, we would not allocate it. But I do not 
think we can assume that schools do and should do the same thing year in, year out. We require our 
schools to work effectively and efficiently—I think that is a perfectly reasonable requirement—and 
they do that. We have told all schools that if any of them are in financial difficulty as a result of 
anything that happens in schools and they therefore cannot service their students, they should come 
and talk to us about it. Not one— 

Mr N.W. MORTON: So I could still approach the department and say we need extra FTEs. 

Ms O’Neill: Absolutely. A school could come back to us and say that it is unable to meet the 
learning needs of students in the school. If a school came to us and said that—they know they can—
we would assist them by having a look at their finances. If we found that they could not deliver the 
standard of service required—not a whole plethora of additional necessarily—then we would assist 
them. I have made that offer five years in a row. Not one school has come forward. We know that 
some schools have bank balances to assist themselves in this regard. We would not govern a system 
whereby the basic learning needs of students are not being met. There has been no occasion on 
which that has been the case.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: So to answer my question, if schools were struggling with the net reduction 
in resource capacity to buy resources, then the department would step in and fix — 

Ms O’Neill: The department would step in and help them assess the use of their resources and then 
if it was found, on balance, that it needed assistance, then we would help. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: So no school would be worse off as far as resource allocation. 

Ms O’Neill: I do not want you to put words into my mouth. What I am saying is that schools get a 
resource allocation. They are asked to meet the needs of the students in those resources. We think 
they get a fair deal in terms of those resources, because we have preserved front-line services in 
terms of the delivery of education. If a school came to us and said that it was unable to meet the 
comprehensive provision that is required under the act of these students, we would sit with them 
and assess their finances; and, if we agreed that they could not, we would intervene. For example, in 
small country schools on a number of occasions where they are only entitled to 1.6 teachers—no-
one has wanted to work in a small country school three days a week—we have topped them up. So I 
think it is fair to say we believe that the front line and delivery of comprehensive education under 
the requirement of the act cannot be met, we intervene and we assist and we would continue to do 
so.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: So are students at educational risk becoming easier to educate or deal with? 
Is that why funding has plateaued? 

Ms O’Neill: No, I do not think students at educational risk are getting easier, remembering that 
supplementary funding is only one source of funding we have.  
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Mr N.W. MORTON: I understand. But if it was not necessary then you would not allocate it. That 
is the point I made earlier. I am not sure that the question is being answered in its entirety. The 
capacity of a school to buy resources for students at risk, from what I have heard this morning, has 
decreased. Will that affect front-line services for those kids in those schools who are at educational 
risk? 

Ms O’Neill: If we can go back a step then, you are isolating SSPRA as if it is the only way that kids 
at educational risk are funded. I refer to Schools Plus funding, for example, which is a funding 
source that has escalated substantially. You made the point about SSPRA. We understand the point 
you made. But it is only one source of support provided to students at educational risk. Another 
source is in the staffing formula. They have additional multipliers so for every student who is 
disabled or an ESL, they get more staff than the normal. We have Schools Plus cost escalation of 
double-digit growth. I do not have the actual number. I think you have to look at the total resourcing 
allocation to a school and not just focus on one and suggest that as a result, any students have a 
service that is diminishing. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: I am not just looking at one. You also stated this morning that the capacity 
for schools to use their — 

Ms O’Neill: That is connected to SSPRA 

Mr N.W. MORTON: — salary pool or wider is reduced as well.  

Ms O’Neill: SSPRA money is put into the salary pool. Those two things are connected. What I am 
saying is that there are other sources and other means by which we support students at educational 
risk. Your point is right; if less money goes into SSPRA, there is less money going into the salary 
pool to cash up. The point I am trying to make is that that is not the only funding source, it is not the 
only support source that is provided to schools. I am using Schools Plus as an example of another 
funding source that has escalated enormously over the past few years to provide high-level 
resourcing for students at educational risk. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: But have the enrolments of students with disabilities who access the Schools 
Plus funding increased as well? 

Ms O’Neill: Yes. 

Mr N.W. MORTON: So it is a little disproportionate to say that Schools Plus funding has 
increased so significantly when the enrolment of students with disabilities has also increased.  

Ms O’Neill: The two things are linked. If we have more students with disabilities, you put more 
funding in.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: Fine. That is great. But it is like a ratio, is it not? It is not saying that 
suddenly we have increased the bucket of funding available per student. If more students require 
that funding, then it is beholden on the department to increase it. 

Ms O’Neill: With Schools Plus, the amount of funding that is given to students is individualised. 
An assessment is made on individual need. As each student has an assessment of their particular 
learning need, resources are attributed to those students. It is not a standard formula of everyone 
getting the same thing.  

Mr N.W. MORTON: I understand that. 

Ms O’Neill: I think it would be unfair to say that we have not increased resources for students at 
educational risk.   

The CHAIR: Sharyn, we have a couple more questions before we wind up. Would it be fair to say 
that you go through very assiduously trying to deliver an efficiency dividend with some savings, no 
doubt; but then, of course, you go back for top-up and justify that top-up by saying that you have an 
extra 8 000 students and because that impacts on your budget you need more money? Would it be 
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fair to say that that process is probably not going to be tolerated under the present fiscal situation 
and that you really do have to work on those predicted figures because saying that you did not 
predict it, and therefore you need more money, and that you have gone through the process of 
having a one per cent efficiency dividend but, oops, have found out that you have more students and 
need another $55 million, thank you very much, makes a sham of the process when you assiduously 
tried to make the dividend savings, but then go back again and say that you did not correctly predict 
the number of students—we need more money. 

[11.10 am] 

Ms O’Neill: The process is the process. I guess that is where I would start. The government system 
has not had growth for many, many years. The growth of the last two years is unprecedented—
7 100 in one year, 8 100 in another year. It is not as though we have got the projections wrong in 
one sense, because everyone got the projections wrong. I guess we had projections in place and 
these are way beyond the projections that were put in place even to the ABS high-series growth 
scenarios. It has always been understood that if there were more students in the system, we would 
be funded for them. We are funded for the projection of growth. It is true to say that during this year 
in the midyear review, we went back to government for some additional funding because the growth 
was way and above what anyone could have predicted. I think that is true to say of the whole 
state—education is only a reflection of what happens in the whole state. We have had 
unprecedented growth, as I said, of 5.8 per cent growth over two years. We have had public school 
enrolment market share, so more people coming back into public schools. That has been interesting, 
because it has happened only in the last two years. We have had exponential growth in outer suburb 
areas, which is a reflection of what is happening in society. We have been funded for enrolment 
growth and, I think it is fair that we have been. Some of that growth is consistent, but remember it is 
hard to get a trend, because this growth is only over the last two years. To say that perhaps we could 
have projected back better is difficult because it is so new and we do not know if it is sustainable 
and that is why we have agreement with Treasury. We went back at the midyear review and we 
have been funded for that growth. Aside from that growth, we expect to come in within the agreed 
budget settings that we had, which are being finalised as part of that process now. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In the initial comments you said the budget was $4.05 million for total cost of 
services, but you have to that $55 million to it, do you not? 

Ms O’Neill: Sorry, which $55 million? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The $55 million top-up through the midyear review.  

Ms O’Neill: Sorry, what top-up are you referring to? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To the midyear review additional $55 million. 

Ms O’Neill: I do not think it is $55 million. In terms of the appropriation from the state reflective of 
our growth, it was $70 million to cover the 7 000 students for that period. I guess you can see that 
as a top-up; we see it as the kids are there and they get funded, which was the process in place. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sure, yes. Just to confirm: the midyear review documents show $38 million 
extra from commonwealth funding, $55 million for student growth and cost pressure funding, and 
independent public schools an extra $3.2 million. Are you saying you got more than that or that that 
breakdown reflected in the midyear review paperwork is accurate? 

Mr Roach: Just to clarify, because sometimes there are different measures, so one is expenditure 
limit growth, so that would count as extra appropriation; extra money from the commonwealth, 
because we do get commonwealth funding for these students, and a little bit of extra money from 
the parents. 

Ms O’Neill: The total of that — 
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Mr Roach: But then you have your appropriation. So, yes, we did get extra funding at the midyear 
review, and then following semester 1 in 2013, after the midyear review, we got extra funding 
again. 

Ms O’Neill: Because we had two increases. We have never had an increase before at the August 
census in terms of students enrolments, so that was unprecedented; we had an increase of students 
then. Then for semester 1 this year we had another increase of students. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When did that money flow through; was it March–April? 

Mr Roach: That was finalised in May, I believe.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How much was that? 

Mr Roach: By way of appropriation, I think that was $27 million. 

Ms O’Neill: On top of the $55 million. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: On top of the $55 million? 

Ms O’Neill: Which about is the $70 million you were talking about.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; so that explains that.  

Can I just ask in relation to 2013–14, obviously the projections were a little bit low, so you had to 
have over $70 million injected in 2012–13 to keep up with the population growth. Will that mean, 
just from flow-through, that you will need at least another $70 million in 2013–14 just so you are 
not going backwards? 

Ms O’Neill: Yes, that is a reasonable expectation, yes, because the students are still there. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. So, the budget that was set in May for 2013–14 did not truly reflect that, 
so you will need at least another $74 million to $75 million top-up just to keep up with the 2012–13 
population? 

Ms O’Neill: Yes, I think that is reasonable. The students are there, they are still there; they will 
need to be funded. In terms of top-up—that is why I was asking whether it is a top-up—it is not a 
top-up; it is demand-driven. The kids are there, they get funded.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: So with year 7 transitions and the need for that additional money and the 
budget changes and the issues with the budget, is there any consideration by the education 
department about school closures over the next year or over the next four years, or any reasons for 
that? 

Ms O’Neill: That has not been part of any discussions about year 7s.  

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No, not just year 7s. Budget changes, looking at budget bottom lines, or any 
other reason; have there been any discussions in the department about any school closures over the 
next year or four years? 

Ms O’Neill: We have a continuing monitoring of school enrolments. That is something we do all 
the time; it is not particular to this period. We do have some very small schools we maintain in 
regional areas, and have always maintained in regional areas. We have some fairly small secondary 
schools in metropolitan locations that have been small for some time; we continue to monitor those 
and have a look at the enrolments. Of course with year 7s coming in, those secondary schools are 
going to be larger. That will offset some of the pressures we have in primary schools. Our growth 
corridors are north and south essentially, and we have some pressure in the inner-city areas, so we 
actually have some schools that are growing massively. The enrolments at some schools are being 
monitored because they are at a particular level. That is a process we undergo routinely. 

The CHAIR: Sharyn, just before I ask Rob for the last question, do you envisage that the transition 
of year 7 into high school alone will in fact jeopardise some of the numbers in the small schools and 
lead to the closure of some of these schools? 
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Ms O’Neill: The previous minister—at the time Minister Constable—gave an undertaking, I think 
in the Parliament, or it might have been at estimates, that schools would not close as a result of the 
year 7 decision alone; however, as I have said, we monitor school size all the time; it is part of our 
normal work. If a school, for reasons other than year 7 found that enrolments had fallen out and we 
had tracked that over many years, because you do have ups and downs, and that there was a reason 
to give thought to closure, then that would just be part of our normal work. But she did give an 
undertaking at the time that as a result of year 7s alone, a school would not close.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Sharyn, with the increase in the number of illegal immigrants that have been 
coming to our country and our state, particularly the children who are living in the community, you 
have a duty to provide them with education, I believe. If so, what impact does that have on your 
agency, and do you get any financial assistance from the commonwealth to assist in educating those 
children? 

Ms O’Neill: Not for illegal immigrants, in the sense that to enrol in a school you have to — 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: Let us call them asylum seekers. 

Ms O’Neill: You are taking me into territory unknown. We have no-one illegal! Yes, they are 
funded. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: They are funded by the commonwealth, not by the state; okay. How many 
would there be? 

Ms O’Neill: Perhaps we would need to find that out for you as a total figure. Officially, I am been 
told right now, we do not have any in government schools. We had Leonora open, where we 
provided for students in Leonora—quite a bunch of kids—but they were moved. I do not think we 
have any, at the moment, refugee students coming in as a group.  

[11.20 am] 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No, that is a different question. You have refugee students: we are talking 
about asylum seekers. Once they get refugee status, you have them in your schools.  

Mr Axworthy: Then we do have some. 

Ms O’Neill: So we are not talking about community detention? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You can call them what you like—asylum seekers; illegal immigrants is what 
I call them until they are granted permanent visas in this country—but I was under a clear 
impression that a lot of them, particularly children, were living in the community, rather than in 
some of the detention centres waiting to be processed. Not a lot, I do not think, but I thought there 
were some. 

Mr Axworthy: The answer is none in our government schools. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: None in our government schools? Okay. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I have just one final question about Gonski. Can I just confirm again, director 
general, that you are not involved in the negotiations on Gonski, but it is done at an officer-to-
officer level? 

Ms O’Neill: It is a team of people. I am involved with other directors general at that level, and we 
have been looking at the national plan for school improvement and the overreach of the 
commonwealth into state schools. There is a team of people who do the detailed financial costings, 
and they report through me and to the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I am not involved on 
a day-to-day basis with the calculator working out the costs, but, yes, I am involved in negotiations 
at the senior level with regards to the national plan for school improvement overall. Some of that 
negotiation is done by Treasury and some of that negotiation is done, as I understand it, through 
DPC. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the state — 

Ms O’Neill: Through SOM as well, and COAG itself. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So the state negotiations are being run from DPC, through the 
intergovernmental group? 

Ms O’Neill: A combined effort of Treasury, the Department of Education and DPC, which works 
through all the briefings and the decision-making treated collaboratively. 

The CHAIR: Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.  

Thank you for your evidence before the committee today. A transcript of this hearing will be 
forwarded to you for correction of minor errors. Any such corrections may be made and the 
transcript returned within 10 days from the date of the letter attached to the transcript. If the 
transcript is not returned within this period, it will be deemed to be correct. New material cannot be 
added by via these corrections and the sense of your evidence cannot be altered. Should you wish to 
provide additional information or elaborate on particular points, please include a supplementary 
submission for the committee’s consideration when you return your corrected transcript of 
evidence. Thank you very much for your attendance today. 

Hearing concluded at 11.23 am. 


