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SCHOOLS — PLANNED CHANGES 2015 
Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.11 pm]: I move — 

That this Council expresses its concern at the lack of transparent planning for the announced changes 
across Western Australian schools in 2015. 

A lot will be happening in 2015 in schools in Western Australia. There is the move of year 7s to the secondary 
setting. There is the implementation of the curriculum changes. There are the changes to the Western Australian 
Certificate of Education. There is the introduction of the student-centred funding model, with a further 
$45 million to be taken out of secondary schools. There is the continuing increase in enrolment numbers. 
All those changes are taking place in the midst of what for many school communities is the blurry, stressful haze 
of the effect of the funding cuts that were announced in 2013, to take effect in 2014. The implementation of that 
new funding model in 2015, along with the $45 million funding cut for some of our most disadvantaged 
secondary schools, will have repercussions for years to come. There is genuine fear that in some of our most 
disadvantaged secondary schools, existing resources will need to be focused solely on having the right teacher in 
the classroom, with a greater number of students, and that the other resources that those teachers rely on, such as 
the critical element of pastoral care, will be stripped away. There has been much fanfare about the resources that 
will be allocated to the shift of year 7s to secondary school. But there are still issues in some schools about the 
suitability of the physical infrastructure, that specialist classrooms will be held in transportables, and that they 
will not have enough classroom space. 

A unilateral requirement that formed part of the cuts that took place during 2014 was that schools were to reduce 
their long service leave liability by getting teachers to immediately take and clear their long service leave. 
This has meant that many schools have had their school leadership team absent for chunks of time during this 
important period of planning and getting ready for the implementation of these changes in 2015. 

Each of the changes to be made in 2015, with the possible exception of the reductions, is by itself manageable. 
The move of year 7s to a secondary setting is manageable. The implementation of the curriculum changes is 
manageable. The changes to the Western Australian Certificate of Education are manageable. The introduction 
of the student-centred funding model—if enough resources are allocated to that—is manageable. Certainly, the 
continuing increase in enrolment numbers—if enough resources are allocated to that—is manageable. When we 
combine those changes, it becomes a bit more challenging. But my proposition is that it is still manageable. 
However, when those changes take place in an environment in which the sector is seeing the biggest cuts to 
front-line schooling that it has seen in 40 years—as the sector has described it to me—we really are 
compromising the capacity of our great public educators to be the very best that they can be. 

I now want to talk about some of the changes that will be made. The curriculum changes will start to have effect 
for years 11 and 12 in 2015. One of the elements of that change is that since 2008, year 11 and 12 course 
syllabuses have been designed using a three-stage approach; that is, there are three levels at which students can 
undertake those subjects. However, that has now changed, I guess based on the view that there was an 
unacceptably high number of year 12 choices for the stage 1 enrolments in those subjects. Therefore, the 
decision was made to compress the three stages into two. Following a major review, the curriculum authority is 
in the process of implementing significant reform of all year 11 and 12 courses, as announced in February 2013, 
and the three stages will now be replaced by a curriculum that includes courses at two levels of difficulty. 
Therefore, there will be a discrete year 11 and 12 syllabus for both levels of courses. The new arrangements will 
be implemented for year 11 in 2015, and for year 12 in 2016. The curriculum content will change as well. The 
curriculum authority has adopted, with some adaptation, the year 11 and 12 senior secondary Australian 
curriculum content for maths, with four courses; for science; for biology; for earth and environmental science; 
for chemistry; for physics; for English, with four courses; for history, with two courses; and for geography. The 
syllabuses for those courses—I always feel the need to say syllabi—were released earlier this year, and those 
courses will be implemented for year 11 in 2015, and for year 12 in 2016. 

In addition, Western Australian schools are expected to have implemented phase 1 of the Australian curriculum, 
preprimary to year 10, by 2015, with the first compulsory reporting on student achievement against that 
curriculum to take place in semester 1, 2015. Schools have been advised that the phase 2 and 3 curriculum, with 
the possible exception of languages, will be available for familiarisation and implementation in 2016, with full 
implementation of that curriculum, and the first compulsory reporting against that curriculum, in 2017. Western 
Australian schools are expected to implement the revised year 11 and 12 syllabuses, including those adapted 
from the Australian curriculum, in 2015, with examination in 2016. As I have said, that by itself would be 
perfectly manageable. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 15 October 2014] 

 p7239c-7257a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Darren West 

 [2] 

Changes to the Western Australian Certificate of Education will take effect for year 11 students in 2015 and for 
year 12 students in 2016. Next year, 2015, is really an important transition year. A report was produced by the 
Senior School Curriculum and Certification Committee, established by the Minister for Education, to review the 
WA Certificate of Education. That report proposed that from 2016—bear in mind that 2015 will be the transition 
year to that—students would need to do six things to achieve a WA Certificate of Education: complete a literacy 
and numeracy assessment to demonstrate a minimum standard—that is, the online literacy and numeracy 
assessment; achieve an Australian tertiary admission rank or complete a certificate II or higher; complete two 
year 11 English units and two year 12 English units; complete at least one pair of year 12 units from 
a list A course and one pair of year 12 units from a list B course; complete at least 20 units or equivalents, 
including a minimum of 10 year 12 units; and achieve a minimum of six C grades in year 11 units and eight 
C grades in four pairs of 12 units or equivalents. The transition to that is happening in 2015. 

The current arrangements for student requirements to achieve a WACE continue in 2014 and 2015 but will be 
replaced by the new requirements from 2016. Because 2015 is a transition year for schools, the 
School Curriculum and Standards Authority will put in place transition arrangements to ensure that the needs of 
students and the obligations of schools are met. The authority has set out a timetable so that enrolment 
information for students anticipating completing their WA Certificate of Education in 2014, 2015 and 2016 is set 
out for them, and information relating to external examinations and recognition arrangements regarding stage 1, 
2 and 3 course or unit completions achieved prior to 2016. Although the change occurs in 2016, important things 
need to be managed by schools with respect to that transition period in 2015. 

We saw the introduction of the student-centred funding model. I have talked a lot about that model in this place 
since it was announced. The model is based on recommendations from the report done by Professor Richard 
Teese from the University of Melbourne. Later I will talk a bit more about what he said needs to be put in place 
in order for that to be effectively introduced. The essential elements of the model are around greater autonomy 
by giving principals greater flexibility over the management of their school finances, so a one-line budget for 
every school, not just for those that have successfully transitioned to be independent public schools, and a greater 
investment in the early years. That is a good thing but the political choice that this government has made about 
how to fund that greater investment in the early years is by taking $45 million out of secondary schools. Some of 
those secondary schools are in the most socioeconomically disadvantaged areas. We certainly support a simpler 
and less complex funding model for principals and school leavers to manage. That is a good element of the new 
model. We do not support greater investment in the early years by taking it out of the secondary system. We do 
not support putting such a radically new funding model on top of a system that had a lot of the guts ripped out of 
it in 2014 via the cuts that all public schools have felt. 

I think what the government tried to do politically with the introduction of the new student-centred funding 
model was try to regain some ground in the education debate because of the very strong negative reaction that 
parents and school communities expressed to the cuts that were announced in 2013. It leaked out the detail of the 
extent of the cuts dribble by dribble, which clearly did not go down very well. It tried to get on the front foot. We 
saw an announcement and a big table in The Sunday Times that said, “Here is what schools can anticipate to get 
in 2014. Here is how much fabulous money you are going to get in 2015. Yes, some secondary schools will be 
disadvantaged but we will phase that disadvantage over a five-year period. Here are the dollar numbers—what 
you got in 2014 and what you will get on projected enrolments in 2015.” I think that is a fake comparison; it is 
not the real comparison. The government is taking the new model and comparing it with the gutted funding in 
2014. The real comparison that needs to be made is between funding that was available for schools to spend on 
students in 2013 and funds that will be available for schools to spend on students in 2015 under the new model. 
That would be real transparency. I think the government tried to present the new funding model as if it was being 
incredibly transparent but it was a fake transparency; it was not the right comparison. 

Members may have seen some of the exchanges in the media yesterday. Yesterday I invited the government—
I invite it to do it again—to provide the real comparison. It should do the real apples with real apples comparison 
for 2013 versus 2015. It should put forward the things that the minister said yesterday were missing in the 
analysis that was released by the State School Teachers’ Union of Western Australia and me, put forward the 
federal money that schools received in 2013 and put forward the federal money that schools will receive in 2015. 
There is significantly less of that in 2015. It should put forward the kindy money for 2013 and the kindy money 
for 2015, put forward the primary extension and challenge program money and the gifted and talented education 
program money in 2013 versus the PEAC and the GATE money in 2015. PEAC and GATE are the extension 
programs in primary and secondary schools. GATE is the gifted and talented extension program in secondary 
schools and PEAC is the primary extension academic program in primary schools. The government should put 
forward the money per school that it has to spend on students—the real enrolments that we know were in 2013 
and the projected enrolments for 2015. The government is already basing the material it has already released on 
the projected enrolments in 2015. It needs to spell out the assumptions and spell out the variables that are 
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different. It should make it absolutely clear that this is what is different in 2013 and 2015. That is the real 
comparison. I do not accept that that work cannot be done; in fact, I do not accept that it has not been done. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If it has not been done, it should have been. Decisions that were made about phasing in the 
losses to some of the schools I think means that real political considerations were given as to where the pressure 
points were going to be and what was going to hurt the government given the poor publicity that the government 
received last year as a result of the cuts. I think it is possible to do that transparently and compare real apples 
with real apples. I am disappointed if the minister’s interjection was that that work had not been done. If that is 
the case, I invite him to explain to the house why it has not been done and perhaps why he is not in a position to 
ask that it be done. If that is the case, that would be real transparency, not this fake transparency that we have 
right now. The real measure would be to show per-student funding to schools in 2013 before the cuts compared 
with the funding in 2015 based on projected enrolments. One of the news reports that I saw last night said that 
the government cannot make any of that information available until it has the final projections. Of course, 
schools do modelling and financial planning based on projected enrolments all the time. They have to; that is the 
nature of their business. They do two census checks a year so that they can tell where schools are at right now, 
and then, with all the best efforts available to them, they do their projections. Sometimes those projections are 
out, and people understand that, but we need to be clear about what the assumptions are in the modelling. We 
need to spell it all out—these are the variables; this is how things could change—so that people understand it. 
That is real transparency, not what we saw. 

The other thing I think is just not true is the claim that this new model was strongly linked to the findings of the 
Gonski report. In fact, there was an advertisement in one of my local papers—I have a copy of it here; I do not 
have the date, but I could find it—headed “Nahan’s News”. There is a picture of the smiling member for 
Riverton, and there is a heading “Student-Centred Funding Model a win for Riverton Schools”. It reads — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: He won, so he is the member for Riverton. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We are just watching you lot entertain us with your — 
The PRESIDENT: Order; let us stick to education — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I would much rather talk about Vasse. 
The PRESIDENT: — which is what the motion is about. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It is very interesting for us to be talking about Vasse. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: They care about you lot fighting with each other! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Tell me that is not true! Come on! 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Relevance is an important issue. We are talking about the education 
motion, not other extraneous matters. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We are indeed, but I could “extrane” myself to talk about education in Vasse, 
Mr President. 

Anyway, the ad reads — 

The State Government recently unveiled its new student-centred funding model for Western Australian 
public schools. 
… 

The new model was developed by Professor Richard Teese and is strongly linked to the findings of the 
Gonski Report. 

Of course, the issue about Gonski is that Gonski never said to cut funding; Gonski never said to take the money 
out of secondary schools to fund investment in the early years. That is not what Gonski said. The federal 
Labor government’s adoption of Gonski’s recommendations resulted in decisions to allocate additional money to 
every single school; no school lost money under Gonski. I do not see how the state government can possibly 
claim that this new student-centred funding model is its version of Gonski, because its version of Gonski takes 
money off schools. That is not what the Gonski report was about, and it is not how the federal Labor government 
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proceeded to implement the Gonski recommendations. The federal Liberal government ran a mile from Gonski 
because it did not want to spend that kind of money and make that kind of investment in education across 
Australia, across each sector—private and public. This report takes money away from schools, and the 
government has put cuts in place, in what it described as its transition to the new model, and taken 
$185 million worth of funding away from schools. How is that linked to Gonski? How is it? It has nothing to do 
with Gonski! It is the opposite of what Gonski said we should be doing. The silence is deafening, Mr President. 
Hon Peter Collier: You don’t usually take interjections. I can interject if you like — 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No, but the minister was happy to interject when I talked about the “V” word. 
Hon Peter Collier: Do you think us getting the same as the Northern Territory was fair? Do you think that was 
equitable? Do you think us getting the same as the Northern Territory was fair under Gonski? Do you really 
think that? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Here is the thing: the actual amount — 
Hon Peter Collier: No; do you think that was fair? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: — of money that was originally offered to Western Australia under Gonski — 
Hon Peter Collier: Was $188 million over six years — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Am I able to finish the sentence or does the minister want to finish the sentence for me? 
Hon Peter Collier: You can’t have it both ways. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Does the minister want me to respond to his interjection or not? 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! You know the rules. Do not provoke the Leader of the House to interject, 
and then you will not have to respond. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: My point is this: this model is not related at all to Gonski. It bears no relationship to 
Gonski. The funding cuts that the Liberal-National government introduced in 2013, and that the minister 
described as being the transition to the new model, took money out of schools. Gonski never said, “And the way 
you get to my final position is that you take money out of schools.” 

Hon Peter Collier: Where was 80 per cent of Gonski funding? Years 5 and 6. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister is quite right; the money was at the back end—no question about it. 

Hon Peter Collier: A great way to operate! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Ultimately, there would have been millions of extra dollars going into schools. The 
Leader of the House can argue about whether it should have been at the front or back end, but ultimately the 
numbers showed that more, not fewer, dollars were going into schools. It is astonishing to me that money can be 
taken out of a system and the government can say, “This is how we’re going to transition to the new model.” It 
then introduces the new model that takes a further $45 million out of schools and says, in an ad, “This is our 
Gonski.” 

The announcement of the funding model was delayed. I do not have the notes in front of me, but I think the 
original proposition being talked about was maybe an announcement around March or April last year, but I will 
stand corrected on that. It was finally released on 29 July, which gave schools a little under two terms to 
implement the new model. Schools are really scrambling to catch up and be ready for 2015. One of the things 
I noted—I cannot remember where it was—was reference to the number of questions I was asking about the 
student-centred funding model. I just wanted to put on the record that the reason I asked, and will continue to 
ask, so many questions about it was that this is what school communities raise with me. I visit lots of school 
communities. For me to conduct a formal visit to a school to meet with the principal et cetera, we go through 
a protocol, and I appreciate the effort that the minister’s office puts into facilitating those visits. The minister 
knows which schools I visit in the public sector, in any event, through those formal visits. In addition to those 
visits, I am invited, probably once or twice a fortnight I guess, to meet with parents and citizens associations, 
school councils and school boards, so I have lots of contact with schools. Indeed, even the arranged visits—that 
is, when I visit during the day and meet the principal—take different forms. Sometimes just the principal invites 
me to visit and go on a tour to look at all the good things the school is doing, and we talk about some of the 
challenges in the particular area where the school is operating. Some principals invite school board chairs and 
members, school council members, P&C members and parents to come along, so there are lots of different ways 
I am able to interact with school communities. I ask so many questions about the student-centred funding model 
because those questions are put to me during schools visits. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 15 October 2014] 

 p7239c-7257a 
Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Peter Collier; Hon Darren West 

 [5] 

I invite the minister to again put into the model all the things that he claimed yesterday were missing from our 
analysis, to spell out what the assumptions are, to spell out what the various variables are between the two 
systems, and to then let us do a real comparison if he thinks our comparison is inadequate. One of the things 
schools have raised with me about the new model is that they are a bit anxious about the social disadvantage 
allocation because of the information it is based on. There has been a change in the way that information is 
collected to determine the level of social disadvantage. It requires information to be provided by the parents on 
parent occupation and parent education level. School communities have raised with me the fact that some of the 
most disadvantaged are in fact the least engaged in providing that kind of information accurately. It has been put 
to me by a number of school leaders that they are pretty good at estimating what they think the real social 
disadvantage is, but they are quite concerned that in a system that relies on accurate parent self-reporting of 
occupation and level of education that may well be skewed. It appears from the schools’ end that they feel there 
is no clear communication strategy and they are worried about whether there is any real time to iron out 
problems with the funding model. The model goes live when school goes back in 2015. When some 
organisations I have been involved with make a major change to the way their business is run, sometimes two 
systems run side by side for a while to see whether people have got it right, or people do dummy runs. Schools 
are anxious that there will be no time to iron out the bugs. They will be ironing out the bugs when they have 
money, or do not have money, as the case may be, when they need to spend it. 

There was a lack of transparency about what the $10 million allocated in the budget over two financial years for 
transition in secondary schools was to be used for. 

Hon Peter Collier: It was identified in the budget. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: What I meant was that, at the time that the budget was released, the $10 million was 
included, but there was not a lot of information about what it was for. Given, however, that $45 million is being 
taken out of some of our most socially disadvantaged secondary schools, the fact that $10 million—which is 
significantly less than $45 million—is allocated to transitioning those schools is not going to be much of 
a buffer. 

One of the things of gravest concern to me personally and to many in the education sector is that there is no 
transparency on how the success of the funding model will be measured. I will talk a little bit more about this 
further on, because Professor Teese had some things to say about it, but it says one of two things. Either the 
government is proceeding with the model on the assumption that it will improve student outcomes, and hoping 
that that is what will happen, but it is not going to measure or test that—it is just going to hope that it will 
happen—or the government is not being transparent about how success will be measured over time. That is of 
significant concern. The real issue for schools is how the success will be measured. Professor Teese said that 
six things needed to be in place to properly measure success. On page 97 of his report he states — 

To work well, a student centred funding model should be supported by other changes, including:  
• fully devolved financial, decision-making and accountability structures  

I think we can tick that one — 
• schools having capacity for autonomous control of staff recruitment  

Independent public schools will have that, but not other schools — 
• financial management skills in schools being of even and high quality  

That is not the case, and schools are very nervous about that — 
• mechanisms for ensuring that quality and equity targets are met 

There is none of that — 

• processes in place for monitoring expenditure in relation to improvement, and  

There is no measure of that — 

• rolling benchmarks established at intervals to assess targeting and changes in cost.  

There is none of that that I have seen. There is no transparency about that, I suspect because none of it is in 
place, but it needs to be. That is of some significant concern, and I would welcome comments from the minister 
about how we can do that in a much better way. Professor Teese said that, in introducing a new model, to make it 
work its effectiveness must be measured, but no measures are in place. I personally do not have a fixed view 
about what those measures should be. I do not have a fixed view that we must aim for a 10 per cent improvement 
in our National Assessment Program — Literacy and Numeracy results over five years, or that we have to aim to 
reduce the gap between the academic achievement of Indigenous students and that of non-Indigenous students by 
10 per cent within five years. I do not have a view about what those numbers or the time line should be, but 
Teese states that those things must be measured to determine whether the model is successful. Targets and time 
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lines must be set. If the government is serious about this model having an impact on student outcomes, it must 
set some of those measures, and I invite the minister to tell us what those are. 

The other thing worth noting is that the national partnerships provided a bit of a buffer for those schools badly 
affected by the cuts this year, in the tail-end group for national partnership money. However, that national 
partnership money is coming to an end because the federal Liberal government is not interested in the kind of 
investment in disadvantaged schools that the previous Labor government did. That is a real shame, and those 
schools will seriously miss that money. 

There has clearly been a lack of transparency across the board. Richard Teese, in his report, said that the two 
clear objectives of this model were to minimise performance differences and maximise the progress of students. 
The glaring gap in the changes introduced by this government is that no measurement is in place to determine 
whether those objectives are being achieved. Professor Teese’s report was about the shift in the way the relative 
quantities of resources is allocated between secondary and primary schools. He never said that the way to 
achieve that relativity difference is by adjusting the formula for staffing, but rather by school-based decisions on 
the quality of teachers. He did not say that that was to be done by adding more students—that is, by increasing 
the enrolment numbers—and cutting funding in 2014, then, on top of more students, reducing the relativities by 
cutting the secondary school contribution. He never said that. He said that six measures need to be put in place in 
order for this model to be successful, and he set out what those are. Of those six, this government has only one in 
place. The guy the government asked to do the work and make the recommendations says that in order to make it 
work the government must do six things, and the government is doing one. How are we setting this system up to 
be the success that we want it to be? There are serious gaps in the government’s credibility on the  
student-centred funding model. 

Critically, Teese said that principals need to be well prepared and supported, but my contention is that, thanks to 
a combination of things in 2014—forcing school leaders to clear their long service leave, and then the cuts and 
the chaos that ensued from that—many principals just feel under siege. They do not feel well prepared and 
supported to implement all the changes that are to happen in 2015. They feel under siege. If we want the system 
and the changes that we are talking about to really work, we must do that by actually following the advice of the 
guy we asked to give us advice in the first place. The government is not doing any of that. 

The other thing I want to touch on quickly is a document released by the director general titled “Focus 2014: 
Directions for schools”. It sets out from the director general’s perspective what the priorities for schools ought to 
be. This was released in November 2013. In her introduction, the director general states — 

2014 is a year of preparation for a number of significant reforms that will take place in 2015. Actions 
include ongoing work for the Australian Curriculum and the Year 7 move; and building on literacy and 
numeracy improvements, early childhood education, school autonomy and student attendance. 

A small number of new priorities is set out including those related to the development of the new 
student-centred funding model and changes to the WA Certificate of Education, both of which will be 
implemented in 2015.  

Schools will continue to be supported by regions, — 
However, schools do not feel that support because regional schools’ funding has been significantly gutted. She 
continues — 

Statewide Services, the Institute for Professional Learning and central office. 
That document then sets out a number of priorities the director general has set for 2014. For us to build on those 
in 2015 we need to know to what extent we met the targets we set in 2014. I invite the minister to provide us 
with an update on that. We are now in term 4 of 2014. 
A member interjected.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do we need an ambulance or anything? 

The PRESIDENT: You have that effect on people! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Wow! I was talking about engagement and the behaviour, so I do not know what I said!  

I am running out of time. I am asking the minister to explain how he satisfies himself at the end of each year that 
the priorities the director general sets for schools each year have been met. How are we measuring some of the 
programs—for example, whether schools have increased the intensity of teaching and are assessing the mastery 
of phonics throughout the early years? How are we measuring and assessing the attendance of every student not 
demonstrating regular attendance, bringing to the attention of relevant agencies students at risk, particularly 
Aboriginal students? How are we reviewing specific teaching and assessment practices in health education with 
renewed emphasis on students’ personal and social capabilities and mental health promotion? How are we 
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ensuring that all the priorities set out in the director general’s “Focus 2014: Directions for schools” are achieved? 
If we are really transparent—these are public documents—they would be sent out and parents would be able to 
see the priorities for 2014 and we would report, “We did well on this; we didn’t do so well on that; we need to 
focus a bit more on this; and we will revisit our attention to X, Y and Z.” That does not happen. The document is 
sent out containing the department’s priorities for 2014 and that is the last we hear of them. There needs to be 
much greater transparency and accountability on how school achievements are measured, but not in a punitive 
way so that we create unreasonable reporting demands. How do schools know whether they are successful? How 
do they know whether they are meeting the priorities the director general has set if no attempt is made to report 
on whether they have been successful?  
The year 2015 is a very significant year for schools. We are asking them to implement — 
Hon Col Holt interjected.  
Hon SUE ELLERY: People are dying to the left and right of me!  

We are asking people to make very significant changes in respect of the curriculum, the student-centred funding 
model and the shift of year 7s to secondary schools in an environment of huge stress caused by the funding cuts 
in 2014. The student-centred funding model is made up of a series of categories of funds. There is the  
enrolment-linked base allocation, which is the basic building blocks of the model and the locality allocation, 
which is provided to eligible schools in remote and outer regional areas of the state. I invite the minister to table, 
if he would, a list or table of the allowance rates. I would appreciate a copy of it. That will include isolation and 
remoteness being defined by distance from key service measures as measured by the Accessibility/Remoteness 
Index of Australia. I think that is a new model being relied on, so I invite the minister to spell out the detail of 
that. There are also blocks of funding related to the particular characteristics of the students, whether they are 
Aboriginal, for example; whether English is an additional language; and what is the social disadvantage 
allocation. I invite the minister to comment on the concerns raised with me about the reliance on parents  
self-reporting on their occupation and level of education. There is also the disability allocation so we have gone 
from schools plus, which had eight levels in the allocation, down to seven. Then there are particularly targeted 
initiatives such as the gifted and talented program, the primary extension and challenge program and a range of 
other programs that will be run at unspecified schools for strategic programs and services. I invite the minister to 
provide me with the kind of dollar figure we are talking about being allocated to that block of targeted initiatives. 
If it is possible to get a breakdown of the global allocation for the various components of the student-centred 
funding model, I would appreciate that. Of the money in the budget allocated to expenditure on this, how much 
is allocated—I am not asking school by school or anything like that—to each of the components of the  
student-centred funding model? That would be per student funding for the enrolment-linked based allocation, the 
locality allocation, the Aboriginality allocation, the English as an additional language allocation, the social 
disadvantage allocation, the disability allocation and targeted initiatives.  
Hon Peter Collier: You need to put a question on notice. This is a motion; I can’t give you that information 
now.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister might not have it now, but if it is available, the minister can give me an 
undertaking that he will provide it to me in due course, or whatever. I could ask a question on notice, and I am 
happy to do that. I would have thought in a debate of this kind when the student-centred funding model is at the 
forefront of everyone’s mind, the minister would have a sense, himself, of how that money is allocated. In any 
event, I will not be distracted by that in my last 37 seconds.  

The point I want to make is that a lot of things will happen to education in 2015. Some of those are good things 
and we need to acknowledge it when we see those good things. If we combine them, they will be difficult to 
manage. If we combine them on top of ripping the guts out of schools in 2014, it will be pretty nigh impossible 
for all those things to be successfully achieved by a very dedicated, talented and professional group of educators.  

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Minister for Education) [2.57 pm]: I would like to 
respond to the Leader of the Opposition’s motion about the house’s concern about lack of transparent planning. 
I am not offended by the motion at all; I think it is quite a reasonable motion as opposed to condemning or 
whatever we usually see in motions. However, I will say that we simply cannot support the motion because, 
quite frankly, there is no validity behind a purported lack of transparency. If anything, there has been more 
transparency about the changes we will be implementing in education over the next two to three years than there 
has ever been. Let us make one thing perfectly clear. Next year will be seismic in terms of reform of our 
education system. They will be very positive reforms; they do not tinker around the edges. They have been 
developed as a result of significant consultation with all the sectors. It is not just the gospel according to Pete or 
the Liberal–National government; we have listened to the education sector and made reforms where necessary. 
For the two and a half years I have been Minister for Education, given dare I say, the magnitude of change that 
will take place next year, I have always been insistent that there be transparency both for the public and our 
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education sector as a whole. I have sought to ensure that public education, Catholic education and schools 
through the Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia are well informed, empowered and part of 
this reform process. If we are going to reform education, which is a notoriously conservative sector, it is 
imperative we bring the sector with us.  
I want to go through each of the areas. Unfortunately, much the same as the Leader of the Opposition, I cannot 
spend as much time as I would like on each of the reforms.  
I will briefly identify the reforms and just how transparent we have been as a government to ensure that the 
sector and the public are well informed. 

The first major reform for next year is the transition of year 7s to the secondary level of education. That is a very 
good reform. It is a reform that is overdue and has the support of the sectors and the community generally. There 
are some areas of concern, and I will address those in a moment, but generally the reform has been very well 
received. We made a decision originally back in 2010 and announced in 2011 with regard to the transition of 
year 7s to secondary. It was not only a thought bubble; it was based upon several premises. First of all, the 
changing of the school leaving age meant that students were for the better part about six months older. All 
students were going to be at least 12 years and six months old before the end of year 12 and half would be about 
13 years old. That was, therefore, one issue. The raising of the school leaving age meant that year 7s were older; 
in isolation it was not sufficient to make the change. 

The second area was that equivalent students in other jurisdictions nationally were in secondary; again in 
isolation it was not sufficient to make the change. In Western Australia most of the non-government sector in 
Catholic education and the independent sector are already at the secondary level of education at that age with 
year 7s. In addition, nine of our secondary schools are already in secondary; again, in isolation it was not 
compelling enough to make that decision. 

The other area was the national curriculum—I will take about that in a moment—which, after considerable 
negotiation, Western Australia agreed to endorse. It meant that students at that age in year 7, particularly in the 
core areas of English, mathematics, science and history, needed that more specialist attention in pedagogy that is 
provided to students. That they need that specialist attention in itself was quite compelling, particularly in those 
four core areas and in the eight remaining areas in phases 2 and 3. However, in phase 1, with implementation 
coming in in 2015, we thought it was important that that be taken into consideration. 

If we put those four issues altogether, the reform is quite compelling. That is why we made the decision to 
transition year 7s into secondary. As I said, it is a decision that has been generally very well received. That was 
a very big call to make. We are now transitioning year 7s into the secondary years of education. That provided 
an enormous challenge, particularly from infrastructure and teaching perspectives, to make sure that we got it 
right. We simply could not make that change without ensuring that we actually prepare as best we could. We 
therefore had to do a desktop analysis of all the secondary schools to ensure that they were prepared, and we also 
had to make sure that we had sufficient teachers—and that was done. That was very comprehensive in terms of 
making sure that we were prepared. The department therefore has a dedicated year 7 project team, which 
provides strategic leadership and coordinates the transition process. That team has been in operation for three 
years. To ensure that all areas of scope are covered for successful implementation of year 7s, the project team 
monitors the overall project plan in 11 sub-project plans. The 11 sub-project plans are project management; 
infrastructure; funding and resourcing; workforce; statewide services; legislation and policy; statewide delivery 
and planning; regional and school operations; e-school and Schools of Isolated and Distance Education; 
communication; and professional. That collectively, of course, means that the project team has its hand on every 
single aspect of education to ensure that we are best prepared. 
The government then came to the conclusion, following advice from the project team, that 29 schools needed 
additional infrastructure to cope with the year 7 build, which was going to come at a cost of $230 million. That 
has been absolutely seamless. At this stage, as of July 2014, eight of the 29 school building projects announced 
have required the completion of additional accommodation. They are Broome Senior High School, 
Byford Secondary College, Canning Vale College, Cape Naturaliste College, Carine Senior High School, Safety 
Bay Senior High School, Kelmscott Senior High School and Wanneroo Secondary College. Work continues on 
the remaining 21 secondary schools, and all projects will be ready for the 2015 school year. 
In addition, as far as staffing is concerned, current projections indicate that another 1 000 teachers will be needed 
at the secondary level and 500 fewer at the primary level. To ensure that we have that transition for staffing, we 
injected $22 million into the Switch program for approximately 525 teachers to make the switch one way or 
another, but generally from primary into secondary. I announced that in June 2013, and it does provide a range 
of options to ensure that teachers can make that transition should they want to. The Switch program trains 
teachers in required learning areas. Currently these are English, mathematics, design and technology, special 
education, science, society and environment, health and physical education, and visual arts. As at 31 July 2014, 
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478 teachers were participating in Switch, which is very good. We are right on track to meet the staffing needs of 
all our schools next year. Having said that, I might emphasise that every year that the Liberal–National 
government has been in office we have put a teacher in front of every classroom. That needs to be remembered. 
We are good at this job, and we will continue to deliver. 

As far as the year 7s are concerned, the transition has been very successful indeed. It has been very seamless. 
There have been some issues in some of the regions of Western Australia, in the wheatbelt for example and in 
some of the smaller regional towns. Parents were a little concerned that their children would be leaving that year 
earlier. I personally visited schools in four of those towns: Beacon Primary School, Merredin College, 
Newdegate Primary School and Hyden Primary School. With that in mind, we made a decision that we would 
streamline the process so that anyone in a regional area would have the capacity to delay their movement into 
year 7 for three years—that is, not on a school basis but on a case-by-case basis. At this stage, 45 students have 
applied for that exemption. Given the tens of thousands of students involved, that shows that most parents are 
quite comfortable with sending their children to secondary in year 7. I take on board the fact that in the regional 
areas of the state some parents are concerned but, as I said, we listened, we were transparent, I visited those 
regions myself, and we did provide those parents with the opportunity to actually delay the movement into 
year 7. 

Just to identify how successful the reform has been, the Auditor General produced a report on the transition of 
year 7s to secondary. I have to say that I have read a number of Auditor General’s reports but I do not think 
I have ever seen one as positive as this. The Auditor General really was very complimentary of the transition of 
7s to secondary. I will read a few of his comments as an example. He stated — 

The key elements of the move are, so far, on track and the project is forecast to be under budget. The 
good progress reflects DoE having a detailed Year 7 transition program with objectives, deliverables, 
and budgets in place which is regularly reported and monitored. 

That is what I said before. That is sensational from the Auditor General in terms of his confidence in the process. 
It continues — 

Audit conclusion 
DoE has taken appropriate steps to plan and prepare for the transition of Year 7 to secondary school. It 
has a detailed Year 7 transition program with objectives, deliverables, and budgets with regular 
reporting and monitoring. The key elements of the transition have, so far, progressed in line with plans 
and the project is forecast to be under budget. 

Yet again! It continues — 
Key findings 
… 
DoE has put in place a comprehensive and detailed Year 7 transition program plan and has established 
11 sub-projects each with their own objectives, deliverables, timelines and, where appropriate, budgets. 
The Year 7 transition program and its sub-projects are subject to regular monitoring, reporting and 
governance oversight at working level, by senior management and the Minister. Key stakeholders are 
also satisfied with communication from DoE central office. 

As I said, the Auditor General is very comfortable with the process of year 7s. The transparency and the planning 
have been faultless. I congratulate the department on the rigour with which it has maintained this approach. 
I would like to table the Auditor General’s report titled “Moving On: The Transition of Year 7 to Secondary 
School”. 
Leave granted. [See paper 2147.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I would also like to table a list of dozens and dozens of occasions when the 
department and I have communicated with schools and the community to explain the year 7 transition process. 
As I said, there are literally dozens and dozens of pieces of correspondence. Rather than table all of them, I have 
a list of all those pieces of correspondence that literally amount to dozens. The document contains 14 pages of 
announcements and information provided by me and the Department of Education. As far as the year 7 transition 
is concerned, the transparency is quite profound. We have been vigilant in ensuring that the shift of year 7 to 
secondary schools, which is a significant shift and can bring with it a lot of problems, has been done with an 
enormous amount of communication with the community as a whole. I will table that document. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2148.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The second area I will look at is one of the most significant changes in education for 
decades. We are putting some semblance of normality back into senior secondary education with changes to the 
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Western Australian Certificate of Education. It was desperately in need of change. I will not get political about 
this, but we have gone through a number of fads over the last 10 years, a number of which have been 
unsuccessful. We have come out of the courses of study model, which was a more outcomes-focused approach 
that I was always supportive of but not with the courses of study that were provided to schools and to the 
community as a whole. I was simply not satisfied that it was providing the best outcomes for Western Australian 
students and the community as a whole, and the education sector agreed with that. 
Fortunately, when Hon Mark McGowan took over, he moved away from the courses of study model and 
introduced a transition to the WACE, but he introduced stages 1, 2 and 3. In theory that sounded okay, but it 
became so complex and cumbersome that we almost threw out the baby with the bathwater. It became so—dare 
I say it—unwieldy that we had to make some significant changes. Moving around the education sector and being 
heavily involved in it all my life, I was conscious of the fact that we had to make some significant changes to 
senior secondary education. Over the last few years, a person attending a graduation night for year 12s needed 
a PhD to work out what results their child got, whether they had a stage 2CD, a stage 1AB or whatever it might 
be. No-one really knew what was going on. 
Hon Sue Ellery: And the minister is not even a parent who has to work their way through that. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Exactly. I am not casting aspersions; I am just saying that it was problematic and, 
quite frankly, had some real issues. 
When I took over as Minister for Education, the first thing I did was ask Allan Blagaich to look at the changes. 
I said, “Mate, we need to seriously look at this.” In particular, stage 2 having a compulsory exam meant that we 
had real issues with a number of students who were bowing out of stage 2 and moving into stage 1, which is the 
equivalent of year 9, achieving nothing. In addition, we had a huge disparity between stage 2 and stage 3. Allan, 
to his credit—he is an outstanding man and excellent in that role—wanted to take some time with this. I said, 
“No, we know what the issue is. I want this done by the end of the year.” That is what happened. There was an 
enormous amount of communication between the School Curriculum and Standards Authority, Allan, the 
Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia, the Catholic Education Office of Western Australia 
and the Department of Education to ensure that we got it right. We did not need a PhD to work out what the 
problem was; we needed more clarity in the subject choices for our students and clearly defined assessment 
procedures. SCASA came back to me a few months later with a report titled “The Western Australian Certificate 
of Education 2015: Responding and adapting”. It is an excellent document that is publicly available—I will table 
it a little later—and it is very good indeed. I am mindful of the time and I still have so much to get through but 
I will just go through a little of this report. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The minister has another half an hour. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I know, but I still have to go through the funding model, the national curriculum and a 
raft of matters. However, I will just go through a few of the issues with the current WACE system. The report 
states — 

• Stage 1 enrolments are much higher than envisaged and significant numbers of students are not 
undertaking courses commensurate with their ability; 

That is so true — 
• low and declining Stage 2 enrolments have resulted in Stage 2 examinations being unviable; 
• the current three stage design of WACE courses is incompatible with the Senior Secondary Australian 

Curriculum, which comprises Year 11 and Year 12 courses; 
• significant concerns have been raised regarding the standards of literacy and numeracy achieved by 

students who are currently graduating with a WACE; 
That is so true. Quite frankly, it was a dumbing down of our education system. We had literally tens of thousands 
of our kids moving out of stage 2 into stage 1, which is the equivalent of year 9. We could not go on in that way. 
In the twenty-first century we were doing a disservice to our students and to the community. I highly recommend 
that members look at this compelling report. Page 18 of the report gives a breakdown of year 12 students in 2011 
enrolled in courses in the public, Catholic and independent education sectors. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: Who was that report written by—Dr Donnelly? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: No, it was not actually. It was written by Allan Blagaich, the head of SCASA. If the 
member was in the chamber a moment ago, she would have heard me explain that. I do not appreciate that 
interjection. It was done with the contribution of all sectors of education. I will table the report. I recommend to 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich that she have a look at this document. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich interjected. 
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The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! The Leader of the House has 
the call. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Let us just have a look at this report. In independent schools, 17.83 per cent of 
students did stage 2; in the Catholic education sector, 14.58 per cent of students did stage 2; and in the 
government sector, 13.51 per cent of students did stage 2. Now we get to the compelling issue of stage 1. In 
independent schools, 19 per cent of students did stage 1; in Catholic education, 32.85 per cent did stage 1; and in 
the public education system, 48.82 per cent of students did stage 1. As I said, that is compelling and means that 
almost half of our public education students were doing stage 1, which provides them with absolutely menial 
opportunities for employment post–compulsory education. Quite frankly, we really had to do something and that 
is what we did. Based on this report, recommendations were made to me to ensure that we had more rigour in 
our education system, which is exactly what we have done. 

Just briefly, these changes will mean that students now have an opportunity to take the Australian Tertiary 
Admission Rank pathway or a more general pathway for vocational education and training options. They can 
pick and choose between the two but they have the two options. In addition to that, a student must achieve 
a minimum literacy and numeracy standard before they can achieve their WACE. That means that we are saying 
to Western Australian students and the community that now our WACE means something. A student cannot get 
a WACE by doing stage 1, which is the equivalent of year 9. A student has to have either a certificate 2 in the 
general pathway or an ATAR, plus a minimum literacy and numeracy standard. This has been widely applauded 
across the community and by industry. I am talking about not only the big boys but also the carpenters, the 
bricklayers, the electricians and people in the hospitality industry. They want some rigour in our education 
system. They want to make sure that if they employ someone and that person comes to them with their certificate 
of education that that person has not only an ATAR or a certificate II, but also a minimum literacy and numeracy 
standard. We are the first state in the nation to put such rigour into our secondary graduation, and all the other 
states have been flocking to get on board. Once again, Western Australia is leading the way. Once again, we are 
being innovative and bold in making a visionary philosophical statement about education. We have made those 
changes. I am proud of those changes and they will be implemented as of 2015. The changes have unanimous 
support across the board from all sectors, from the government sector through to Catholic education, AISWA, 
the State School Teachers’ Union of Western Australia and the Western Australian Council of State School 
Organisations. Everyone is supportive of these changes. We are putting a bit of normality back into education. 

Due to time constraints, I will not say any more about the report itself, but I will table both the responding and 
adapting report and the supplementary information on the report. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2149.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: With regard to transparency, as I have mentioned, we have done an enormous amount 
of work to ensure that we have engaged with and empowered all areas of the community. Again, I did not want 
to get to the situation in which, once again, it is the gospel according to Pete, or the gospel according to the 
Liberal–National government. We engaged very transparently, as members will see when they read that report, 
with all sectors of education. We wanted to ensure that it was not imposed on them—as has been done in the 
past, I have to say—but that we engaged with and empowered those sectors so that they would come along with 
us. In addition, we interacted with industry, and with the training sector and the higher education sector, to 
ensure that they were supportive of the changes. Every sector supports those changes. So, that level of 
transparency cannot be denied. In addition, we have communicated with the education sector relentlessly, on 
dozens of occasions, just as we did with the year 7 transition. I will now table, not the actual pieces of 
communication, but a list of all the pieces of communication. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2150.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: The next area is the new funding model. The new student-centred funding model that 
was advocated by David Gonski and Professor Teese, under which the funding would go to where the students 
are, was absolutely essential. The previous funding model was unwieldy. It was also, quite frankly, outdated, 
inefficient and unfair. Under the previous funding model, schools of similar ilk were given widely disparate 
funding. This was very, very common. Two secondary schools that were located one or two kilometres from 
each other, in the same socioeconomic area, and with pretty much the same number of students, would be given 
widely disparate funding, sometimes in the order of hundreds of thousands of dollars; and, in rural areas, one 
district high school would be given $1 million or $1.3 million more in funding than another district high school 
in that same area. We simply could not justify that. I wanted to know from the department how that was possible, 
and what formula was used to do that, because there was—dare I say it—no method to that madness. If we were 
to ask anyone in education, they would tell us that the multiplier upon multiplier that was used to determine the 
funding of a school was so complex that, frequently, not just the schools did not understand it, but the 
department itself did not understand it. What actually happened was that a sweetheart deal might have been 
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done, or a specialist in a particular area might have left and the school had kept that pool of funding. Again, I am 
not casting aspersions. I am just saying it was inefficient. But we simply could not do anything about that, 
because that was the way it had always been done.  

We therefore decided that we needed to move towards a more equitable distribution of funding, and the 
government, through the Department of Education, contracted Professor Teese and Stephen Lamb from the 
University of Melbourne to present a forensic appraisal of the current funding model to see what the problem 
was, what was broken, and what we needed to do to fix it. That is, of course, the Teese report that was handed to 
the government in February 2012. In short, what Professor Teese said is that there was both a horizontal and 
a vertical imbalance with regard to funding. I will read one component of the Teese report — 

Funding for public schools in Western Australia addresses the objectives of fairness and equity, and is 
designed around need. Students at different year-levels receive different levels of funding both as 
between primary and secondary school, and within each level of schooling and students with specific 
characteristics receive additional support. However, the adjustments that are made for year-level and 
student characteristics are complex, they lack a clear and compelling rationale, and at a technical level 
have weaknesses which need to be addressed. The adjustments do not deliver a consistent pattern of 
resource outcomes to schools, and arrangements lack transparency. 
The current funding model is focused on equitable provision of resources: this emphasis needs to 
change if schools are to deliver better and more equitable outcomes to students. The Independent Public 
Schools initiative is equipping schools with the autonomy they need to respond effectively to teaching 
and learning challenges, but the funding model is not supporting this. Principals comment that the 
current funding model does not treat all schools equally well and is hard to understand or follow. They 
point to the fact that staffing is budgeted in terms of positions rather than actual costs, and this creates 
anomalies between schools. 
Principals also point to the insensitivity of the current model to the varying needs of students across 
schools. They express frustration about the numerous strands of funding tied to special purpose 
programs that give them little discretion or flexibility in using resources in the best possible ways for 
their schools. This is because the existing funding model focuses on inputs and allocates resources on 
the basis of historical operating costs. Attention needs to turn to outputs (e.g., the outcomes for students, 
including achievement, engagement, attendance, school completion). This involves an important shift in 
focus from providing inputs according to a staffing formula to looking at the resources needed to 
achieve good results. This in turn implies adjusting resource levels to what it costs to make a difference 
to different groups of students. 

That report is compelling. It says exactly what I talked about earlier when I referred to the horizontal and vertical 
imbalance. What that report states about the horizontal imbalance is that, very frequently, schools with a similar 
foundation and constitution had widely divergent funding models. That created resentment in the education 
fraternity, because school principals could not understand why a school in a similar location to their school was 
getting a lot more than their school was getting; and, quite frankly, it was not justified.  

The second issue was the vertical imbalance. That relates to the fact that our school funding was very top 
heavy—extremely top heavy—in that our secondary schools were being given 38 per cent more funding than 
was being given to our primary and preprimary levels of education. That was by far the highest inequitable 
distribution of funding in the nation. So, we had to do something about that. Again, that is based upon multiplier, 
upon multiplier upon multiplier. Professor Teese suggested that there should be a base level of funding, and there 
should then be five targeted areas of funding, which would mean that funding would go to each student. The 
five targeted areas were Aboriginality, the socioeconomic area in which the student lives, English as a second 
language, students with a disability—I will think of the fifth one in a moment — 
Hon Sue Ellery: And location. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, location—I apologise—such as in the regions. So there would be a base level of 
funding, and those five criteria would then be used determine where the funding would go. It would therefore 
become much easier for schools to ascertain exactly what funding they would get. In addition, under that funding 
model, students from kindergarten through to year 3, in years 4 to 6, and in years 7 to 10, would be funded 
differently, as would students in years 11 and 12. Professor Teese’s recommendation was that secondary students 
in years 7 to 12 should get the same level of funding. I modified that—that is the only change that I made to his 
recommendations—because I felt that given the magnitude of the changes at senior secondary level, students in 
years 11 and 12 deserved a bit more consideration. That is why I added the funding criteria for years 11 and 12. 
Suffice to say, we have met the recommendations of Professor Teese by ensuring that the funding goes to each 
individual student. It is not just a generic, one-size-fits-a-particular-school model; the funding goes to each 
individual child. This is on the back of record funding to our schools. I take on board the comments that have 
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been made in this place over a number of sittings, particularly over the last two days. Yes, we asked our schools 
to tighten their belts last year.   

I would like to emphasise, however—I will keep on emphasising this—that our schools are the best funded 
schools of any schools of any state in the nation by far. That has come about because we have injected an 
additional 61 per cent of funding from the time we took office in 2008. In 2008, funding was $2.8 billion; it is 
now $4.6 billion. That is a 61 per cent increase in funding at a time when student numbers have increased by 
12 per cent. On top of that, we have looked after our teachers. When we took office, teachers were the lowest 
paid in the nation. There were massive teacher shortages in our schools. We did something about it; we gave 
them significant salary increases. 
Several members interjected. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I know you are listening, Madam Acting President. Our teachers were the lowest 
paid; they are now the highest paid. It is no coincidence that our teachers feel valued. We have put a teacher in 
front of every single classroom every year we have been in office. 

Funding is an issue. It is always an issue. As an educator, I always want more money and I will always advocate 
for more money for education, just as the Minister for Health, the Minister for Mental Health and all ministers 
will. I need to put some perspective back into the argument. As far as funding is concerned, our schools are the 
best funded of any state in the nation. That is a fact. Having said that, I would like to move on because I still 
have a couple of areas that I would like to look at. I seek leave to table the report from Professor Teese for the 
interest of members.  
Leave granted. [See paper 2151.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Another significant change and continuation of reform will be the continued rollout of 
independent public schools next year. The independent public schools system has been extraordinarily 
successful. When we were in opposition, I was shadow Minister for Education. I was very, very keen to ensure 
that we provided more autonomy to our schools. I have taught in the public education system and I have taught 
in the private education system. I was mindful of the fact that principals in the public education system felt 
constrained by the fact that they could not make decisions on what went on in their school environment and they 
could not determine the staff whom they were going to employ at their schools. To me, that was just idiocy; that 
was nonsense. Principals know what is best for their cohort of students. Communities know what is best for their 
schools. They know where the funds are best directed. They know the sort of teachers that they want. They 
should not have someone from head office in East Perth telling them in Meekatharra, Halls Creek, Bunbury or 
Wembley the sort of teacher that they need. They need to have the capacity to make that decision. That is why 
we went to the 2008 election with the empowering public schools policy. It has been rolled out since 2010. It has 
been tremendously successful. I have been to hundreds of schools throughout the state. Dozens of those have 
been IPS schools. I have never had one IPS principal tell me they want to go back to being a non-IPS but dozens 
of non-IPS principals tell me they want to become an IPS.  

Just after I took over as education minister, almost two and a half years ago, it was articulated to me by a number 
of principals that they were dejected by the fact that they had gone through three selection processes and still had 
not been successful. They felt they had jumped through the hoops every time and were a good school and had the 
support of their community, but they still did not quite get there. I said that that was fair enough. I did not think 
we could ask them to do it again. They were becoming disaffected. I did not want that to happen. I want to 
ensure that as long as I am education minister, every school in Western Australia that wants to become an IPS 
will become an IPS. As a result of that, I spoke to the director general and said that we need to have more 
flexibility without losing the rigour of the brand. We are talking about public schools that are making decisions 
with millions of dollars. We have to ensure that that rigour remains. We decided to go through a development 
process. We would ask schools that were interested and assist them to become IPS schools. We put that out to 
the community. Again, it was very well received. We were always very transparent in the process to ensure that 
we engaged with the school community and gave them what they wanted. The response was phenomenal. We 
had around 230 expressions of interest. As a result of that, the department worked with those schools to ensure 
that they were assisted through the process. I think about 30 dropped by the wayside initially, so just under 
200 finished the program. In the end, around 25 to 28 missed out, which is a shame, but they will get a go next 
time. But 178 schools will now be added in 2015 to the 264 that already exist. So 444 of our public schools will 
be independent public schools as of next year. That is in excess of 50 per cent of our schools—we have about 
800 schools—and well in excess of 50 per cent of students and teachers will be in independent public schools.  

There is absolutely nothing to be afraid of with IPS. The IPS intiative is doing what is eminently sensible; it is 
empowering the local community, saying that it can have a say in what goes on in their community. The boards 
love it. They salivate at the prospect of being part of the selection process. They love the fact that they can 
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determine what goes on in their school environment and ensure that their school continues to go from strength to 
strength.  

A report was done on the IPS system by the University of Melbourne. We asked someone, again outside the 
state, to do this report to ensure that it was impartial. That report was completed in May 2013. Again, it is 
publicly available. It was very positive of the process. I will read a few comments from the report. The first is 
from principals. It states — 

There is little doubt that in this early phase of the initiative IPS schools are very satisfied with the 
initiative. IPS principals felt empowered and believed that they were able to empower their teachers and 
better cater to students’ specific needs. They were motivated by both the freedom and responsibility for 
selecting their staff and receiving their budget as a single figure over which they had control. Principals 
claimed high levels of change in their role, feeling more accountable and autonomous, and more 
empowered to make changes and lead their staff in improving the teaching, resources and climate of 
their schools. With greater autonomy, principals argued that they were also more motivated and 
invested in the success of their schools, thus encouraging a stronger sense of entrepreneurship and 
engagement as school leaders:  

Under the heading “Teachers”, it states — 

Another critical element of the model is the role of the teacher. It is clear from the evaluation that 
principals believe that the IPS initiative has had a positive impact on many teachers, with a number of 
principals reporting that IPS teachers demonstrate an increased motivation and energy to bring about 
changes, while being more empowered to initiate innovative practices which support effective teaching 
and learning. 

… 

One benefit of IPS frequently noted was increased school control over staffing, such that they are able 
to recruit staff appropriate for their school context and needs, and can choose whether or not to accept 
redeployees.  

With regard to school and community, briefly, it states — 

Whole school cultural change is also observable in the IPS initiative. Schools in IPS have been more 
engaged in strategic thinking and where school communities as a whole believed in the vision of IPS 
that was championed by the principals, this strategic thinking was more evident. 

Further, schools in the IPS scheme reported increased engagement with their community and accountability via 
their school board, as well as increases in school profile, and school and community pride, with some parents 
suggesting the school was more inviting. It was reported that some schools had also increased their level of 
collaboration and sharing of resources across schools, to their mutual benefit. 

Again, I highly recommend that members read that report. It is a very transparent, open account of the success of 
IPS. To ensure that members have that opportunity to read it, if they have not already done so, I table a copy of 
that report.  

Leave granted. [See paper 2152.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Just going back to the student-centred funding model, as I said, we could not have 
been more open and transparent with regard to providing information on that model. We provided that 
information to the general community. The information was provided initially through comment through 
The Sunday Times and then through each of the schools online through the department. Every single community 
knows exactly what their school is getting. We could not have been more transparent. We did so much research 
on the student-centred funding model. We engaged with the department and with principals. An enormous 
amount of research was done to ensure that everyone was involved. In addition to making all the information 
public, we provided literally hundreds of documents to schools to ensure that they were empowered and better 
informed than they ever had been previously. I have copies of that information that was provided to schools, and 
I table it. 
Leave granted. [See paper 2153.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I really would like to spend a little time on the national curriculum, which is of great 
interest to everyone at the moment given the review that has just taken place. As I am short of time, perhaps 
I will do that on another occasion. As the Leader of the Opposition said, she perhaps needed a little more time 
because she could talk on this for hours; I could talk a lot more on each of these issues. Suffice to say, the 
national curriculum is something we support as a government, and I am pretty sure members opposite support it, 
certainly in the context of ensuring that there is a degree of uniformity in terms of what is delivered in education 
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in Australia; it is just sensible. With regard to the fluidity of Australian population, it is only sensible that we do 
have a bit more uniformity. Having said that, we as a government, and I personally, always insisted that we had 
the capacity to adopt and adapt with regard to the national curriculum, and that a curriculum is not imposed on 
Western Australia; as long as I am education minister, that will always be the case. That was the case with phase 
1, and it certainly will be with phases 2 and 3. So that is what will happen from that perspective, and we will be 
discussing that at the next ministerial education meeting. I think we have a teleconference in a month, and then 
in about two months we have a meeting in Canberra. As far as the national curriculum is concerned, we have 
kept the community and education sector very, very informed—we have been very transparent, as always with 
all our areas—and I provide a list of the documents the government has provided to the education sector. I table 
that document. I also table a list of media releases that I have released over the past two and a half years that kept 
the community and education sector engaged and informed with regard to the changes that have taken place. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2154.] 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Having said all that, I am rapidly running out of time, but suffice to say that we could 
not have been more transparent. These changes are profound, positive changes that are going to lead to a better 
education system in Western Australia for all our students, starting from the increased funding emphasis at the 
early intervention years, right through to the exit years of senior secondary. Right across the board we have been 
open, we have been transparent, we have been honest with the Western Australian public, and that is why we 
will have a better education system as a result of these changes. 
Government members: Hear, hear! 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [3.42 pm]: I have a sense of déjà vu as I stand today to discuss the 
happenings in schools. Once again, I will be furnishing members with accounts of the happenings in schools in 
the Agricultural Region. I think Hon Sue Ellery has put forward an excellent motion, and members also might 
need to be somewhat mindful that these motions were listed some time ago and have taken a while to get before 
us in the Legislative Council for debate. However, I think the motion is still as relevant today as it was then, 
although some of the issues that were pertinent at that time may have since been addressed, and some of the 
concerns we had at that time have changed. However, I think the motion that the Council expresses its concern at 
the lack of transparent planning for the announced changes across Western Australian schools in 2015 is still 
relevant. We still have those concerns, and I think the motion is well worded to take into account the lapse in 
time from it being tabled to being debated. 

I acknowledge the contributions of the Leader of the House and the Leader of the Opposition on this matter, and 
I know there have been some positive changes. The minister is clearly doing what he thinks is right, and as 
a progressive-type person I think it is quite right to look to reform and improve the education system at all times. 
But I think when reforms and improvements are made it is very, very important that the key stakeholders—of 
course in this case they are principals, their staff, their parents and students, and anyone else involved in the 
education system through the department and advisers—are kept well abreast of what is trying to be done. I do 
not think that has always been the case through the changes we are seeing in our education system in Western 
Australia. A lot is happening, as the minister pointed out, and it is with a degree of pride that he has put forward 
those changes to the house. I think there is merit in him having some pride in some of the initiatives he has 
brought on. I do not agree with many of them, but I think the minister has done what he has in what he considers 
to be the best interests of students and all stakeholders in Western Australian schools. 

We have the year 7 transition in place, and those who were in the house last night will have heard my views on 
that so I will not go into the fullness of detail I did last night. Suffice to say that I still do not, never have and 
probably never will see the need to rush headlong into the year 7 transition in Western Australia and the 
movement of those students from primary schools into high schools. I can accept arguments that year 7 students 
are at an age that they could probably fit in either school, and probably do not belong in either school, because of 
the changes they are going through from childhood to adolescence. I can understand that. Not all other states 
have gone down this path—South Australia still has not—and I do not see why we need to be perceived to be 
like everybody else when it comes to the year 7 transition. When I go to schools and community forums in my 
electorate or talk about education with constituents in the Agricultural Region, there seems to be a much higher 
level of faith in the primary school system in regional Western Australia than there is in the secondary school 
system. There can be a whole lot of reasons for that, but that is certainly what I pick up, and I think it is a fair 
assessment to make. Parents especially, and the general population, have a greater level of faith in the primary 
system. It was with some curiosity that I wondered why year 7 students should be taken from a school system 
that parents and the general population had a high level of faith in, to be put into a school system in which 
parents and the general population do not have quite such a level of faith. That never really made a lot of sense to 
me. It is generally well accepted that there are no academic incentives to do this, and that students who do 
year 7 in primary school or high school do not come out the other end with significant differences in their 
educational outcomes. That left me a little perplexed. 
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The changeover has cost an extraordinary amount of money—in the order of $1 billion to the state at a time 
when the Liberal-National coalition government has completely trashed the state’s finances, and it has probably 
never been in a position to afford such changes. We could ill-afford to spend $1 billion on something that really 
never, ever demonstrated a significant educational outcome. 

The final reason, which of course is most important to me, is it is very difficult and hard on families of students 
in small rural communities who have great distances to travel to high schools, and who, if they have a significant 
enough distance to travel to high school, may have to go to school in Perth. That breaks up the family unit a year 
early, or in this case with the changes, eight months earlier than normal. I think young people from isolated 
communities and small communities are best left in that community for as long as they can be. They are at an 
age when they can actively engage, if they are on farms, for instance, in the farming business or any other 
business. They are the leaders in their school communities, and I think that is important for school communities 
and the students who are the leaders. They become active participants in their school sporting teams and other 
community pursuits. I think taking those students out of those small rural communities can only have a negative 
impact. I note that the minister said in his comments that he went to Beacon Primary School; given that that 
school is in my electorate, I was present the day the minister came to Beacon Primary School and I was pleased 
that he came and listened to the concerns of the Beacon community. There was quite a large roll-up there. It is a 
small community with only 40-odd students at the school, but there were about 30 or 40 people in the school 
library for the minister’s visit. A lot of questions were asked, which the minister answered. One that concerned 
me was from Mrs Dunn. She said that her family lived 30 kilometres north of Beacon, and well over 
100 kilometres from Mukinbudin District High School. She said that her son would not be ready to attend 
boarding school in 2017, because he has some issues, and she asked the minister what options were available. 
The minister replied that home schooling may be an option for her. If the Minister for Education gets up in front 
of a forum and says that home schooling is an option, there are some significant issues that we need to talk 
about. As far as I am concerned, home schooling should be an absolute last resort and really not an option, 
because that student will miss out on the important social aspects of attending a group learning environment. 
That put a bit of a dampener on the whole visit, and the community was left somewhat perplexed at the 
minister’s answer to a legitimate question about a very real concern of someone faced with the prospect of their 
year 7 student having to be removed from the family at an earlier age. This caused a great deal of angst. One of 
the first things that I did when I was elected to the Legislative Council was to table a petition against the 
year 7 transition and its effect on small rural schools, originating in that Beacon community and containing over 
4 000 names. 
The minister has espoused the year 7 transition as a very positive thing and he says that he has been very 
transparent about it, but it is a very big issue in the community at large, particularly in the Agricultural Region, 
where people still do not see the benefits and do not understand why this year 7 transition is taking place. 
Government members have been silent on the issue, but I have had a lot of feedback through my office and to 
me personally, especially when I visit schools and rural communities across the Agricultural Region. There is so 
much concern because people are not satisfied about why we are going through the year 7 transition, because 
there has not been enough transparency and information, and there has not been a good enough explanation from 
the government of why we need to work through the year 7 transition. 
There are also changes in the curriculum. That is a good thing. As I have said, we need to be progressive about 
education and we need to be moving with the times. As the world changes, so should the curriculum—no 
problem at all. However, there is a rollout of a new curriculum for year 11 and 12—I have a student in year 12—
starting with year 11 next year and then year 12 in 2016, reducing subjects from three levels to two. I can 
understand that. It was slightly perplexing to me as a parent working through the A, B, C and D components of 
those courses, but once it was understood how the system worked it could be seen that there was a need for the 
different levels for the different career pathways that today’s students find. There has never before been a greater 
level of opportunity for different pathways—vocational education and training, for Australian Tertiary 
Admissions Rank and non-ATAR pathways—for all the different kinds of careers, jobs and training that we 
require now. 
A very good initiative was the need to remain in education until year 12 in one of those pathways. It was a big 
change, and in the early stage there was a lot of resistance to the idea of students remaining in the education 
system until they were 17, or year 12 age. There was an argument that students would not learn because of the 
presence of kids who do not really want to be there, distracting other students. All that settled down and we came 
out with the new system that needed to have the three levels, because in the early days there was a need to keep 
students with different skills and talents in different pathways, somewhat separated into distinct learning groups. 
I accept that moving that number down to two groups is quite okay. Now that we have had the experience of the 
three levels, a lot of those initial concerns have been alleviated, and parents understand that we need to go back 
to two levels; that is okay. I do not have a problem with anyone streamlining a system, making it more 
innovative and tailoring it to current circumstances. However, all this comes together with a lot of other changes 
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that I will outline further later. When a lot of changes are implemented at one time it will always be difficult to 
get the relevant information through to the stakeholders. We must be very careful that we are seen to be 
transparent, and I am not sure that the government has done that. 
As the minister has pointed out, there is also the student-centred funding model, and I have had my two bob’s 
worth on that. Ultimately, the student-based funding model may prove to be a good thing, but as I have said ad 
nauseam, when the model results in Rangeway Primary School receiving $22 000 less in funding, there is 
something inherently wrong with the figures that have been put in. Although the concept of that funding model is 
okay, and we support it, and there is the possibility of moving that model forward into a streamlined funding 
model, there are definitely some inherent problems. Every year there are more students in our schools than there 
were the previous year. The population is growing quite significantly in Western Australia, and with that, 
fortunately, comes the increase in the number of children, which is a good thing. The idea in the 1890s was 
“populate or perish”, and we have continued in that vein to increase our population through migration and 
natural increase. That brings families, which is good, and we have our students of the future as a result. 
Each of the changes, on its own, is quite manageable. In isolation, there is no real aversion to any of them, 
provided they are done in a fair way that allows students, whatever their postcode, equitable access to quality 
education. Everybody in this chamber would agree with that. We just have some differences of opinion on how 
that might be achieved. I still feel that students in my electorate, in small schools right through to the largest 
schools, are getting a raw deal here, and the figures that I could back those statements up with would reflect that. 
For instance, when less than 10 per cent of students coming out of Geraldton Senior College are attending 
university, that needs to be looked at and addressed. It is not that the students in Geraldton are less intelligent 
than students in other parts of Western Australia. There are several socioeconomic factors behind that statistic 
that are not being addressed in these reforms. 
Another thing I have found is that wherever I go people say to me that it would be good if they knew what was 
going on. They feel that there is a level of uncertainty, and they do not understand these changes. They are not 
happy about them because they do not get what the government is trying to do. Over the passage of time, and 
since this motion was put on notice last year, some of those issues may or may not have been addressed, but new 
issues that stakeholders grapple to get their heads around continually crop up. When all these changes that the 
government is putting forward to the school system are combined, it is a lot more challenging for school 
communities, and the community at large, to understand. It is sometimes difficult for people to understand the 
need for what is happening, and it is difficult for people to understand what these changes will mean for their 
schools. As a natural inclination of the beasts that we are—human beings—we are always concerned when 
a government says it is going to make changes, because the natural reaction is to think that this is not going to be 
good for us. Many times, particularly under this government, when things change, they end up costing people 
more and reducing their disposable income, because the cost of everything is continuing to rise. Some 
questionable decisions have been made around the expenditure of large sums of money by this government, and 
the fact that it has trashed the state finances and lost the AAA credit rating leaves everyone a bit sceptical about 
whether it is a fit and proper government to lead the state forward. I guess that will be decided at the next state 
election when people will have the opportunity to vote for this government or the alternative. I think it is 
becoming more and more evident that people are becoming suspicious of this government. The natural 
progression from that is that when changes are made, people will think, “It’s not much of a government; I don’t 
think this will be good for our school or our community.” 

The other reason people are sceptical and finding the uptake of these changes difficult is the cruel and harsh 
funding cuts to every school’s budget this school year, announced this time last year. In my electorate of the 
Agricultural Region there are 118 public schools. Collectively, those 118 public schools had $11 million ripped 
from their budgets. When that sort of thing happens, people become defensive and wonder what is coming next. 
Further funding cuts next year, the 2015 year, have been announced and when those cuts were announced there 
was a little bit of cloak and dagger by the government about the extent of those cuts. 
Once again, as I did yesterday—members will be pleased to know the list is not as comprehensive today—I will 
read out a list of schools that received cuts last year, which I outlined last night. Anyone who did not have the 
good fortune to be in the chamber last night when I made my contribution will find in Hansard probably 
tomorrow a list of all the schools. I also tabled the document. 
Hon Peter Collier: We will support you if you want to incorporate it into Hansard. 
Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich: I want to hear it. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members, Hon Darren West has the call. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Acting President. It is a much smaller list this time. I want to run 
through it because I would like to make some comments about the schools, but I could not if I incorporated the 
list into Hansard. We worked out that the schools in my electorate have suffered, on average, cuts of just over 
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$300 per student, per primary school, and high schools fared a little worse. They received funding cuts this 
school year, announced last year, of around $427.50 per school. As I pointed out last night, those funding cuts 
resulted in fewer education assistants, school excursions and incursions and all the extra little things that make 
the experience at small rural schools more enjoyable for students and families. I will touch on those cuts in 
a short while. 
This year the student-centred funding model came in, and I do not have a problem with it; it is okay; it is an 
initiative the minister wants to pursue and we support that. When the funding model comes out with the funding 
cuts to schools in my electorate that I am about to run through, we need to once again look at the criteria and 
dollar amounts attached to the criteria. I do not think enough emphasis has been placed on the location of the 
schools and how far they are from other larger schools and regional centres rather than from just Perth. Nor do 
I think enough emphasis has been placed on the funding model of social disadvantage. I will quickly run through 
the list. When this issue was reported in The Sunday Times, I thought it was a clever piece of marketing by the 
government. On reading the figures, it looked for all the world as though every school that I am about to list was 
to receive a funding increase because more students attend school each year, as I have pointed out, and the year 
7s are going into high schools, which also boosts the numbers. If we do the sums, on a per student basis, it looks 
as though there was an increase in funding to schools, and I guess it could be argued that that is the case. 
The Sunday Times included an extensive list of all the schools and how much extra funding they will receive. 
However, I think there was a lack of transparency and a little bit of licence taken by the government, because 
that list did not give the real picture. It said, “Here’s the funding for 2014 and here’s the funding under our 
2015 new model and as you will see, your school will receive an increase or decrease of this amount.” It did not 
factor in that if it was business as usual without the introduction of the new model, the 2015 figures would have 
been significantly higher than the 2014 figures and we could have compared those to the figures in 
The Sunday Times. That would have compared apples with apples, if you like, and under the old funding model 
we could have shown how much a school would have received compared with what a school will receive under 
the new 2015 funding model. That would have given us a more accurate account with just one variable—the 
change to the funding model—rather than two variables, which is the increase in enrolments and the change in 
population of a school from year to year, coupled with the funding model.  

When we want to make something better, it is best to change one thing at a time so that it is possible to see the 
impact of that change. I have prepared a table of a number of schools in the Agriculture Region whose funding 
will be cut as a result of the new funding model. I have prepared a small list of figures. I will quickly run through 
the list because I know members would like me to get onto the next chapter of my speech. Funding under the old 
model for Boddington District High School, compared with the funding under the new model, is cut by 
$218 000 per year. With 48 secondary and 202 primary students, it works out at $4 540 per student. That is 
a significant amount of money for a relatively small school.  

Carnamah District High School faces similar cuts. I will not go into the figures but I am happy to table this 
document if members want to read it later. It received a $117 000 funding cut with 33 secondary and 53 primary 
students, a $3 545 cut per student; Corrigin District High School, in National Party territory—I am sure National 
Party members will not be very happy to hear this information—$47 000 cut, 28 secondary and 99 primary 
students, a cut per student of $1 679 to be phased in next year; Dongara District High School, $182 000 cut, 107 
secondary and 256 primary students, a cut of $1 701 per student per year; Geraldton Senior College, received the 
maximum cut of $250 000 per year on top of the 2014 cuts of more than that, so it lost more than half a million 
dollars, 828 students. I have mentioned that school before; it is a great school, which Dr Geoff Gallop attended. 
It will lose $302 per student. Gingin District High School, as I mentioned last night has had $300 000 cut from 
its district high school upgrades plan as well as a $42 000 cut, with 142 secondary and 142 primary students, that 
is $295 per student. John Willcock College, Geraldton, is a years 8 and 9 school, which is about to become a 
years 7, 8 and 9, school. Had we continued under the old model and factored in the new students, there would be 
582 students, with a cut of $250 000, which means it is $430 per student worse off this year; Jurien Bay District 
High School, similarly, $182 000 cut, 93 secondary and 178 primary students, $1 957 per student cut from its 
budget, plus it has lost about $800 000 of funding for an upgrade that was announced; Kalbarri District High 
School, $68 000 cut, 71 secondary and 148 primary students, $958 per student; Katanning Senior High School, 
$117 000 cut for 340 students, $344 per student; Kojonup District High School, once again in National Party 
territory—I am sure National Party members will not be very pleased about this one—$181 000 cut, 43 
secondary and 148 primary students, compared with the old model $4 209 per student worse off; Kulin District 
High School, $4 000 cut, 16 secondary and 71 primary students, $250 per student; Merredin College, also in the 
National Party electorate, $250 000 maximum funding cut, 290 secondary and 225 primary students, $862 per 
student worse off next year; Morawa District High School, $213 000 cut, 102 secondary and 103 primary 
students, $2 088 per student; Mount Barker Community College, $25 000, the maximum cut allowed, 285 
secondary, 324 primary, $877 per student cut from this school; Narembeen District High School—even 
Narembeen, Hendy Cowan’s home town—$70 000 cut, 27 secondary, 75 primary, $2 593 per student cut; 
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Narrogin Senior High School, $250 000 cut, 614 secondary, 407 primary, $407 per student out of Narrogin; 
Northam Senior High School, 560 students, $250 000 cut, $446 per student; Northampton District High School, 
$86 000 cut, 26 secondary, 63 primary, $3 308—over $3 000 cut per student at Northampton; Quairading 
District High School, $10 000 cut, 14 secondary, 98 primary, $700 per student; Toodyay District High School, 
96 secondary, 250 primary, $2 000 per student out of Toodyay because of the new student-based central funding; 
Wagin District High School, $21 000, 41 secondary, 190 primary, $1 952; Wongan Hills District High School, 
$219 000 cut, 52 secondary, 149 primary, $4 212; Wyalkatchem District High School, $9 000 cut, 18 secondary, 
55 primary, $500 per student; York District High School, $246 000 cut, 110 secondary, 302 primary, $2 236 per 
student from York; Central Midlands Senior High School in Moora—I note Shane Love in the other place has 
asked some questions about this school—$214 000, 182 students, $1 175; and finally Bruce Rock District High 
School, $63 000 funding cut, 29 secondary students, 87 primary students, a cut of $2 172. 
As members can see, in the Agricultural Region some schools will receive $4 000 less in funding this year. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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