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Senator the Hon Christopher Evans
Minister for Tertiary Education, Skills, Jobs and Workplace Relations
Parliament House
Canberra ACT 2600

5
Dear Minister
On behalf of the Building the Education Revolution (BER) Implementation Taskforce, I am pleased
to forward our first full report.
The Taskforce was established in May 2010 to investigate complaints regarding the full operation
of BER including individual school projects, assess value for money aspects, investigate areas of
BER especially as they impinge on the outcomes of school projects and make recommendations
to ensure the objectives of BER are realised. This has been the primary focus of our work in this
second 100 days of monitoring.
Since April, we have undertaken more than 320 visits to schools, including all schools that had a
value for money complaint lodged with us at the time of the release of the Interim Report. We have
also continued to seek resolution and solutions to complaints, and have conducted detailed value
for money studies on more than 50 schools as foreshadowed in the Interim Report.
We now have a statistically significant sample of standardised cost data for more than 3,000 Primary
Schools for the 21st Century (P21) projects from all 22 education authorities which have allowed us
to undertake a variety of comparatives and data analysis.
We are also delighted that the Australian Government (the Commonwealth) accepted all 14 of
the Interim Report’s recommendations and we are working with your department and the other
education authorities to facilitate their rapid implementation.
The Taskforce’s next report is due to you in May 2011. A key area of focus for us during the next six
months is on P21 project completions, defect resolution and the handover process. As the project
completion rate rises from approximately 40 per cent to 95 per cent over the coming months, we
will monitor this through our dialogue with education authorities.
I would like to acknowledge the support and collaboration that the Taskforce has been afforded
by everybody involved in the Program, from colleagues in the education authorities to school
principals and their school communities, and managing organisations to local builders. Everybody
we spoke to is committed to ensuring the best project outcomes for our national education
infrastructure.
I would like to express my gratitude to the members of our Industry Advisory Panel, Alan Duncan,
Eric Goodwin, Michael Heenan, Doug Jones AM, Uschi Schreiber and Leonie Trimper whose
guidance was invaluable, as well as my outstanding Deputy Chairs, David Chandler OAM and
Alex Buchan, and the rest of the team here at the Taskforce, for their continued enthusiasm and
drive throughout the second phase of our work.

Yours faithfully

Brad Orgill
Chair, Building the Education Revolution Implementation Taskforce
7 December 2010
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Abbreviations

ACCC
ACS
ACT
BER
BER-CAM
BGA
BMV
CC
CDR
CM
COLA
D&C
DEEWR
DEECD
DET
EA
ECS
FECA
FF&E
GFA
GFC
IPO
IWB
LS
MC
MDR
MCEEDYA
NSP
NSW
NT
OH&S
P21
P&C
PjM
PLO
PM
QLD
QS
SA
SLC
SFS
TAS
UCA
VFM
VIC
WA

Australian Competition and Consumer Commission
Actual Cost Summary
Australian Capital Territory
Building the Education Revolution
Building the Education Revolution – Cost Analysis Model
Block Grant Authority
Benchmark Value
Construction Contractor
Custom Design Range
Construction Management
Covered Outdoor Learning Area
Design and Construct
Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations
Department of Education and Early Childhood Development, Victoria
Department of Education and Training, NSW
Education Authority
Estimated Contract Sum
Fully Enclosed Covered Area
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment
Gross Floor Area
Global Financial Crisis
Integrated Program Office
Interactive Whiteboard
Lump Sum
Managing contractor
Modular Design Range
Ministerial Council for Education, Early Childhood Development and Youth Affairs
National School Pride
New South Wales
Northern Territory
Occupational Health and Safety
Primary Schools for the 21st Century
Parents and Citizens (this term is specific to public schools)
Project Manager
Principal Liaison Officer
Program Manager
Queensland
Quantity Surveyor
South Australia
Science and Language Centres for 21st Century Secondary Schools
School Facilities Standards
Tasmania
Unenclosed Covered Area
Value for Money
Victoria
Western Australia
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2. Executive summary
In response to the global financial crisis, the Commonwealth announced in February 2009 the
Nation Building and Jobs Plan, an economic stimulus package of $42 billion. The largest component
of the package was the Building the Education Revolution (BER) Program (the Program) which
will invest $16.2 billion in building and refurbishing primary and secondary school infrastructure by
the time the Program is completed in 2011. Implementation and delivery of the new school facilities
is the responsibility of the 22 government and non-government education authorities.
There are over 10,500 projects in the biggest element of the Program, Primary Schools for the
21st Century (P21), in nearly 8,000 schools across the country. Ninety nine per cent of P21 projects
have commenced, 50 per cent are under construction and 43 per cent of projects nationally are
completed. Ninety nine percent of the National School Pride (NSP) projects are finished and
56 per cent of the Science and Language Centres for 21st Century Secondary Schools (SLC)
projects are completed.
The primary goal of the BER program was to underpin economic activity in the construction sector
through a period of significant global uncertainty. Effective monetary policy, strong commodity
prices, continued growth in China and the Commonwealth’s fiscal stimulus program all acted in
concert to economically shield Australia from the global financial crisis. The Taskforce considers
BER made a material contribution to economic growth especially in its first year. It is projected to
support approximately 120,000 jobs over the full life of the program, filling a gap left in demand
from the private sector and playing an important role in supporting apprentices and skill retention
in the building and construction industry.
The Commonwealth established the BER Implementation Taskforce (the Taskforce) in May 2010
to receive, investigate and respond to complaints about the Program, with a focus on examining
whether schools and education authorities are achieving value for money from their BER projects.
The Taskforce was asked to make recommendations to the Commonwealth about any changes to
the Program policy, contracts or projects it thinks could improve the remaining delivery of school
buildings and refurbishments.
The Commonwealth released the Taskforce’s Interim Report on 6 August, accepting all 14 of its
interim recommendations. Significant progress has since been made on their implementation,
including agreement by the education authorities to publish actual costs against a common
reporting structure. Education authorities are now permitted to direct administrative funding
towards overspends in existing projects and enhancements of completed projects.
This first full report builds on the initial analysis, observations and recommendations contained in
the Interim Report.
The Taskforce has developed and populated the BER Cost Analysis Model (BER-CAM) which
provides statistically valid, comparative data on the detailed costs of P21 projects from all over
the country. We now have project data for all 22 education authorities across all project types and
for more that 30 per cent of all projects (3,186) implemented under P21. BER-CAM enables us to
compare the costs of projects in the non-government and government sectors and the difference
in the cost of delivery of projects between states and territories. It allows us to report by managing
contractor, project manager, by product, by component cost, by project time and various other
variables. BER-CAM is a foundation of our evidence based conclusions on cost and time in the
context of assessing value for money.
BER-CAM has the potential to provide benchmarks for all future education infrastructure expenditure
and could be the basis for standardising current disparate education authorities’ approaches to
value for money. The Commonwealth has committed up to $3 million for the ongoing development
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of the BER-CAM database and to support the transition to an Australian university custodian after
the termination of the Taskforce in 2011. BER- CAM is data rich and our detailed observations begin
in Chapter 4.
The vast majority of the BER projects across the country in the government and non-government
systems are being successfully and competently delivered, which has resulted in quality and,
from our own observations, generally much-needed new school infrastructure, while achieving
the primary goal of stimulating economic activity. There are excellent performances of project
delivery across both government and non-government jurisdictions. In three of the six states (NSW,
Queensland and Victoria), Catholic system schools have materially lower costs than government
schools. In the other three states, however, the reverse is true.
The NSW Government has the highest cost per square meter of all 22 education authorities and
on average builds the smallest facilities. This does not appear to be a result of having a higher
proportion of smaller schools in comparison with other government education authorities or a
higher percentage of non-metropolitan schools, which are generally more expensive to build.
The Taskforce believes the high cost of NSW Government projects is a product of outsourcing
program delivery and risk, together with the diseconomies of scale of a centralised process, for
example, multiple communication and decision making channels and duplication of effort and
responsibilities. In particular, the NSW Government has used an overly expensive and sophisticated
delivery approach to deliver relatively simple, small and medium size projects, whereas other
jurisdictions have employed less expensive procurement and delivery arrangements. The NSW
Government budgetary position accentuated the financial risk of not achieving the Commonwealth
designated delivery timetable and attaining this was the NSW Government’s prime goal. The NSW
Government has performed very well on this and is both on target to meet the Commonwealth
deadlines and complete ahead of their large education authority peers.
The NSW Government cost per square meter has declined by 11 per cent since our Interim Report.
This is an encouraging trend, consistent with their earlier advice anticipating final costs to be
below initial estimates. The Taskforce believes costs will remain fluid and may increase as projects
are re-scoped and closed out.
There has been a small but steady stream of complaints raising very valid concerns, since the
commencement of the Program. Initially, complaints focused on value for money, delays in
construction and the limited involvement of school communities in decision making. As the
Program’s implementation has progressed and as the projects are being completed, complaints
are more concentrated around the completions, the quality of the product delivered and the
handover process.
The Taskforce continues to receive complaints and has received 40 since the Interim Report.
We have now received complaints from 294 schools which is three per cent of all schools involved
in the Program. Of the 136 open complaints, 107 are categorised as value for money and are being
investigated.
The Taskforce has undertaken over 320 visits to schools, including all schools that raised value
for money concerns by 3 August 2010, to investigate and determine if a more detailed value for
money assessment is required.
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The NSW Government schools represent nearly 55 per cent of complaints received and the
Victorian Government 19 per cent. This profile is virtually identical to the position at the time of
our interim report.
Seventy six per cent of the NSW Government complaints relate to value for money. The NSW
Government engaged seven large construction companies under a managing contractor model.
Value for money was not their primary focus and insufficient weight was given to the school
communities’ priorities in project selection. High program and project fees contributed to
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de-scoping of projects (removing solar panels, rainwater tanks, covered walkways, landscaping, or
interactive whiteboards from the original plans to contain costs) creating frustration and tensions
within school communities1. In the mid-north coast, there is a group of pre-fabricated buildings with
significant shortcomings arising from the managing contractor’s delivery and installation process
(for example Eungai Public School, Stuarts Point Public School and Scotts Head Public School).
The Taskforce considers the driver of complaints in the Victorian Government system is somewhat
different. Victoria has a history of empowering its school principals and devolving decisionmaking since the early 1990s. For the Program, the Victorian Government elected to adopt a
highly centralised approach to implementation and engaged private sector program and project
managers to manage regions. In the Taskforce’s view, the latter have not adequately consulted
with schools in some instances and have not paid enough attention to completion detail and
the quality of the product in others. Thirty eight per cent of complaints in respect of Victorian
Government schools however relate to value for money.
The government education authorities in NSW, Victoria and Queensland have been responsible for
delivering 5,211 or nearly 50 per cent of all P21 projects between them in a compressed timeframe.
The Program has therefore effectively been a stress test of capacity and competency in large scale
public works delivery for all education authorities.
Our analysis suggests that those states and territories that were able to leverage or supplement
their existing public works delivery capacity, in association with the relevant education authorities,
have achieved strong results. In contrast, the use of external program and project managers has
had mixed results. This is reflected in the distribution of complaints received by the Taskforce.
Further detail on complaints received and our complaints management can be found in Chapter 3.
Value for money in the context of the Program is complex and each state and territory government
has approached it differently. For example, the NSW Government has focused on speed and risk
mitigation, where others such as the WA and Tasmanian Governments (to pick but two) and
Catholic systems, have focused more on cost and spent longer on ensuring the delivered projects
met the educational priorities of the schools. The Interim Report included a working definition of
value for money which centred on three criteria: quality (is the building fit for purpose); time (has
the project been delivered in accordance with agreed timeframes) and cost (is the actual project
cost in line with reasonable benchmarks).
In this report we weight these three criteria and break each of them into discrete components
which can be individually assessed and scored as part of a detailed value for money review.
As part of our process of complaint investigation, the Taskforce has undertaken 57 detailed value
for money reviews using this framework. All projects have been individually assessed to arrive at
a component score which is aggregated to give a total value for money score. We conclude that
17 schools have not received value for money. These school projects are exclusively the subject
of a value for money complaint or have been registered by the Taskforce due to investigative
reporting in the media and we stress they are therefore not presented as reflective of the Program
as a whole.
Of those that have failed the value for money assessment, 13 are from the NSW Government system.
The Taskforce has considered the implications of these results at a school level and believes that
a more equitable result for schools that have not received value for money is justified and can be
achieved by diligent attention to rectifying major defects from within existing allocated project
management fees, reinstating de-scoped items and support for project embellishment at those
specific NSW schools. We lay out our specific proposal with respect to NSW Government schools
in Chapter 5.

1

The NSW Government has announced that it will undertake a re-scoping of projects to be implemented 2011/12.
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The Taskforce has commenced work on a further 82 BER projects that are subject to value for
money complaints and will report on the outcomes of these detailed value for money reviews in
the May 2011 report.
The BER Guidelines (the Guidelines) allowed some flexibility in relation to project funding amounts
and building product and design types. Our analysis indicates that outcomes for schools depended
in part on the extent to which the education authorities availed themselves of opportunities
to depart from the default project requirements in the Guidelines. Some education authorities
were able to maximise the degree of flexibility, while others adopted a relatively strict application
of the Guidelines.
The Taskforce has now assessed the implementation and delivery models used by all 22 education
authorities. Many of the education authorities relied heavily on competitive tender processes to
deliver value for money. The Taskforce considers that this strategy alone is inadequate and also
requires a focus on cost benchmarks.
In our Interim Report we commented on education authorities in eastern seaboard states. In recent
months the Taskforce has investigated and evaluated outcomes in WA, SA and Tasmania and has
witnessed innovative and flexible approaches to pursuing value for money. For example, the WA
Government substantially moved around indicative funding amounts set by the Commonwealth
to ensure each school received useful and relevant projects. It kept risk in house and had very
low program fees. The WA Government implemented the Program with commercial nous and
a sharp focus on value for money. In SA the government eschewed multi party tendering, and
instead matched pre qualified builders with schools and controlled costs by independent quantity
surveying. In addition, they worked with industry to realise economies of scale in areas including
professional indemnity insurance.
In Tasmania, the government school communities were engaged in all aspects of planning from
needs analysis to design, with project management by architects.
In Catholic and independent schools across the country we have been consistently impressed
with their effective use of the Program funds to create inspiring integrated learning spaces and
multi use halls customised to site location and existing facilities, often working to a pre existing
master plan.
While our analysis indicates that some education authorities delivered better cost outcomes than
others, the Taskforce’s view is that a number of aspects drove cost and whether authorities were
government or non-government was not pivotal. Where school communities’ views have been
carefully considered in project decisions and where available flexibility in the Guidelines has been
taken, education authorities and schools have secured higher quality educational infrastructure
outcomes and better value for money.
In the Taskforce’s view the Program’s underlying stimulus objective is not inconsistent with the need
to also obtain value for money. While speed of project delivery would reasonably have an impact
on the cost of project delivery, the Taskforce does not consider that the Program requirements
aimed at quick delivery created a situation where value for money at the individual school project
level should not have been pursued and realised.
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With project completions at 43 per cent it is too early to be definitive as to whether individual
education authorities have attained value for money. Our views at this stage (set out below) will
require updating when final costs for a higher number of projects are available.
While the NSW Government has outperformed all its peers on the Program’s primary objective
of delivering stimulus, the view of the Taskforce is that it is not delivering consistent value for
money for its schools. The quality of implemented projects is functional and robust but only
loosely integrated into specific school environments. Costs are excessively high for the product
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delivered and this is especially so for smaller schools. The Taskforce has serious concerns as to
the NSW Government’s capacity to ensure full and rigorous control of costs as school projects are
completed and contracts closed out.
The Victorian Government implementation, as evidenced by the completion rate, is behind
schedule. This has generated frustration at schools but has allowed selective re-tendering in the
pursuit of lower cost. BER CAM data and contract investigation in Victoria suggests program fees
and overall costs are reasonable. We anticipate that value for money is attainable for the Victorian
Government implementation but the evidence to date is insufficient to reach a conclusion.
We will monitor this in coming months as the completion rate rises and availability of final cost
data increases.
We consider the Queensland Government to be implementing the Program relatively efficiently
and with the cost data received to date expect the premium to pre BER costs to be very low. The
Queensland Government was especially strategic in the engagement of the construction industry
as a whole and effectively leveraged its internal public works capacity.
Based on the cost data we have, the insights gained about implementation and delivery
approaches, the direct observations we have had on school visits and discussions with a wide
range of stakeholders (including those that have made complaints) we consider that overall value
for money is being achieved in the state systems in WA, SA, Queensland, and Tasmania. More
analysis is required to fully understand the experiences in both the ACT and NT but we have no
basis at this point for concern.
We have a high level of confidence that value for money is being achieved by the Catholic and
independent schools.
In the Interim Report, the Taskforce speculated that delivering the Program within the short
timeframe set to achieve the economic stimulus objectives may have added a 5–6 per cent
premium to pre-BER business as usual costs. Since then, fulsome analysis of WA and SA and
increased data in BER CAM from the eastern states suggests that the overall BER to pre-BER cost
premium will likely prove to be at the bottom of that range, around five per cent. Critical in coming
months is for all education authorities to be rigorous in contract oversight and administration and
to ensure a robust certification process and diligent follow up on defect rectification. The Taskforce
will monitor this and publish the findings in the May 2011 report.

Recommendations
1.

To ensure funding allocation equity and that regional areas are able to achieve similar outcomes
to their metropolitan counterparts, the Taskforce recommends that future funding for
Commonwealth education infrastructure programs take into account regional cost differentials.

2. It is our view that the continued population of BER-CAM with school building construction
data will ensure the currency of benchmarks. To provide an ongoing focus on the achievement
of value for money, the Taskforce recommends that DEEWR work with the government
education authorities through MCEEDYA to encourage cost performance reporting to the
Commonwealth on future education infrastructure spending for incorporation into BER-CAM.
3. In its discussions with education authorities, the Taskforce found there was limited understanding
of the age and condition of government school infrastructure. The Taskforce recommends that
the Commonwealth, in conjunction with the government education authorities, monitor the
age and condition of school infrastructure nationally to improve the capacity of governments
to target future capital programs to areas with the greatest need, including those experiencing
social and economic disadvantage, and high levels of population growth.
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Implementation of Interim Report recommendations
The Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) has
convened a working group of the education authorities and members of the Taskforce to
support the implementation of its recommendations. The first meeting of this group was held on
23 September 2010.
Appendix 1 provides an overview of the Commonwealth’s response to the initial recommendations
and progress on their implementation as at December 2010.
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3. BER complaints investigation
In the three months since our Interim Report the Taskforce has received only 40 new complaints
taking the total number of complaints received about BER projects to 294. This represents
3.1 per cent of all schools involved in the Program.
Schematic 1: Complaint distribution by Education Authority
Education
Authority

NSW Government
NSW Catholic
NSW Independent

No of
complaints
by EA
(as at 3
August
2010)

No of
complaints
by EA
(as at 3
November
2010)

Increase
from 3
August
2010 to 3
November
2010

EA
complaints
as a
percentage
of all BER
complaints
(as at 3
November
2010)

Open
complaints
as
percentage
of EA total
(as at 3
November)

Percentage
of open
complaints
that are
VFM
complaints
(as at 3
November
2010)

143

161

18

55%

53%

46%

4

5

1

2%

0%

0%

11

13

2

4%

0%

0%

52

56

4

19%

57%

30%

VIC Catholic

2

4

2

1%

0%

0%

VIC Independent

1

2

1

1%

0%

0%

QLD Government

15

23

8

8%

52%

52%

QLD Catholic

4

4

0

1%

0%

0%

QLD Independent

2

2

0

1%

0%

0%

SA Government

7

9

2

3%

44%

33%

SA Independent

1

1

0

0%

0%

0%

WA Government

8

9

1

3%

22%

11%

ACT Government

2

2

0

1%

0%

0%

NT Government

2

2

0

1%

0%

0%

TAS Government

0

1

1

0%

100%

0%

254

294

40

100%

46%

79%

VIC Government

TOTAL

The Taskforce’s view continues to be that the majority of complaints raise very valid concerns,
particularly about value for money and the approach to school level involvement in decision
making. Fifty six per cent of complaints raise value for money issues and they represent nearly
76 per cent of all complaints in NSW and about 38 per cent of complaints from Victoria. The
Taskforce detailed value for money reviews at Appendices 6 to 14 indicate that some education
authorities have achieved better value for money than others and that some schools have not
received value for money.
The Taskforce seeks to work with the relevant education authorities in finding solutions to
complaints and the education authorities have been responsive to our requests. NSW Government
schools represent 55 per cent of complaints received and Victorian Government schools
19 per cent. The Taskforce has had active dialogue with the NSW and Victorian government
education authorities to understand their views of the complaints and to seek resolution.
One hundred and fifty eight of all the complaints received have now been closed2.

2

Complaints are closed when the complainant has confirmed with the Taskforce that the issue has been resolved to their satisfaction or when
no further useful action can be taken.
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Complaints categorisation
Complaints lodged with the Taskforce are categorised into four broad categories, noting there are
various intersections between these categories.
 Value for money: includes complaints about the level of fees, costs per square metre and descoping of projects due to cost increases.
 Product: includes complaints about being offered one building type or product as opposed
to another product and typically involves negotiations between education authorities and
individual schools on what the school community wanted for the available Program funding.
 Process: includes complaints about planning approval methods, and the process of internal
communication between education authorities, managing organisations, building contractors,
principals and school communities. Complaints in this category are often correlated with
‘product’ related issues.
 Policy: includes complaints about the Guidelines, particularly funding allocation caps, the
basis of calculating allocations based on enrolment numbers and Program inflexibility. These
complaints were deemed a lower priority for the Taskforce to investigate as part of its initial
work as they relate to government policies and as such there is little the Taskforce can do to
resolve the matters other than communicate the issues to the relevant authorities.
Complaints about process intersect all categories. The Taskforce has come to the conclusion that
many of the problems around the Program in a number of government systems are less about the
product being delivered and more about the processes by which it is being implemented.
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1 | Complaints by Category
Schematic 2: Complaints by category type and education authority
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A full listing of complaints received is included at Appendix 2.
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Complaint handling process
A schematic of the Taskforce’s complaint handling process is shown in Schematic 3 below.

Complaint
Management
Process
Schematic 3: Taskforce complaint
handling
process
Open

Complaint
received

Action List

Complaint
logged

Candidate for
detailed value for
money analysis?

Complaint
assessed and
categorised

Value for
money
complaints
prioritised

Identify
resolution
actions with EA

No

Close complaint
if agreed with
school/
complainant

Yes

Reassess
complaint
based on
outcome of visit

Request
VFM-related
data

Undertake
VFM process
(assess cost, time
and quality)

Provide
feedback
to school /
complainant

Undertake
school visit

Undertake
school visit
Report based
on VFM
outcome

Close complaint
if agreed
with school /
complainant

As shown above, the Taskforce complaints handling has been undertaken on a case management
approach across two phases. In the qualitative assessment phase, the processing team contacts
correspondents who have lodged a complaint with the Taskforce in writing and/or by phone to
gather more information about the specific BER project. Once this information has been obtained,
complaints are prioritised, with high priority given to those complaints relating to value for money.
In some cases the Taskforce may pass the complaint directly to an education authority for a
response if it relates to matters outside of the Taskforce’s terms of reference (for example, matters
relating to planning approvals).
There are two complaint investigation processes which complaints are then able to move through,
both sequentially or in parallel, depending on the stage of building completion and whether or not
the complaint relates specifically to value for money.
The first part of the process includes a site visit. The Taskforce’s Review and Examination team
contacts the schools for a site visit which involves a meeting with the school principal and other
stakeholders (as invited by the principal).
If the site visit does not identify value for money issues, the Taskforce will either refer the matter to
the relevant education authority to assist in resolving complaints or close the complaint with the
agreement of the school and/or complainant.
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The second investigation process involves assessing complaints relating primarily to value for
money. An initial assessment is undertaken to determine if a more thorough value for money
review is required. Where this is the case, the Taskforce will request further detailed cost and
project information from the relevant education authority. Once this information is obtained, the
projects undergo a detailed value for money review. The results of this review are then discussed
with the relevant education authorities to assist in identifying possible resolutions.
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The Taskforce provides feedback to the school and/or complainant and will only close a complaint
when the complainant has confirmed that the issue has been resolved to their satisfaction or when
no further useful action can be taken.
The outcomes of the detailed value for money reviews completed by the Taskforce in this reporting
phase are at Chapter 5 of the report.

School visits
The Taskforce has made over 320 visits to schools with BER projects and a listing of schools visited
is at Appendix 4. We have visited schools in all states and the NT, however, most visits have been
to government schools in NSW and Victoria as schools in these jurisdictions have been the subject
of the most complaints.
Over half the school visits were to complaint schools. The Taskforce also visited non-complaint
schools that had attracted media attention or we considered warranted investigation. These
comprised over half of the non-complaint schools the Taskforce visited. In recognition of the
fact that the Taskforce has only received complaints in respect of about three per cent of the
total number of schools involved in the Program, the Taskforce also visited a number of schools
that had not attracted any media attention or complaints so as to get a broader perspective of
the Program.
The majority of the visits focused on schools with P21 projects but the Taskforce also visited
schools with NSP projects and SLC projects in order to observe those aspects of the Program.
A number of schools were visited more than once; in some cases the initial visit determined that
a detailed value for money review was required and in other cases the Taskforce identified serious
issues that required ongoing monitoring. The Taskforce visited Tyalgum Public School in NSW, for
example, in response to a complaint relating to value for money and discovered that there were
serious concerns with the quality of the pre-fabricated building installed under the P21 element of
the Program. This has led to a separate stream of work that entailed visits to a selection of projects
with pre-fabricated buildings in NSW. The NSW Government is addressing the issues raised and
the Taskforce will monitor outcomes with a follow-up visit to Tyalgum Public School in Phase 3.
The Taskforce has now visited every school that had lodged a value for money complaint with us
before the Interim Report. During the visits the Taskforce determine if a detailed value for money
review is appropriate. Our initial detailed value for money reviews are discussed in Chapter 5. In
our forthcoming phase of work we will continue to visit schools and will visit every school that
had lodged a value for money complaint by 3 November 20103. The Taskforce has identified an
indicative list of a further 82 schools for a detailed value for money review in Phase 3. This list is
included as Appendix 3.

Observations and findings
The nature and focus of complaints formally lodged with the Taskforce and noted on school
visits has evolved as the Program’s implementation has progressed, moving from complaints
about funding allocations and decisions about product choice at the beginning of the Program,
to complaints about consultation, delays in construction, de-scoping of components and the
usefulness and quality of the finished product delivered.

3

The cut-off date for inclusion in this report.
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The main areas of complaints therefore are:
 Value for money
 Communication and consultation
 Delays in commencement and construction
 De-scoping (and subsequent re-scoping in some cases)
 Transparency of costs

Communication and consultation
In investigating complaints, the Taskforce heard from some principals in the NSW, Victorian
and Queensland government systems that they were given an extremely short timeframe and
insufficient information before being required to sign-off on a project and that there was inadequate
consultation and consideration of the school’s priorities. In addition, some felt coerced into signing
off on projects that they were unhappy with.
Both the NSW and Victorian governments have expressed the view that to optimise the overall
outcome of the Program, within the Guidelines and the timetable necessary to achieve the primary
objective of stimulus, compression of the normal school community consultation process was
inevitable. In addition, they felt constrained by the specific allotment of funds on a formulaic basis
to each school which reduced potential flexibility across the system and contributed to the number
of complaints.
The Taskforce view is that more effective consultation and consideration of the schools views could
in many of the complaint cases have been achieved without compromising the success of projects
and that this was evident in many of the non-complaint schools we visited. The Taskforce notes
that the Victorian Government has augmented its state liaison team and recruited a number of
former school principals to help work with school communities to resolve issues to the satisfaction
of everyone involved.
The Taskforce has also received complaints regarding the communication between school principals
and project managers and builders. In NSW, some of the complaints arose from a perception that
managing contractors were making unilateral decisions without adequate school consultation. The
NSW Department of Education and Training (NSW DET) does not fully accept these assertions.
In Victoria, many of the complaints include the claim of low levels of contact between the project
manager and the school community.
The Taskforce view is that this issue varies considerably across the managing contractors and
program managers in the Program and notes that while some school communities have reported
good relationships with managing contractors and program managers there are sufficient
complaints in this area to give credence to the concerns.
The Taskforce has met with the project managers in Victoria in response to some of the issues
that have come to light. As a result, the Victorian Department of Education and Early Childhood
Development (DEECD) have initiated a number of measures to increase the visibility and on-site
presence of project managers for the remainder of the Program.

Delays
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Delays in the commencement and progress of individual BER projects have been a further source of
complaints. The Taskforce has noted various cases where the commencement of construction work
was often delayed for months after a rushed sign-off. Other complainants expressed frustration
about long delays following the urgent relocation of students into reduced accommodation and
demolition of existing buildings. The predominant reason offered for delays by the education
authorities was the need to re-tender the project or make changes to the design templates.
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Eighteen per cent of P21 projects in the Queensland government system and 17 in the Victorian
government system have not started construction. Only 23 per cent of P21 projects in Victoria have
been completed4. The majority of complaints about delays received by the Taskforce have come
from the Victorian government system.

De-scoping
Complaints about construction were often based around the removal of components of the initially
agreed scope during the tendering or building phases (de-scoping). Numerous complaints and
site visits indicated that the school principals in NSW and Victoria first learned that items had been
de-scoped from the builder or managing contractor. The items removed from projects in NSW and
Victoria include audio-visual equipment, water tanks, solar cells, covered walkways, interactive
whiteboards, refurbishments, covered outdoor learning areas and additional buildings.
The education authorities have stated that de-scoping various components was necessary to
ensure minimal budget overrun on school projects. When tender results exceeded the earlier
estimated project cost, de-scoping was a method of containing those costs. Education authorities
have reintroduced those items when cost opportunity is clear and funds are available. The NSW
DET has provided the Taskforce a list of re-scoping works to be implemented in a number of
schools, including complainant schools.
The Taskforce view is that the process implemented by the education authorities whereby items
were originally in scope and then de-scoped and subsequently re-scoped was poorly managed
and led to unnecessary frustration and inefficiency.

Transparency of costs
A further source of complaints has been about the lack of transparency of costs. A number of school
principals and other members of school communities in the government systems, particularly
NSW and Victoria, have raised concerns with the Taskforce about the lack of transparency of
project costs and difficulties in accessing detailed cost information.
However, cost transparency does not necessarily correlate with satisfaction. Some education
authorities have made this information publicly available and others have yet to do so. The NSW
Government has been the most transparent with costs but has had the most complaints around
the issue. The NSW Government believes that its decision to publish detailed cost estimates for
each school led to greater scrutiny of its program implementation and the availability of cost
information may have catalysed increased focus on value for money issues. While this may be the
case, the Taskforce believes that school communities have a valid case for accessing detailed cost
information so that they can make informed decisions and understand where the money is being
spent. The Taskforce recommended in the Interim Report that each education authority publish
school-specific cost data related to P21 projects in a nationally common structure with consistent
definitions in the interest of transparency and public accountability. We expect this will occur in
the near future.

Parallel observations
The issues identified in this report are not experienced by all the schools the Taskforce has visited
and there are many BER projects which have not caused complaints or attracted negative media
attention. Many school communities who made complaints sought to reassure the Taskforce
that they appreciated the opportunities provided by the BER program to get much-needed
infrastructure.

4

DEEWR administrative data, September 2010
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In order to gain a broader perspective of the situation in NSW, and incremental to stakeholder
meetings with principals’ associations, review of public submissions to inquiries, the media and
various third party surveys undertaken, the Taskforce surveyed 40 randomly selected public
schools about their experiences of the Program. The majority of respondents were positive about
the Program and noted that it had brought additional resources to the school that they would not
have received otherwise. A small number of respondents were not satisfied with either the project
or the process. These respondents identified issues with the suitability of the product and the way
that the NSW DET managed the roll-out of projects across NSW.
The remainder of respondents recognised the benefits of the Program but identified a number
of process-related issues that impacted on their perceptions of the BER projects. These include
problems with communication, lack of consultation and confusion arising from de-scoping and rescoping items throughout the process. They also expressed doubts that the projects represented
value for money and did not compare to what independent/Catholic schools were able to achieve
or they could have done if they were able to self-manage the projects.
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4. BER Cost Analysis Model
The Taskforce has developed and populated the BER Cost Analysis Model (BER-CAM) which
provides statistically valid comparative data on the cost of building school infrastructure for the
Program across Australia. BER-CAM is a central part of our value for money analysis and provides
a common platform through which the cost and time performance of individual projects, product
types and managing organisations can be compared. From inception the model has been based
on a multilayered design concept that breaks costs into four categories: Agency and Management;
Building; External Works and Services and Unique Project Costs.
The model houses both estimated and final or forecast final cost data. These cost categories are
tracked against one another as works progress to draw conclusions about the management of
projects. Cost performance is analysed at several levels, from the highest national level (all P21
projects) down to the average cost for a single product type by education authority5.
The Taskforce now has project data for all 22 education authorities across the product types and
for more than 30 per cent of all projects implemented under P216. Over 3,150 projects are now
stored within the database, enabling the Taskforce to draw reliable conclusions using BER-CAM. To
build the sample, the Taskforce has engaged in an iterative process with education authorities to
facilitate the return of cost data and has been encouraged by the voluntary uptake of and interest
in its standard template as a wider reporting tool.
The following schematics present a summary of aggregate individual project costs by education
authority in cost per square metre terms. We use total project costs to gross floor area (GFA) and
present both regionally adjusted data and unadjusted data. We use the most current data available
for each project and accordingly the aggregate is a blend of committed, forecast and final costs.
There is a widespread variation in the costs of individual projects across the sample. Overall,
16 per cent of projects are within +/- 7.5 per cent of the average and 33 per cent are within
+
/- 15 per cent of the average. In addition to halls, libraries and classrooms, the BER-CAM stores
cost data on covered outdoor learning areas, multi-use facilities and custom projects. For the
purposes of comparability both in terms of the number of projects across education authorities
and the variation in cost outcomes, we have excluded this data from the composite schematics.
Schematic 4 details total project costs per square metre on a gross floor area basis for each
education authority. The products selected include all halls, libraries and classrooms and the mix
and numbers of each, by education authority, are detailed in Appendix 17.

5

6

The Taskforce engaged Ernst & Young to perform a review of BER-CAM. The Model review involved a line by line review of the formulae
contained within BER-CAM, an analytical evaluation of output reports, and testing of the visual basic macros.
In their letter dated 29 November 2010, they confirmed that:
• BER-CAM has been constructed appropriately, in so far as its logical and arithmetic integrity is concerned, so as to materially achieve
the objective described under the base case assumptions;
• The Visual Basic Macros contained within BER-CAM operate as expected and in accordance with the macro documentation supplied
by the BER-CAM architect;
• The graph titled BER-CAM: Total project costs per square meter/ GFA for Halls + Classrooms + Libraries in this Report has been
developed using the underlying data within the model.
The Taskforce has sought external advice from an independent educational economist on the size and composition of the sample to ensure
that BER-CAM produce reliable results. More detailed information on the sampling approach and validity within the current sample can be
found at Appendix 18.
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Schematic 4: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Halls + Classrooms + Libraries
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Schematic 5: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Halls + Classrooms + Libraries:
Regionally Adjusted
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The Taskforce has developed a regional index to account for the higher costs of building outside
a metropolitan zone7. Applying our indices adjusts the cost of non-metropolitan construction to
a metropolitan equivalent. The following observations are all based on regionally adjusted data.
The NSW Government continues to present the highest average cost per square metre at
$3,356/m2. This has declined from $3,752/m2 (-11 per cent) in the Interim Report and is consistent
with the advice received from the NSW Government that it expected costs to decline as the
information available shifted from forecast towards managing contractor final costs commensurate
with project completion. Notwithstanding this encouraging trend, the NSW Government cost is
21 per cent higher than the Victorian Government ($2,783/m2) and 28 per cent higher than the
Queensland Government ($2,627/m2).
The average cost for projects was most uniform across the independent system with all independent
authorities producing cost outcomes lower that the national average.
The variable approaches of the government education authorities to program implementation
and delivery has produced the most marked differences in costs performance with average costs
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Schematic 6: BER-CAM: Total project costs / GFA v Project Size in m2 (Halls + Classrooms +
Libraries)
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It is recognised that widely accepted indexes are applied within each state. These have been considered but not used by the Taskforce when
developing a national index comprising over 220 reference points. The Taskforce used Rawlinson’s as a starting point but built on this in
dialogue with education authorities. Each school project has been assigned a factor by which raw costs are adjusted based on its distance
from the nearest capital city. When the index is applied, the cost for school projects in metropolitan zones is unaffected, while the cost
of projects located in the most remote areas of Australia can be reduced by up to 45 per cent. Of the projects housed within the model,
48 per cent were considered to be located outside the main metropolitan zone. The majority of these projects were clustered near capital
cities and were assigned an adjustment factor of less than 10 per cent. Four hundred and sixty seven projects were located in remote or very
remote zones, such as Central Australia and the islands in the Tropical North, where the cost of labour and transport alone raise the cost of
building projects above that of city schools.
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There are a number of factors influencing the average costs of projects. Projects with small floor
Secondary
areas may attract a higher square meter cost than
larger colours
projects. There is a widespread variation
in the size of projects within BER-CAM with a weighted average size of 583m2 across the sample.
We illustrate the correlation of cost per square metre and project size above.
Schematic 7: BER-CAM: Average m2 (GFA) per Project (Halls + Classrooms + Libraries)
Average project size (weighted): 583m2
Projects in analysis: 2,669
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Variation in the average size of buildings across education authorities reflect the differences in
the design approach as well as differentials in school size and funds available for actual building
cost. The NSW Government has the smallest projects but it does not have the highest proportion
of smaller schools8 and when comparing total P21 spend divided by the number of projects, the
average amount per project is comparable to the NSW Catholic system.
Schematic 8 illustrates the split between agency, management and design fees and all building
costs for each education authority. We note that there is some variation in the approach taken
by education authorities in submitting their program management fees. We detail separately at
Appendix 22 our direct examination of managing organisation contracts and the fees being paid
by various education authorities9.
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8
9

At or below $850,000 notional funding.
The data in the appendix shows fees and charges as a percentage change while the graph above shows proportionality. Reconciliation of
the NSW Government figures is, for example, 17% ÷ 83% = 20.5%.
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Schematic 8: BER-CAM: Total Program Fees + Design costs10 Versus Building11 (GFA) costs
Projects included in analysis: 2,669
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Schematic 9: BER-CAM: Costs m2 by P21 Funding Round: Regionally Adjusted
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In the following schematics we present regionally adjusted and non-adjusted data for each product
category (halls, classrooms and libraries) for each education authority. The distribution of relative
costs per square metre by education authority is similar to the aggregate picture presented earlier.
Halls are noticeably larger than the other two product types but only marginally less costly per
square metre.
10 This equates to the total of Section A on our standardised cost data template (Appendix 16) plus design fees which is Item 1 in Section B.
We note that the Program fees include in some instances a premium for risk.
11 This equates to the total of Sections B, C and D (excluding design fees) of our standardised cost data template.
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Schematic 10: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Halls
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Schematic 11: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Halls: Regionally Adjusted
Average cost: $2,248 / m2
Average projects = 40
Average size (simple) = 896 m2

5,000

4,000
3,395

3,000

2,699

2,573

2,422

2,322
1,943

2,000

3,032

2,916

2,819

2,385

3,048

2,612

2,408

1,868

1,588

1,877
1,632

1,739

1,773
1,598

1,313

1,492

Project cost

Government average cost

26

Building the Education Revolution Implementation Taskforce:

First Report

NT Cath/Ind
1,409m2

NT Gov
1,133m2

ACT Cath/Ind
1,085m2

ACT Gov
929m2

TAS Ind
698m2

TAS Cath
1,139m2

TAS Gov
637m2

SA Ind
1,109m2

SA Cath
814m2

SA Gov
625m2

WA Ind
424m2

WA Cath
534m2

WA Gov
372m2

QLD Ind
1,394m2

QLD Cath
1,330m2

QLD Gov
743m2

VIC Ind
1,136m2

VIC Cath
712m2

VIC Gov
953m2

NSW Ind
1,289m2

0

NSW Cath
757m2

1,000

NSW Gov
479m2

Total Project Cost / GFA ($/m2)

6,000

Non Government average cost

Axis stroke

Centred text

Secondary stroke

Right aligned text

Secondary colours

Schematic 12: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Libraries
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authority and this authority has not been included when calculating
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Schematic 13: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Libraries: Regionally adjusted
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Schematic 14: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Classrooms
Average cost: $2,553 / m2
Average projects = 52
Average size (simple) = 768 m2

5,000

4,067

4,000
3,332

3,365

3,160

2,965

3,000

2,607

2,432
2,244 2,143

2,209 2,222

3,089

2,890

2,093

2,310

2,196

2,199

2,198

2,000

1,695

1,643

1,000

Left aligned text
Text styles

Key 3mm x 3mm
Government average cost
Axis stroke

Project cost

Centred text

NT Gov
895m2

NT Cath/Ind
m2

Axis Name

ACT Cath/Ind
272m2

TAS Cath
714m2

TAS Gov
845m2

SA Ind
874m2

SA Cath
760m2

SA Gov
581m2

WA Ind
2,054m2

WA Cath
525m2

WA Gov
629m2

QLD Ind
816m2

QLD Cath
1,458m2

QLD Gov
388m2

VIC Ind
910m2

VIC Cath
743m2

VIC Gov
473m2

NSW Ind
552m2

NSW Cath
844m2

NSW Gov
487m2

-

ACT Gov
533m2

-

0

TAS Ind
m2

Total Project Cost / GFA ($/m2)

6,000

Non Government average cost

Note: The above schematic does not present a product type sample for the Tasmanian Independent and Northern
Secondary stroke
Right aligned text
Territory Catholic and Independent authorities. These authorities have not been included when calculating the average
per square meter cost for Classrooms.
Secondary colours

Schematic 15: BER-CAM: Total project costs per m2 / GFA for Classrooms: Regionally Adjusted
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Schematic 16: BER-CAM: Project Duration by P21 Funding Category (average number of days)
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The size and complexity of projects had significant impact on the time taken to complete the
building works. While the time taken to plan works was consistent across projects, the largest
projects with a funding allocation of over $2.5 million took more than 112 days (34 per cent) longer
on average than projects with a funding allocation of $2 million or less.

12 Definitions for these phases are as follows:
Phase 1: DEEWR Approval reflects the average number of days from the date a project application was lodged with DEEWR to the date
when the education authority was advised that a project had been approved and the amount of Commonwealth funding allocated to it.
Phase 2: Education Authority Plan to Tender Approval reflects the average number of days for the education authority to conceptualise
project works and prepare a tender for a builder or managing organisation to work from.
Phase 3: Construction Commitment reflects the average number of days taken for the appointed manager to organise project works.
Activities in this phase may include consulting with the school, tendering and awarding the project to a subcontractor and engaging
consultants where unique elements on the site required specialist treatment (for example, where blue asbestos is found on the site).
Phase 4: Building Period reflects the average number of days spent building the project once work commenced on the school site.
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Schematic 17: BER-CAM: Average Days by Project Phase for P21 Projects
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The Taskforce has measured the efficiency of project spending (number of days spent building
per $100,000 of project spend). The following schematic presents the overall rate of spending
for select education authorities which provides perspective on the decisions to invest in up front
planning time and the impact of on-site build efficiency.
Schematic 18: Time Duration and Rate of Spend for Selected Education Authorities
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5. Value for money review and examination
Assessment of value for money is a core focus of the Taskforce. In the absence of an established,
consistent national definition, the Taskforce has considered how industry practitioners, school
communities and the wider public perceive value for money. The Taskforce has concluded there
are three criteria in assessing whether a product represents value for money. These are quality,
time and cost. The delivery of overall value for money is a product of these three components and
there are clear trade-offs between the three.
Since the Interim Report, we have completed detailed value for money reviews on 57 school
projects. We stress that the majority of these were selected as a result of complaints being lodged
and our subsequent visits to the school.
In order to apply the quality, time and cost criteria in assessing specific projects the Taskforce has
constructed a rating process. This delivers a pass/fail assessment for each project. We detail the
methodology below.
Each project is given an overall value for money score or rating out of 20. This is made up of
discrete scores for the quality, time and cost criteria.

Quality
The Taskforce defines quality as the delivery of school buildings which are fit for educational
purpose, comply with relevant building design and construction standards and achieve the agreed
project scope.
Our view is that a project cannot be value for money if it does not achieve a pass on quality. If a
school receives a project that is of very limited educational value then it cannot be value for money.
However, if a school has not received their preferred product (for example, a hall as opposed to a
classroom) this does not mean that the product is devoid of educational value.
The process to assess and score quality commences with a review of the most current drawings
and specifications followed by an on-site inspection by construction professionals.
The Taskforce considers concerns raised by stakeholders, compliance with building regulations
and certification, as well as observable defects and the quality of construction delivered. The
inspection however is not exhaustive and nor does it constitute a full safety and compliance audit.
The responsibility for such inspection rests with the delivery authority. Our inspections are only
designed to allow us to independently assess quality as we have defined and whether value for
money has been achieved.
We note that a number of the projects are not complete and acknowledge that it is not possible
to undertake a full quality assessment until these projects are complete.
Some projects receive a poor rating due to the presence of a single major concern (for example,
the absence at the school of appropriate compliance certification) and others because of a host of
minor defects which in total contribute to a poor result.
The Taskforce assesses quality by scoring each project according to the following three subelements; fitness for purpose, meets required design standards, and compliance with agreed scope.
We give fitness for purpose the greatest weighting. Our scoring for quality is methodical but not
full prescriptive in an item by item sense. We also broadly assume a normal distribution such that
a compliant project begins with a 2.4 rating rather than full marks. We also are rating across a
national spread of projects.
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Time
Time involves an assessment of whether the project has been delivered within the agreed project
scoping and delivery timeframe. We break this into two sub-elements:
 Committed: This is the time that a project took from funding allocation approval to the project
being defined, documented and ready to receive formal approval to proceed
 Completed: This is the time taken from the approval to proceed to the practical completion of
the building
The time data used is provided directly by education authorities to DEEWR and the Taskforce has
used it without any adjustment.
Where a project is still under construction and it is not possible to assess its completion date,
the Taskforce has scored it as 2 out of 2 so as not to unfairly penalise projects which cannot be
appraised.

Costs
Our costing methodology compares the actual final costs or the latest (as at November 2010)
estimated final costs of a project against an independent quantity surveyor’s cost estimate. These
estimates assume:
 Normal consent and approval conditions and requirements are in place
 Traditional design team arrangements with designers led by architect or project manager
 Tendering conditions and construction market are normal (pricing is not overly high or low)
 Project fully documented prior to tender (not design templates)
 Project tendered to pre-qualified select tender list
 Industry standard construction contract documentation (no unusual higher or lower level of
risk on contractors)
 Fixed price lump sum contracts
 No accelerated design or construction program
 No program specific requirements (e.g. additional employment of apprentices or Aboriginal
and Torres Strait Islanders)
 No additional program reporting requirements
 No use of managing organisations (contracts are direct with the main building contractor)
Three independent national quantity surveying practices were commissioned to cost the drawings
and specifications of the projects under the above conditions. The independent quantity surveyors
were not given the actual costings and undertook a detailed elemental measure of the drawings
and costing of the projects in accordance with the above assumptions. This was sought on the
same basis as if they were advising a client on a project budget. The estimates are not simply
a cost per square metre opinion; they are an estimate which measures and assesses the actual
project drawings provided, specifications and site conditions. The quantity surveyors did not visit
the site and did not have access to the design consultants responsible for the project.
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To these estimates the Taskforce has added an adjustment factor (specific to each education
authority) to reflect the cost premium of accelerated delivery of the Program and other BER
project specific requirements.
The percentage range for accelerated delivery is between 0–5 per cent and is determined by the
completion rate observed for each education authority. For example, we have given the NSW
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Government a five per cent factor and the Victorian Government a two per cent factor reflecting
the much faster program delivery within NSW relative to Victoria.
The Taskforce also applied a one per cent adjustment factor for the Program apprenticeship and
Indigenous job creation requirements. We have considered the reporting requirements of the
Program but decided that the 1.5 per cent program administration fee sufficiently accounts for this
cost and we have considered but decided to make no adjustment for any differential design and
quality standards across education authorities.
In scoring cost, the Taskforce allocates a maximum score (10 points) to projects where the
independent cost assessment is equal to or below the actual or estimated final cost. The points
awarded decline as the differential between the independent cost assessment and the actual or
estimated final cost rises with the result that any project having a cost 20 per cent or more above
the independent cost estimate receives zero points.
We imposed a cut-off date on the receipt of project cost information. With respect to NSW
projects we have reservations that later costing data may prove to be higher than received
as part of our detailed value for money reviews. The NSW Government also believes that our
independent quantity surveyor estimates require uplift to amend for scope and other incurred
costs. We have not amended the methodology but note the NSW Government’s comments and
include the potential m2 impact on the individual school detailed value for money review pages.
Our experience is that costs can move substantially. The total costs of the school project at Cattai
Public School for example were estimated at $933,000 some six months ago, were advised to be
$790,000 three months ago and then $810,000 at the beginning of our value for money work and
more recently at $852,000. This is for a project completed almost six months ago.

Scoring and weighting
The quality, time and cost scorings are tabulated and generate a final score out of 20. The Taskforce
weights cost as 50 per cent, time as 20 per cent and quality as 30 per cent. The overall score is
then converted to a percentage with under 45 per cent being a value for money fail or red grade,
45 to 55 per cent being a marginal or amber grade, and above 55 per cent being a value for money
pass and green grade.
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Schematic 19: Value for money assessment framework
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The summary results of our detailed value for money reviews is included below and the detail
for each school project is included at Appendices 6 to 14. We include in our reviews of individual
school projects in the appendix an opportunity for each responsible education authority to
comment on our assessment. We stress that this sample size has been derived primarily from our
list of complaints. The results of this sample are concentrated in the NSW Government education
authority and to a lesser extent the Victorian Government education authority (which broadly
correlates with the profile of our complaint database). The number of schools in our complaints
database where value for money is the primary basis for complaint is 166. This is 1.8 per cent of the
over 9,500 schools in the Program. The results therefore cannot be extrapolated to the Program
as a whole.
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Summary of detailed value for money outcomes
The Taskforce has found that of the 57 projects we selected to analyse many did deliver value
for money and some clearly did not. Approximately 85 per cent of the 57 projects represented
the most egregious complaints received by the Taskforce or were selected from our reading of
media reports on specific cases and subsequent school visits. The other projects were randomly
selected non-complaint schools. All 17 of the schools that failed the value for money assessment
had complaints or identified issues. All the rest passed the value for money assessment.
Thirteen of the schools that failed are in the NSW Government system. The Taskforce is working
with the NSW DET to deliver a better outcome for these schools and those that recorded marginal
value for money outcomes. The proposed rectification plan is below (Schematic 21). It comprises
three elements: rectification of all major defects identified by 1 February 2011; acceleration of NSW
DET planned re-scoping for these schools to ensure items are operational before 31 May 2011; and
provision by NSW DET of a sum (listed in the schematic) to be deployed on companion works at
the school, self managed if this is the school community preference and to be completed by 31
May 2011. It is proposed that funding will be provided by NSW DET from its existing BER project
management funds.
We will continue to undertake detailed value for money reviews on projects for which we had a
complaint at 3 November 2010 and we include at Appendix 3 the initial indicative list of school
projects selected. The results of these additional reviews will be published in the Taskforce’s next
report in May 2011.
The Taskforce emphasises that every conclusion expressed in this section of the report about
whether BER projects represent value for money is the informed opinion of the Taskforce. The
Taskforce has formed its opinions after applying the methodology as set out in this report to all
of the information that the Taskforce has compiled and analysed about that BER project. The
methodology adopted by the Taskforce itself represents the Taskforce’s opinion, based on the
expertise and judgement of its members that that methodology is the most appropriate to apply
in assessing whether a BER project represents value for money.
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Schematic 20: Summary of value for money reviews
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DL

MBM

AQ

DL

DL

MBM

DL

DL

DL

DL

MBM

FIRM

6%

3%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

6%

FACTOR

Δ$

165

172

284

393

61

194

119

302

136

38

822

380

-67

205

$'000s

COST ANALYSIS
IND.

27%

6%

39%

27%

8%

8%

18%

16%

20%

5%

0%

24%

-4%

31%

Δ%

0

6

0

0

6

6

2

2

0

8

8

0

10

0

(of 10)

SCORE

1

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

(of 2)

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

2

1

1

2

2

2

1

(of 2)

COMPLETE

TIME REVIEW
COMMIT
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VFM
SCORE
NVFM

VFM

NVFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

MVFM

MVFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

NVFM

VFM

NVFM

%
40%

93%

43%

83%

73%

31%

54%

46%

69%

66%

37%

40%

71%

20%

OVERALL SCORE
Q+C+T
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HALL,

MOGGILL STATE

STATE SCHOOL

MOUNT CROSBY

PRIMARY SCHOOL

MONTMORENCY

LIBRARY

REFURB

RESOURCE

HALL

SCHOOL

CLASS,

PRIMARY SCHOOL

LIBRARY

CLASS

CLASS

LIBRARY,

CLASS

MITCHAM JUNIOR

SCHOOL

MINDEN STATE

SCHOOL

BROOKSBANK

MARY

SCHOOL

HEIGHTS PRIMARY

MANIFOLD

P-12 COLLEGE

MANANGATANG

REFURB,

LIBRARY

SCHOOL

CLASS

LIBRARY,

MALABAR PUBLIC

COLLEGE

CHRISTIAN

LIGHTHOUSE

LIBRARY,

HALL EXT.

STATE SCHOOL

LIBRARY

HALL

ITHACA CREEK

SCHOOL

HEART OF MARY

IMMACULATE

PUBLIC SCHOOL

HUNTINGDON

CLASS

REFURB,

HUNTINGDALE

PRIMARY SCHOOL

PROJECT

NAME
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QLD G

VIC G

QLD G

SA G

QLD G

NSW G

VIC G

VIC G

NSW G

VIC I

QLD G

SA C

NSW G

WA G

EA

ABI

INC

SLF

SCH

JH

HY

SKM

INC

ABI

SCH

ABI

SLF

RG

HP

PM

3,000

850

3,000

2,000

850

850

2,500

785

2,000

2,000

2,500

2,000

250

3,100

$'000s

NOTIONAL

2.5

2.5

2.6

3.0

2.5

1.5

1.5

1.2

1.5

2.6

2.5

3.0

1.5

1.0

1.0

1.3

1.3

1.0

1.1

1.3

0.8

1.1

1.5

1.0

1.5

1.0

1.5

(of 1.5)

(of 3)
3.0

DESIGN

1.0

1.0

1.3

1.5

1.0

1.4

0.7

1.2

1.1

1.5

1.0

1.5

1.0

1.5

(of 1.5)

SCOPE

QUALITY ASSESSMENT
PURPOSE

2,847

743

3,437

1,673

778

742

3,293

1,000

1,637

2,000

1,635

2,000

312

3,234

$'000s

EA

2,246

863

3,538

2,066

725

506

3,519

1,116

1,607

1,951

1,444

1,962

238

2,976

$'000s

IND.

MBM

DL

DL

DL

MBM

DL

AQ

DL

DL

DL

MBM

AQ

MBM

DL

FIRM

4%

3%

4%

3%

4%

6%

3%

3%

6%

5%

4%

3%

6%

4%

FACTOR

Δ$

600

-120

-101

-393

53

236

-226

-116

30

49

191

38

74

257

$'000s

COST ANALYSIS
IND.

27%

-14%

-3%

-19%

7%

47%

-6%

-10%

2%

3%

12%

2%

31%

9%

Δ%

0

10

10

10

6

0

10

10

8

8

4

8

0

6

(of 10)

SCORE

1

1

2

2

1

2

2

1

2

2

1

2

1

2

(of 2)

2

1

2

2

1

1

2

1

2

1

2

2

2

2

(of 2)

COMPLETE

TIME REVIEW
COMMIT

38%

83%

96%

99%

63%

35%

88%

76%

79%

83%

57%

90%

33%

80%

%

NVFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

VFM

SCORE

VFM

OVERALL SCORE
Q+C+T

SCHOOL

TARAGO PUBLIC

PUBLIC SCHOOL

STUARTS POINT

SCHOOL

NORTH PRIMARY

STRATHMORE

PRIMARY SCHOOL

CATHOLIC

ST JOSEPH’S

PRIMARY SCHOOL

ST ANTHONY’S

PUBLIC SCHOOL

SCOTTS HEAD

PRIMARY SCHOOL

HOMESTEAD

ROXBURGH

COLLEGE

CHRISTIAN

RED ROCK

SCHOOL

LAKES PRIMARY

PATTERSON

PRIMARY SCHOOL

OSBORNE

COLLEGE

SOUTH P-12

NARRE WARREN

PRIMARY SCHOOL

MOUNT VICTORIA

NAME

REFURB

LIBRARY

LIBRARY

HALL

LIBRARY

ADMIN

LIBRARY,

HALL

HALL

CLASS,

HALL

CLASS

LIBRARY,

HALL

CLASS

PROJECT

NSW G

NSW G

VIC G

QLD C

VIC C

NSW G

VIC G

VIC I

VIC G

VIC G

VIC G

NSW G

EA

RC

RG

SKM

SLF

SLF

RG

INC

SLF

APP

APP

APP

BM

PM

250

900

2,500

3,000

2,030

850

2,850

850

3,000

3,000

2,000

850

$'000s

NOTIONAL

2.0

1.4

1.7

2.4

1.7

1.5

0.9

2.6

1.0

2.5

2.2

1.5

1.0

1.1

1.1

0.9

0.8

1.2

1.2

1.1

1.0

1.2

1.1

(of 1.5)

(of 3)
2.5

DESIGN

1.4

1.0

1.2

1.2

1.5

0.8

1.0

1.4

1.0

1.0

1.2

1.4

(of 1.5)

SCOPE

QUALITY ASSESSMENT
PURPOSE

219

914

3,235

2,789

2,068

1,196

2,854

857

3,206

3,403

1,806

892

$'000s

EA

192

798

2,565

3,065

2,246

859

2,837

1,284

2,908

3,039

1,470

745

$'000s

IND.

DL

MBM

AQ

DL

DL

MBM

DL

DL

DL

DL

DL

AQ

FIRM

6%

6%

3%

1%

6%

6%

3%

5%

3%

3%

3%

6%

FACTOR

Δ$

26

115

670

-276

-178

337

17

-427

298

364

336

147

$'000s

COST ANALYSIS
IND.

14%

14%

26%

-9%

-8%

39%

1%

-33%

10%

12%

23%

20%

Δ%

4

4

0

10

10

0

8

10

6

4

0

2

(of 10)

SCORE

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

1

2

2

(of 2)

1

2

2

2

1

1

2

1

2

2

2

1

(of 2)

COMPLETE

TIME REVIEW
COMMIT
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VFM
SCORE
MVFM

NVFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

VFM

VFM

NVFM

MVFM*

VFM

%
50%

43%

58%

66%

91%

76%

31%

86%

94%

40%

58%

60%

OVERALL SCORE
Q+C+T

First Report

REFURB

CP

PM

WA G

VIC G

PM

SKM

NSW G LOR

VIC G

EA

850

250

850

3,250

$'000s

NOTIONAL

3.0

0.9

0.2

1.5

0.9

0.8

1.2

(of 1.5)

(of 3)

2.5

DESIGN

1.5

1.2

0.8

1.2

(of 1.5)

SCOPE

QUALITY ASSESSMENT
PURPOSE

766

624

879

4,556

$'000s

EA

792

611

744

4,715

$'000s

IND.

DL

AQ

AQ

DL

FIRM

4%

3%

6%

3%

FACTOR

Δ$

-26

12

135

-159

$'000s

COST ANALYSIS
IND.

-3%

2%

18%

-3%

Δ%

10

8

2

10

(of 10)

SCORE

2

2

2

2

(of 2)

2

1

2

2

(of 2)

COMPLETE

TIME REVIEW
COMMIT

100%

70%

39%

95%

%

VFM

VFM

NVFM

VFM

SCORE

VFM

OVERALL SCORE
Q+C+T

* Black Springs Public School and Stuarts Point Public School are both marginal as a result of failing on quality (fitness for purpose) criteria

Notes
‘(1) APP = APP Corporation, (2) RC = Richard Crookes, (3) LOR = Laing O’Rourke, (4) BM = Brookfield Multiplex, (5) BLL = Bovis Lend Lease, (6) ABI = Abi Group, (7) INC = Incoll, (8) RG = Reed Group, (9) HY = Hansen Yuncken,
(10) HP = Hosking Planning, (11) SKM = SKM Davis Langdon, (12) JH = John Holland, (13) CP = Coffey Projects, (14) DL = Davis Langdon, (15) AQ = Aquenta Consulting, (16) SCH = School Selected, (17) SLF = Self Managed, (18) PM
= Project Manager, (19) MBM = MBM Pty Ltd

LIBRARY,

PRIMARY SCHOOL

REFURB

WEST MORLEY

PRIMARY SCHOOL

TRAWALLA

CLASS

REFURB

SCHOOL

CANTEEN,

CLASS

LIBRARY,

PROJECT

CENTRAL

TOTTENHAM

SCHOOL

PARK PRIMARY

TEMPLESTOWE

NAME

40

Building the Education Revolution Implementation Taskforce:

Sample value for money case studies
HUNTINGDALE PRIMARY SCHOOL

WA GOVERNMENT

TASKFORCE VIEW OF VALUE FOR MONEY

41

COST ANALYSIS (6 out of 10)

The current enrolment at Huntingdale Primary School is 741 students.
The Taskforce has received a complaint with regard to the BER project at
this school and visited the school on 9 November 2010. At the time of the
school visit the project was complete. The School Principal expressed
satisfaction with the BER project. The school had a master plan in place
prior to the BER program and was able to utilise the NSP funds and locate
the new buildings to optimum effect. The project passes a value for
money assessment, with maximum points in quality.

EA
FEES/BUILDING COST
EXTERNAL WORKS
UNIQUE COSTS
TOTAL PROJECT COST

IND

$2,779,861 $2,702,858

Δ

%

$77,003

8%

$454,234

$273,860

$180,374

40%

$0

$0

$0

0%

$3,234,095 $2,976,718 $257,377

FLOOR AREA (SQM)

1,466

1,466

AREA COST ($/SQM)

$2,206

$2,030

$176

PROGRAM FACTOR

9%
9%
4%

QUALITY ASSESSMENT (6 out of 6)
QUALITY

6 out of 6

COST

6 out of 10

80%

TIME

4 out of 4

VFM

EA COMMENT
The process employed by the Department of Education and the WA
Government’s works agency, Department of Treasury and Finance Building Management and Works Division, resulted in outcomes that met
the needs and expectations of the school.
The WA Government procured the BER program centrally through a series
of building contracts that focused on providing value for money with a
guiding principle that all projects were completed without any reductions
in scope. Huntingdale PS required significant external siteworks and site
services and this is not evidenced in the costings undertaken by the
Taskforce’s quantity surveyor.

FIT FOR PURPOSE (3.0 out of 3.0)
▪ The new class rooms are fit for purpose and have been enthusiastically
received by the school.
▪ In the Taskforce's veiw the most striking aspect of the project was the way in
which the new buildings were integrated with the existing facilities.
MEETS DESIGN STANDARDS (1.5 out of 1.5)
▪ No major non-compliances were identified.
▪ The school acknowledged the building design expertise in the Government's
Building Management and Works Unit (BMW).
COMPLIANCE WITH SCOPE (1.5 out of 1.5)
▪ There were no reductions in scope.
▪ The School Principal acknowledged the success of having the architect
superintend the project.
▪ The School Principal reported that a long standing and trusted relationship
existed between the school and the regional officer of BMW which allowed some
of the issues which arose during planning to be effectively resolved.

VISIT DATE

09-Nov-2010

TIME REVIEW (4 out of 4)
SCORE

Huntingdale Primary School refurbishment

PLAN

ACT

Δ

COMMITTED

2 out of 2 15-Sep-09 15-Sep-09

0

COMPLETED

2 out of 2 20-Dec-10 12-Aug-10

-130

Huntingdale Primary New classroom

SCOTTS HEAD PUBLIC SCHOOL

NSW GOVERNMENT

TASKFORCE VIEW OF VALUE FOR MONEY

COST ANALYSIS (0 out of 10)

The current enrolment at Scotts Head Public school is 58 students. The Taskforce
received a complaint with regard to the BER project at this school and visited the
school on 3 November 2011. At the time of the school visit the project was
complete. The School Principal noted that there had been concerns that the MDR
facility was pre-fabricated off-site and the project did not create local jobs. The
School Principal also indicated that the MDR building had been installed in the
reverse arrangement to the agreed plan as signed-off by the school in July 2009.
The School Principal expressed frustration that the school had not been
consulted on the changes and that the building was now not as functional as it
could have been. The School Principal also raised concerns about the Managing
Contractor’s lack of attendance on site towards the end of the project which
resulted in the teaching School Principal having to leave the class and attend to
on site trade enquires. The project does not pass the value for money
assessment, with a particularly low score on cost.

EA
FEES/BUILDING COST
EXTERNAL WORKS
UNIQUE COSTS
TOTAL PROJECT COST

IND*

$1,072,160 $708,103
$123,694

$150,449

$0

$0

$1,195,854 $858,552

FLOOR AREA (SQM)

264

264

AREA COST ($/SQM)

$4,530

$3,252

Δ

%

$364,057

34%

-$26,755

-22%

$0

0%

$337,302

39%

$1,278

39%

PROGRAM FACTOR

6%

QUALITY ASSESSMENT (3.1 out of 6)
QUALITY

3.1 out of 6

COST

0 out of 10

31%

TIME

3 out of 4

NOT VFM

TIME REVIEW (3 out of 4)
SCORE

PLAN

ACT

COMMITTED

2 out of 2

11-Nov-09

11-Nov-09

Δ
0

COMPLETED

1 out of 2

29-Jan-10

26-May-10

117

EA COMMENT
The department notes the BERIT report and will continue to work
collaboratively with the BER Implementation Taskforce to provide the
school with value for money. For example, the department will be able to
reinstate solar cells, walk ways and water tanks and also include air
conditioning.

FIT FOR PURPOSE (1.5 out of 3.0)
▪ While not rendering the building unfit for use, the reversal of the originally agreed
layout of the building demonstrates a lack of co-ordination and attention to detail. It is
not practical to rectify this situation.
▪In the Taskforce's view this demonstrates lack of appropriate management of the
project.
MEETS DESIGN STANDARDS (0.8 out of 1.5)
▪ Overall, taking into account all the construction issues observed at the site, the
Taskforce concludes there are a number of defects that do not meet relevant design
standards.
▪ There are drainage issues beneath the building which have not been adequately dealt
with by the trenching beneath the building.
▪ There are water flow issues in relation to a pathway which should have been addressed.
▪ It appears there are irregularities with the footing and pier alignment. Some bearings
are off centre to piers and other piers have been extended to get bearing.
▪ The external works are substandard with a level change at the entry needing better
resolution. The installation of pit covers adjacent to the building should be more
accurately aligned.
▪ The current location of the IT hub is unsatisfactory as is the lack of sealing of the
delivery driveway at the rear of the building.
▪ Internally, there are functional issues created by a number of unresolved problems in
items such as door locks to toilets, door hinging, services conduits, floor tiling in wet
areas, location of the office safe, detailing to power point cut outs in plasterboard and
floor alignment.
▪ Overall the finish is not of the standard that is ordinarily expected in a building of this
type.
COMPLIANCE WITH SCOPE (0.8 out of 1.5)
▪ Some de-scoped items, including air conditioning, water tanks, solar panels and
walkways, are scheduled to be re-scoped.

*The EA requested amendments to the Independent estimate. We
considered this but opted to stay with our blind assessment methodology.
If implemented, the cost per square metre would be $4,910.

VISIT DATE

Scotts Head Public School's new library and administration building
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03-Nov-2010

Schematic 21: Rectification of red and amber schools in the NSW Government system13
School

Major Defects
(beyond ‘normal’
expectation)*

Re-scoping
Additions**

Irreconcilable
Issues #
$

Black Springs Public
School

Nil

50,000

Cattai Public School

Nil

Solar cells and
water tank, and air
conditioning

50,000

Chatswood Public School

Structural steel
(+ I. Cert.)

Solar cells, heaters and
interactive whiteboards

100,000

Coogee Public School

Nil

Corindi Public School

Nil

Curran Public School

Nil

25,000

Dobroyd Point Public
School

Nil

50,000

Dungay Public School

Stormwater and
handrails
(+ I. Cert.)

Fassifern Public School

Nil

Gordon East Public
School

Nil

Greenhill Public School

Drainage and
ventilation
(+ I. Cert.)

50,000

Huntingdon Public School

Drainage and footings Landscaping
(+ I. Cert)

25,000

Mary Brooksbank School

Nil

Heater

50,000

Mount Victoria Public
School

Brickwork
(+ I. Cert)

Heaters, water tank, and
interactive whiteboards

50,000

Scotts Head Public School

Building BTF drawflex Covered walkway,
solar cells, water tank,
and footings
interactive whiteboards
(+ I. Cert)
and air conditioning

100,000

Stuarts Point Public
School

Nil

Covered walkway,
solar cells, water tank,
interactive whiteboards
and air conditioning

25,000

Tottenham Central School

Canteen size rebuild

Interactive whiteboards

0

Tyalgum Public School

Footings, alignment,
and drainage
(+ I. Cert)

Covered walkway, solar
cells, and interactive
whiteboards

50,000

100,000
Covered walkway,
solar cells, water tank
interactive whiteboards
and air conditioning

Solar cells, and
interactive whiteboards

25,000

25,000

25,000
Heater, covered
walkway, solar cells

50,000

* By 1 February 2011
** By 31 May 2011
#
By 31 May 2011

13 Eastwood Heights Public School is under review and Tyalgum Public School has been added due to separate Taskforce investigation and
assessment during Phase 2.
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6. BER P21 implementation and delivery
This section of the report outlines the various implementation and delivery models adopted by
the education authorities and discusses some specific attributes of those models which have
impacted the P21 delivery. There are significant differences in the delivery approaches taken by the
various education authorities and schools. The Taskforce believes these differences have directly
influenced the level of school community satisfaction with the outcomes, the level of complaints
received by the Taskforce and the value for money obtained.
Education authorities and schools must operate under the Program arrangements established by the
Commonwealth. Some relevant aspects of those arrangements impacting on delivery methods are
discussed at the end of this chapter. Within these arrangements education authorities determined
how P21 was delivered (the program implementation model) in their respective jurisdictions. This
included determining the most effective management and delivery arrangements to achieve the
timeframes required by the Commonwealth. It also included selecting appropriate designs for
funded projects and establishing processes for engaging with school communities during the
planning and construction process.
These implementation and delivery models have been shaped by a variety of factors including, but
not limited to the extent to which:
 the larger government education authorities or schools were able to scale up their existing
approach to school capital works distinct from having to establish a new approach to cater for
the scale and speed of P21 (the number of school buildings to be delivered under this program
was a multiple of three to seven times education authorities’ normal capital works programs)
 the schools have been able to self manage their projects at the local school level. This is
impacted by the ownership/governance arrangements relevant to each school ranging from
independent schools which operate separately from the education authority through which
they receive the Commonwealth funding, to government schools which are operated by the
state education authority through which the Program funding is provided
 master plans were already in existence for individual schools
 design templates have been used as distinct from customised building designs
 education authorities have managed their total allocated Program funding as flexibly as
possible across their P21 projects
 education authorities or schools have allocated/transferred the Program delivery risk to
contracted providers as part of the procurement process
 there was existing industry and supplier capacity to deliver projects in the various states and
geographic regions and education authorities’/school and the willingness to vary procurement
and delivery approaches for projects delivered for different P21 Funding Rounds in response to
local industry and supplier capacity
 education authorities considered the impact of the model chosen on the construction industry
and its various constituents (for example involving small versus large builders) and regional
employment
 the education authority or school was able to leverage established forms of contract and
panels of pre-qualified consultants and building contractors to assist with quick approach to
the market.
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The Taskforce has mapped the individual program implementation model for all 22 education
authorities. These models are shown in diagrammatic form at Appendix 20. We use a standardised
framework to review and assess the different models deployed. Our analysis has investigated the
process within four phases:

Program
Design and
Management

Project
Planning and
Design

45

Tendering
and
Contracting

Construction

A summary guide to the key differences between each model, at an attribute level within these
phases is included as Schematic 22. This chapter contains some discussion about a selection of
some key attributes and other issues relevant to these stages.
Schematic 22: Summary of P21 Implementation and Delivery Model Phases
Government
Attribute

NSW

VIC

Independent

Catholic

QLD

WA

ACT

SA

TAS

NSW/VIC/
QLD

NSW

VIC

QLD

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Medium

Low

Low

High

High

High

High

High

Low

Low

Low

Program Design and Management
Degree of
externalised delivery

High

High

Took advantage of
flexibility in application
of BER guidelines•

Low

Medium Medium

Consideration of
economic impact to
full building industry

High

Medium

High

Centralisation of
decision making

High

High

High

High

Partial

Partial

Medium Medium Medium

Medium Medium

High

High

Low

Medium

High

Medium

Low

Partial

Partial

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

High

High

High

High

High

Both

Custom

Custom

Medium Medium

Low

Project Planning and Design
Use of Site Master
Plans

No

Partial

School level
empowerment and
consultation

Low

Low

Medium Medium Medium Medium

Template

Both

Custom Template Custom

Templates vs. custom
design

Custom Custom Custom

Tendering and Contracting
Risk transfer to
external parties

High

Medium Medium

Low

Low

Medium

Low

Construction

Medium
02 Low
39 Version.
Ref No. Low
APPROVED
Schemac No. 9.1
Date. 30.11.10
Dwn By. JD

Low

02

Use of pre-fabricated
buildings

Yes

Yes

Some

Some

No

Some

No

Some

No

No

No

De-scoping as a
method of cost
control••

High

Medium

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Low

Cost transparency to
stakeholders

High

Low

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

* See Chapter 7
** Low includes nil

Medium Medium

Program design and management phase
Degree of externalised delivery
Aside from NSW and Victoria, the majority of the government education authorities extensively
utilised the capabilities of their relevant departments responsible for capital works (state public
works departments) to assist with the rollout of their P21 projects. Those government education
authorities that delivered the Program in conjunction with their relevant state public works
departments were mostly responsible for scoping projects and preparing the project briefs,
while the public works department was responsible for the procurement, delivery and handover
of the construction. An exception to this was Queensland where the Department of Public
Works assumed a strategic program design involvement and a functional participation for the
construction manager with the Queensland Department of Education and Training (Queensland
DET) supervising and managing the delivery of the construction.
Of all the education authorities, the NSW Government adopted the delivery approach for P21 that
was most radically different from the approach taken in its usual schools capital works program.
For its usual school capital works program, the NSW DET uses the Department of Services,
Technology and Administration (DSTA) to manage its building program. For its Program delivery,
the NSW Government established a BER-specific Integrated Program Office (IPO) within the NSW
DET to implement the Program. The IPO then outsourced the management and delivery of the
projects on a regional basis to seven managing contractors respectively.
In Victoria, prior to the Program, the government had outsourced high level program management
of school capital works to a consulting firm. This firm was also used for the Program management.
The Department of Education and Early Childhood Development (Victorian DEECD) then had
managed delivery of projects through lead architects appointed by the schools. However, the
Victorian DEECD is moving to a more centralised model for the future and in the case of projects
funded under the Program it appointed four project managers on a regional basis to deliver the
design and manage all tendering and on site activities in bundled arrangements.
The NSW and Victorian Government education authorities, which made the most extensive use of
external managing organisations in P21 delivery are the jurisdictions which have had the highest
numbers of complaints to the Taskforce about their BER projects. The complaints received in
relation to NSW and Victorian Government education authorities included concerns about lack of
consultation spanning all phases of the implementation processes. In both the Victorian and NSW
government systems we observed inconsistencies and quality control issues in the use of template
designs and on-site project management and in NSW inconsistency in the application of tendering
guidelines. More detail about the complaints is contained in Chapter 3.
The non-government schools systems relied less on managing organisations reflecting in part the
difference in scale and organisation of the schools in the independent and Catholic systems. In
those delivery models in which P21 projects were managed by individual schools, school community
satisfaction with outcomes has been high.
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However, not all non-government schools adopted an approach of management by individual
schools. One example is that of 16 Anglican schools in NSW where a central capital works team
managed the delivery of the school projects. In this case there was a high level of consultation with
the school community and as this was a model that had been previously used in the education
authority’s capital works program, the school communities were familiar with the process and some
of the contractors. Another example is the Sydney and Wollongong Catholic dioceses which used
a managing contractor also used by the NSW Government and a project manager respectively.
The only complaints the Taskforce received in relation to Catholic schools in NSW were for schools
in the Sydney and Wollongong dioceses.
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Planning and design phase
Use of site master plans
A common feature of P21 projects in non-government schools is the existence of school master
plans which has allowed them to rapidly identify the most appropriate location for new P21 facilities,
and integrate the new buildings into longer term school level infrastructure strategies.
In contrast, some government school education authorities, (eg NSW) did not have pre-existing
school master plans which could inform the siting of new P21 buildings, or a longer term school
level infrastructure strategy. The Taskforce observed examples of buildings in some NSW
and Victorian government schools which have not delivered the best fit or integration to the
school site.
The Taskforce believes that optimal education outcomes are achieved when major new school
buildings are aligned and delivered in accordance with a longer term school strategy and/or site
master plan for school construction.

School level empowerment and consultation
Government education authorities have varied in the level of involvement they gave to school
communities in the various phases of the P21 delivery. Although widespread self management
of projects by government schools may not have been practical for some large government
jurisdictions, consultation with stakeholders at the school level is critical to project outcomes.
The experience of school community involvement in P21 projects in government jurisdictions varies.
In SA for example, school principals participate in fortnightly site meetings with the designer and
builder for the project. In WA, each government school has an ongoing engagement with an
architect prior to tendering and school principals and other local school representatives remained
involved throughout the project. Additionally, in the WA Government schools, support is provided
to school principals through a strong network of regional managers, who are the main contact
for school principals for issues arising throughout construction. Queensland’s use of project
coordinators from the Department of Education and Training as the principals’ representative
appears to have been very effective. In Tasmania, the government schools communities provided
a one-page brief to the Department of Education on the facilities they wanted. The brief was
provided to an architect who then worked with school communities in developing specific projects
from design through to construction.
In NSW, a small number of government school principals were able to manage their P21 school
projects however they were discouraged from doing so. Principal Liaison Officers were appointed
to work with school principals on the BER projects and the Taskforce received some positive
reports of successful relationships between school principals and their Principal Liaison Officers.
However, other school principals reported irregular updates on the progress of their schools’
project and frustration at having to spend a lot of time dealing with construction related issues
because managing contractors were not on site. Examples given included, having to provide
builders with out of hours access to the school, making decisions urgently required by contractors
and changing school operations to provide builders with access to rooms without advance notice.
Some Victorian school communities expressed similar concerns.
The Taskforce view is that a strategy for P21 delivery in NSW and in Victoria government schools
that afforded greater levels of school involvement in decision making would have resulted in less
dissatisfaction amongst their school communities.
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Design templates vs custom design
The Guidelines required design templates to be used wherever possible (see discussion of the
relevant BER Program Guidelines at the end of this chapter). The extent of use of design templates
for school projects varied between education authorities and schools.
Design templates were not used by the majority of non-government schools. In some instances
government school design templates were offered for use by non-government education
authorities.
The most predominant use of design templates was by the NSW, Victorian, SA and WA government
education authorities. The Taskforce observed that each of these jurisdictions has had differing
experiences with the use of design templates. Overall, the Taskforce observed that the use of
design templates ensured that special and functional building features were incorporated into
most buildings.
The managing contractors engaged by NSW adopted existing concept design templates developed
for NSW DET and prepared these designs for construction. These design templates developed by
managing contractors were used in 97 per cent of NSW Government school P21 projects. In some
instances the design templates were not well suited to schools with space constraints. This was
observed by the Taskforce in inner-city areas.
The Victorian Government recently developed a suite of design templates for new school buildings
in accordance with that state’s Victorian Schools Plan. The Program has provided the Victorian
DEECD with an opportunity to accelerate its state-wide roll out of new learning facilities and apply
the new design templates. The Taskforce observed the Victorian Government design templates to
be of high quality. The template development was hastened to take advantage of the Program and
in some instances the designs have yet to benefit from feedback from earlier projects.
Prior to the implementation of the Program, the SA and WA Governments already had well
developed design templates and standard specifications for their school capital works programs.
The Taskforce is informed the designs are regularly reviewed to take account of changing learning
needs and feedback on asset management issues relevant to the designs. Both the SA and WA
design templates have full documentation and measured bills of quantity. Both those jurisdictions
employed designers to implement their design templates for P21 projects.
Of the government education authorities, the Queensland Government had the most flexible
approach to the use of functional design and specification without a mandate for particular design
templates. In Queensland the Taskforce is advised that the school principals and school council
provide input into, and are involved in approval of, designs and location setting.
In its Interim Report the Taskforce presented findings from an architectural firm commissioned by
the Taskforce. The firm examined the comparative quality of building outcomes achieved and the
degree of any material differences between the design codes and specification standards used
across the NSW and Victorian government and Catholic education authorities.
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The Interim Report also noted that while the Taskforce was anecdotally aware that the NSW
Government School Facility Standards (SFS) are considered to include some higher element
specifications and that this might result in a modestly higher construction cost than other
education authorities, it was yet to find any definitive evidence that there was a whole of lifecycle
cost difference due to differing design standards and specifications between government and
non-government education authorities.
Following the publication of the Interim Report the NSW Government undertook a separate
examination of these issues including a limited comparative assessment of select NSW government
and Sydney Diocese Catholic school projects. The Taskforce has reviewed the conclusion in the
report provided to it by NSW and it is not convinced that it should adjust its earlier comments
about the design standards.
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Tendering and contracting phase
Government education authorities elected to bundle projects as part of a geographically based
multi-site package of works to be delivered by a managing contractor, project manager and head
contractor or construction managers.
The underlying drivers for this strategy vary, but include the volume and scale of projects to be
delivered, the desire to create project and contract management economies of scale and to make
some of the more remote projects attractive to larger regional and metropolitan based contractors.
The result, in NSW, Victoria and Queensland, was greater engagement of larger consultant firms
and tier one builders attracted by the size of the project packages. In SA the approach focused on
maximising the delivery capacity by managing architects and tier 2 builders.
The Victorian, Queensland and Tasmanian Government school systems adopted a flexible approach
using managing organisations of different capacities for each Funding Round. Those education
authorities have also bundled projects under one contract to make best use of available industry
capabilities and resources.
The SA and WA Governments used a single contract per project, however it gave consideration
to informal bundling of works when allocating contractors to sites. Informal bundling of works
is where projects within one geographic area are awarded to one contractor with a separate
contract for each project. The aim of this was to group projects in a similar geographical region
and of similar type and scale. This informal grouping also brought about efficiencies in delivery and
effective engagement of the construction industry with a local perspective.
The Taskforce observed that the instances of school site bundling in the government education
authorities that were more likely to be accompanied by lower levels of empowerment of the school
community in the choice of consultants and contractors.
The Catholic and independent schools have in most cases adopted a single site approach to Program
delivery reflecting their usual approach to delivering capital works for their schools. However,
there were exceptions as in the case of the Catholic dioceses of Sydney and Wollongong in NSW
(mentioned above) which used a managing contractor or project manager to deliver bundle sites.
In some cases, Catholic and independent schools with existing building works underway were able
to negotiate with the relevant contractors to achieve efficiencies for their P21 projects such as
utilisation of existing site infrastructure.
The majority of education authorities or schools used a form of competitive tender process as a
means to achieve value for money in project delivery. The Taskforce has found fewer instances of
education authorities using benchmark cost data for school construction as a tool for achieving
value for money.
In the government sector, the approach of two government education authorities is notable. The
SA Government undertook a process of allocation of contractors to projects using a design and
construct model. Contractors were allocated to school sites on the basis of pre-qualification status,
financial capability, project mobilisation, locality, trainee and apprentice data and local content.
Contractors were then given the opportunity to prepare a bid for the allocated schools. Validation
of the bid price was undertaken by comparing the bid price to a target price range. The target
price range was developed by independent quantity surveyors who were appointed by the SA
Department of Transport, Energy and Infrastructure (DTEI). Where contractors were unable to
meet the target price range for a project type the school site was reallocated to another contractor
who was given the opportunity to bid on the project. Approximately 98% of the SA Government
projects were allocated using this approach.
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The WA Government ran a competitive tender process for the building works with all site works
being awarded on a schedule of rates basis. Predicated on their understanding of both the market
and their well developed design templates, and not satisfied with the initial prices tendered, the
WA Government then released its independent quantity surveying estimates to the market and
invited only tenderers who were willing to match the published amounts to negotiate further for
P21 projects. This approach resulted in a significant reduction of initial tendering results applied
in awarding approximately 90 per cent of projects. Notably only one major national contractor
secured a package of projects in WA.
The Victorian and Queensland Catholic schools made use of benchmark cost data in their
procurement process. The Taskforce does not have full information to be able to comment on the
practice in the independent school sector.
The NSW Government had a competitive tender process to engage its managing contractors.
The NSW IPO required its managing contractors to comply with the NSW Code of Practice for
Procurement in engaging its subcontractors. The Taskforce notes that the NSW IPO personnel
expressed uncertainty as late as November 2010 about whether its managing contractors were
required to comply strictly with the NSW tendering guidelines. The IPO has subsequently confirmed
that managing contractors are required to comply with those guidelines. The Taskforce has noted
departures from those guidelines in material provided to it in relation to one managing contractor.
The NSW IPO has subsequently advised the Taskforce that tendering practises of all its managing
contractors are ‘…consistent with the principles of the NSW Code of Practice for Procurement and
the Tendering Guidelines’.
The NSW Government managing contractor arrangements contain a cost benchmark value
mechanism intended to assist in delivering value for money. The managing contractor is responsible
for cost overruns in subcontractor costs which are in excess of 105% of the benchmark value.
The managing contractors’ incentive fees are linked to both project delivery time and to the
project costs being at or below the benchmark value for the project. Whether the incentive is
paid is substantially dependent on the managing contractor coming within the benchmark value,
which for the reasons set out below, the Taskforce considers is not difficult for managing contractors
to achieve.
In the Taskforce view, the benchmark value is not an effective value for money mechanism for a
number of reasons. Firstly, the benchmark value is measured substantially against the tendered
subcontractor costs for the project rather than historical benchmark prices. Secondly, the Taskforce
understands the managing contractors submit the estimated cost sums for their projects only after
they have received the tendered subcontractor costs and include a contingency built in by the
managing contractors. Thirdly, managing contractors are able to de-scope projects to ensure they
come within project budgets. The Taskforce believes that this is a main reason for the extensive
de-scoping of NSW Government P21 projects.
The NSW IPO has advised the Taskforce on 9 November 2010 that it has assessed benchmark
values for 55 per cent of its P21 projects and has agreed final costs for 20 of its completed projects.
The estimated provision of incentives payable by the NSW IPO is $50.5 million. The Taskforce will
monitor these costs as projects reach completion.
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In the Interim Report, the Taskforce included its observations about contract approaches used
to implement P21 projects in various jurisdictions. For a selection of those contracts the risk
allocation was considered against 14 identified risk categories and presented in tabular form.
The analysis presented in the Interim Report has been updated to include additional selected
contracts used by the SA and Tasmanian Governments and 4 NSW independent schools in
P21 project delivery. The observations and selected risk allocation schematics are included at
Appendix 22.
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In summary, of the jurisdictions reviewed, the one which allocated most of its risk to contractors
was the NSW Government through its managing contractor model. The management fees for
jurisdictions using managing contractors reflect the higher assumption of risk by those contractors
than by construction managers or project managers used in other models. The Taskforce notes that
the risk assumed by those managing contractors was largely passed down to its subcontractors
who would reasonably be expected to also price these risks into their pricing. Further, the managing
contractors utilised de-scoping of projects as a risk mitigation method.

Construction phase
Use of prefabricated buildings
A number of complaints made to the Taskforce relate to the use of prefabricated buildings in
construction. Prefabricated buildings were not used in non-government schools for the P21
projects. In the P21 delivery, most government education authorities made use of pre-fabricated
buildings in remote areas.
The Taskforce has visited a number of BER projects involving prefabricated buildings in NSW, Victoria
and Queensland government schools. The Taskforce concludes that where the manufacturer is
experienced in the education sector and where the structure is appropriately designed, sited and
installed, prefabricated buildings can deliver suitable school facilities.
A number of complaints associated with prefabricated buildings have been in relation to NSW
Government schools and have arisen where the managing contractor assumed responsibility for
transporting and installing buildings rather than the modular building supplier being responsible
for the installation. The Taskforce has observed problems with building quality in some cases
where a managing contractor has been responsible for the installation. After discussions with
the NSW DET we are encouraged that they have undertaken a review of all 203 Modular Design
Range (MDR) installations. The review identifies deficiencies and noted that the introduction of
MDR’s as effectively a principal supplied item altered the perception of the parties with respect
to their contractual obligations. Accountability for various aspects of the work became unclear.
Victoria has also used prefabricated buildings extensively in P21. These mostly reflect new design
templates now being adopted for the Victorian Schools Plan. The Taskforce has observed teething
design and quality issues with several of these buildings.

De-scoping as a method of cost control
The Interim Report highlighted that some education authorities used project de-scoping as a
method of cost control to keep the project within the funded budget. The Taskforce has observed
this particularly in NSW and Victorian government school projects. The converse has been
observed in Queensland.
De-scoping of projects in NSW Government schools was undertaken at the discretion of the
managing contractor on a project by project basis throughout the design process to enable the
project scope of work to fit within the indicative funding amount for the school. Guidelines were
provided to the managing contractors by the NSW IPO which specified those project elements
which could and could not be de-scoped. The NSW IPO and school principal were required
to sign off on any de-scoping. However the Taskforce observed that the managing contractor
arrangements did not contain sufficient incentives for the managing contractors to maximize the
scope of their projects.
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The Victorian Government had a different approach to de-scoping. Any initial de-scoping to
design templates to bring construction costs within funding amounts for the relevant school
was undertaken at a program wide level. Where de-scoping was necessary, all projects with the
de-scoped design were re-tendered on a state wide basis. Any subsequent de-scoping to
project works was undertaken on a school by school basis subject to approval by the Victorian
DEECD which took the approach that there were some aspects of construction that could not be
de-scoped.
For Queensland government schools, de-scoping decisions were made by the managing
organisation in conjunction with both the school and Queensland DET. Elements de-scoped from
projects ranged from the building size to landscaping components. Queensland DET provided
technical support at the school level to assist with this process. In some cases, there was a lower
than expected tender price for construction. This allowed the addition of incremental project
scope to make full use of the indicative funding available to the school.
The WA Government did not de-scope its projects which were predominately delivered utilising
design templates. This was achieved by retaining an amount of program funds as contingency and
using an implementation approach that allocated funding to schools, not strictly in accordance
with its indicative funding amounts. Funding was allocated taking into account relevant site
specific cost differences for construction at different schools and aiming to ensure schools were
not disadvantaged in the scope of their projects due to these differences. This approach was
possible under the Guidelines (see discussion at the end of this chapter).
The final quality of the P21 projects is dependent on the quality of design, capability of contractors,
supervision of works on site and integrity of final handover processes.
While specific requirements vary between jurisdictions, at the conclusion of the construction both
government and non-government school’s independent certifiers must provide assurance that the
construction has been performed in compliance with the approved design (including any changes
to the design), and that the works comply with all relevant statutory standards.
Pursuant to the Taskforce visiting and inspecting school projects, apparent irregularities in the
certification process were on occasion, observed. The Taskforce will pursue further evaluation of
the effectiveness of the certification process in the context of P21 delivery in its next report.
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7. BER Guidelines: value for money, stimulus and
funding allocation requirements
As part of its analysis of education authority program implementation and delivery models, the
Taskforce has examined the P21 value for money and stimulus requirements of the BER Guidelines.
It also considers the degree of flexibility in funding levels and project type available to education
authorities under the Program. This is important because education authorities were required to
deliver the Program in accordance with these requirements. The requirements had a dominant
influence on how education authorities designed their respective implementation approaches.
The requirements for education authorities in implementing the Program are principally contained in:
 Agreements signed by the Commonwealth and the education authorities (ie in Bilateral
Agreements signed with the state governments for funding to government schools and Funding
Agreements signed with Block Grant Authorities for funding to non-government schools);
 Building the Education Revolution Guidelines (the Guidelines); and
 The National Partnership Agreement on the Nation Building and Jobs Plan: Building Prosperity
for the Future and Supporting Jobs Now signed between the Commonwealth and all states
and territories.
The agreements entered into by the Commonwealth and the states, territories and Block Grant
Authorities make compliance with the Guidelines a condition of funding.
Individual education authorities are required to operate under the arrangements established by
the National Partnership Agreement and the Guidelines whilst taking responsibility for determining
how the Program is delivered within their state or territory.

Value for money requirements attached to BER funding
The Guidelines require states and territories to ensure that tendering and procurement arrangements
for P21 projects demonstrate value for money. Block Grant Authorities are also required to use
their ‘best endeavours’ to ensure that tendering and procurement arrangements for the Program
require the projects to demonstrate value for money (Guidelines, v 4, p 20). The Taskforce notes
that the Guidelines impose a ‘best endeavours’ obligation on the Block Grant Authorities regarding
tendering and procurement arrangements as compared with the unqualified obligation imposed
on the states and territories. The Taskforce understands that the rationale for the Commonwealth
imposing the lesser ‘best endeavours’ requirement on the Block Grant Authorities is that Block
Grant Authorities only administer the funding for the schools in their respective jurisdictions
whereas the states and territories own and control their schools.
These value for money requirements have been in the Guidelines since August 2009. As previously
highlighted in the Interim Report, there was no express reference to value for money in the
Guidelines when first published in February 2009.
The Taskforce is advised that through a notice issued to Block Grant Authorities under the
Guidelines in March 2009, DEEWR told the Block Grant Authorities that the tendering and
procurement obligations in place for the Commonwealth School Capital Grants program apply
also to the BER Program. The relevant Capital Grants program requirements impose value for
money obligations when undertaking a tender process. The Taskforce understands that these
value for money obligations were therefore incorporated into the requirements imposed on Block
Grant Authorities in relation to the Program funding from March 2009.
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So far as the state and territory government education authorities are concerned, the Intergovernmental Agreement on Federal Financial Relations signed by the Commonwealth, states
and territories, which sits over the National Partnership Agreement, includes in its principles that
the parties commit to a performance reporting framework including focus on value for money
and timely provision of publicly available performance information (COAG, 2008). The relevant
National Partnership Agreement signed between the Commonwealth and the states under
which the Bilateral Agreements with the states and territories are made, contains a commitment
by all jurisdictions, ‘within a best value approach, to give priority in contracting and tendering
arrangements to businesses that have a demonstrated commitment to adding or retraining trainees
and apprentices;’(COAG, 2009).

BER stimulus requirements
Through the National Partnership Agreement, the Commonwealth, states and territories commit
to the dual objective:
 To provide economic stimulus through the rapid construction and refurbishment of school
infrastructure ; and
 To build learning environments to help children, families and communities participate in
activities that will support achievement, develop learning potential and bring communities
together.
These Program objectives are explicit in the agreements entered into by the Commonwealth with
states, territories and Block Grant Authorities and in the Guidelines.
Consistent with the stimulus objective, the Guidelines require quick implementation of BER
projects. Funding was conditional on education authorities establishing that projects could be
constructed within various specified timeframes commencing between May and October 2009
and completing between December 2010 and 31 March 2011 depending on the Funding Round.
To be eligible for funding, projects had to demonstrate that they could be commenced and
completed within the timeframes set out in the Guidelines.
There are explicit obligations on the education authorities to ‘...ensure that design, application and
assessment processes are fast-tracked with minimal red tape’ (Guidelines, v 4, p15 and 19)
In August 2009, the Guidelines were amended to allow flexibility to delay project commencements
and extend project completion dates subject to DEEWR approval. When seeking an extension for
a project, the Guidelines require the education authorities to take into consideration that one of
the objectives of the Program is to provide economic stimulus through the rapid construction or
refurbishment of school infrastructure.
In October 2010 an amendment to the Guidelines announced that $500 million of Program funds
would be rephased and made available in 2011-12. One of the express reasons for this rephasing of
funds was to allow flexibility for education authorities to have additional time for (re)tendering and
procurement activities for BER projects to ensure value for money (Guidelines, v 4, p 5).
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Flexibility in BER delivery
Whilst the Guidelines contained indicative funding amounts and priority project types, there was
some flexibility in these requirements and the ability to vary existing approved projects.
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Initial project funding
The Guidelines provide for indicative funding based on school enrolment numbers, however the
Guidelines also allow for education authorities to apply for a ‘slightly’ higher or lower level of
funding for a particular school. All departures from indicative funding levels must be agreed with
the relevant school. Since August 2009, an application for funding for a school project which is 10
per cent or more under the indicative funding allocation for that school has required evidence of
written agreement from the school principal to the school receiving less than its indicative funding
amount (Guidelines, v 4, p 6).
In the case of new schools where the school community agreed there was no need for further
buildings, the education authorities could reallocate the indicative funding for the new school
to another school (in relation to Block Grant Authorities the reallocation could only be to other
another school within the same school system) (Guidelines, v 4, p 7).
Below is a graphical illustration, by jurisdiction, of the percentage of schools funded below, at
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Project type
In relation to use of funding, the Guidelines established a project priority list being:
1.

Construction of new libraries;

2. Construction of new multipurpose halls (e.g. gymnasium, indoor sporting centre, assembly area
or performing arts centre) or, in the case of smaller schools, covered outdoor learning areas;
3. Construction of classrooms, replacement of demountables or other building to be approved by
the Commonwealth; or
4. 162
of existing
facilities.
Refurbishment
| Product types
by value
for selected EAs
An education authority could also apply for an early learning centre if it did not have a need for
any of the above projects. Education authorities could apply for funding for lower priority projects
if they provided a reasonable explanation for not seeking a higher priority project (Guidelines,
v 4, p 8).
Below is a schematic illustrating the spread of funding for projects for schools in selected
jurisdicatons.
Schematic 24: Product types by value for selected EAs
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Project designs
The Guidelines require design templates or configurations to be used wherever possible. However,
the Guidelines give education authorities the option to depart from the use of design templates
where such use was reasonable, appropriate and where the building process can be expedited and
achieved within the prescribed timeframes (Guidelines, v 4, p 7). The Taskforce notes that custom
designs (ie. non-template) were used at least to some degree in P21 projects in schools in all states
and territories.

Variations to approved funding amounts
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The August 2009 revision of the Guidelines included provision to allow flexibility for education
authorities to move funding between certain already approved P21 projects without DEEWR
consent. Firstly, funding can be moved between projects at one school without approval from
DEEWR ie where one of a school’s projects is underspent while another of the same school’s
projects is delivering an overspend.
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Secondly, education authorities can move up to five per cent of a school’s approved Program funding
to another school providing there is ‘appropriate consultation with relevant school principals’ and
the funding ‘is tied to an overspend’ at one of the school projects. DEEWR’s consent is required
to move more than five per cent of the funding between schools. This approval is subject to:
agreement of the relevant school principal; the funding being moved because of an overspend at
the project; and providing DEEWR with justification for the overspend (Guidelines, v4, p17).
Any project variations that impact on project scope must be approved by DEEWR.

Taskforce observations
The stimulus objective is given primacy in the Program requirements. In the view of the Taskforce,
the requirements about stimulus are not inconsistent with requirements to obtain value for money.
Whilst speed of project delivery would reasonably have an impact on the cost of project delivery
and economic circumstance will inevitably have an impact on market prices, the Taskforce does
not consider that the Program requirements aimed at rapid delivery imply that value for money
should not be pursued.
In relation to the state and territory government education authorities, the Taskforce’s view is that
it would be reasonable, to expect a value for money approach in relation to all expenditure of those
bodies given the state and territory governments are spending public money. This is irrespective of
any express value for money requirement in the program agreements or the Guidelines. Further, the
Taskforce considers that value for money is not achieved solely by approaching the market using a
competitive tender process but is dependent on appropriate reference to relevant benchmark cost
data and vigilant administration of the project over its entire life cycle. The Taskforce is aware of
differing views among education authorities about the extent of their obligations to obtain value
for money in use of the Program funds.
In the view of the Taskforce, it would have been preferable if the Guidelines had expressed more
flexibility in the allocation and permitted uses of funding and project type. However, whilst the
Guidelines prescribed indicative funding amounts and a priority list of projects, they contained
flexibility for education authorities to propose funding amounts and projects outside these
requirements. For example, some education authorities, such as WA, took advantage of the ability
to apply for funding outside the indicative funding amounts in order to accommodate the varying
need levels of its schools. The Taskforce also notes that education authorities could contribute
their own funds to a project to supplement the funds received from the Commonwealth.
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8. Progress and stimulus
In Phase 2 of our activities the Taskforce engaged an independent economics consultancy firm14 to
assist in developing a broader picture of the Program via an appreciation of its stimulus objectives
and achievements. Understanding whether the Program achieved its stimulus objectives is
important in assessing the value for money outcome for the Program as a whole.
The impact of the Program was examined in terms of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) and jobs
supported for each of 28 regions across the country15. The $10.6 billion spent on the program
to September 2010 was introduced to a partial equilibrium model of the Australian economy to
generate these estimates. Regional input-output models were used to estimate regional effects.
The methodology used is included at Appendix 24.
Analysing stimulus spending requires emphasis on the total amount spent over a particular period
and area and its consequential impact on economic activity. If value for money can be distilled to
quality, cost and time, stimulus is examined in terms of timeliness, targeting and temporary nature.
As has been noted by the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), this
program could not have been reasonably expected to deliver microeconomic efficiency due to
the stimulus imperative. This section provides an overview of the Program’s value from a stimulus
perspective.

The BER backdrop
In response to the global financial crisis, the Commonwealth announced a range of economic
stimulus measures including the $42 billion Nation Building and Jobs Plan. The BER Program
component of the plan represented $16 billion16 (1.3% GDP). Concurrently, the Reserve Bank of
Australia progressively reduced interest rates from 7 per cent in September 2008 to 3 per cent in
April 2009.
The Commonwealth’s fiscal stimulus was commensurate with the international response to the
global financial crisis. In November 2008, China announced a 4 trillion RMB stimulus package
focusing on infrastructure projects. On a delayed basis this ultimately underpinned global
commodity markets with positive implications for Australia’s terms of trade17.
Those nations that were required to provide significant capital injections to stabilise their financial
sectors during the global financial crisis had fewer funds available for fiscal stimulus packages.
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14 SGS Economics and Planning.
15 For a number of the indicators presented in this chapter, it is not possible to separate the effects of the various fiscal and monetary stimulus
actions. However, economic modelling work conducted by SGS for the Taskforce considers the BER Program in isolation, controlling for
other factors.
16 The BER program represented $14.7 billion at announcement, additional funding was provided in August 2009.
17 Terms of trade are the relative prices of Australia’s exports to imports.
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Schematic 25: International stimulus (per cent of GDP)
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Sources: Reserve Bank of Australia, Bloomberg; De Nederlandsche Bank; Eurostat; IMF; OECD; Thomson Reuters
(a) Cumulative effect of fiscal stimulus from 2008–2010 as a per cent of 2008 GDP

Early stimulus spending in Australia came predominantly in the form of cash to households,
providing immediate support for the economy. Later spending, including the Program, was chiefly
directed toward infrastructure projects. Around seventy per cent of the Nation Building and Jobs
Plan was infrastructure spending, of which the Program was the largest component.

The global financial crisis
Effective monetary policy, strong commodity prices and continued growth in Asia (particularly
China) and the Commonwealth’s broad and significant stimulus program all acted in concert to
effectively insulate Australia from the global financial crisis. The $16 billion BER Program made a
material contribution, particularly in its first year.
Australia’s terms of trade remained high relative to historic averages over the period of the global
financial crisis. They fell initially but since benefited from the strong demand from a continually
growing Asia, and in particular China. Australia’s relatively sound financial sector was also important
as it kept credit channels open, in contrast to many other countries.
While other countries slipped into recession, Australia was spared a deep and protracted downturn.
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Schematic 26: Weathering the storm – global GDP growth
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At the time of the Program’s inception there was significant uncertainty about prospects for global
economy and the potential impact on Australia as a capital importing nation.
Australian gross domestic product (GDP) fell in the December quarter of 2008 and, absent the
fiscal stimulus, this would have likely continued in the March and June quarters of 2009, taking
Australia into recession.
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Schematic 27: Australian growth and employment exceeded the 2009-10 Budget projections
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It is notable that the decline in consumer and business confidence in Australia was significantly
smaller than internationally. A drop in business or consumer confidence can be a self-fulfilling
prophecy in which adverse market conditions and sentiment reinforce themselves, leading to a
downward spiral in both confidence and economic activity. International comparisons of business
and consumer confidence published by the OECD demonstrate that Australia’s dip in business
confidence was deeper than that of the United States, but recovered more quickly. Australian
consumer confidence never dipped as low as that of the United States, supported by cash stimulus
in late 2008 to mid 2009, and is now back at pre-global financial crisis levels.

BER Progress
The Program was designed to maximise economic stimulus across every population area in the
country.
The P21 element of the Program was divided into three rounds and was designed to be implemented
more quickly than other public construction programs. This was because government schools are
generally located on government-owned land (therefore avoiding the need for negotiation with
private landowners), and an exemption was given from the usual planning approvals processes
for both government and non-government schools. School building projects were expected to be
delivered by local labour and primarily Australian made components.
The following schematic illustrates P21 progress on a national basis and for selected education
authorities. Nationally, 43 per cent of projects are now complete, 52 per cent are under construction
and five per cent have commenced18 but have not yet reached the construction phase. A small
161 | P21 Project Status (National and Selected Education Authorities)
proportion
of projects (36 in total) are yet to commence.
Schematic 28: P21 Progress (national and selected education authorities)
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Source: DEEWR administrative data, October 2010
18 The start/commencement of a project is defined as the undertaking of any action, post any design phase that incurs an expense covered by
BER funding for a project.
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Of the larger government education authorities19, the NSW Government is the most progressed,
with 59 per cent of projects now complete. The lowest level of completions shown is in the Victorian
Government system (25 per cent). The Queensland and Victorian Governments have the highest
Axis Name
proportion of projects
which have not yet reached the construction phase (each at 14 per cent).
Key 3mm x 3mm
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Another indicator of progress is the proportion of funding spent. For all government and
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across Australia, 68 per cent
of funding has been spent.20 A further
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of projects. The NSW Government is particularly advanced on this measure, having spent
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78 per cent of its P21 funding by October 2010. The
Victorian
and Queensland Governments have
spent comparatively less at 59 and 58 per cent respectively.
Schematic 29: P21 funding spent (state government education authorities)
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The following schematic illustrates the actual P21 construction commencements against guideline
targets (on the left axis) and actual expenditure compared with planned (on the right hand axis).
At a national level, progress is behind schedule.   

19 NSW, Victoria, Queensland and WA
20 Each education authority is responsible for managing payments to contractors and this is done differently in each jurisdiction over the life
of a given project.
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Schematic 30: P21 construction commencements and spend
11,000
10452
10192
9932
9776
9531

Round 3 (10,521)

10,000

$12,000

9152

9,000

8713
8155

$10,000

7661
$9,530

7185

7,000

$8,856

Round 2 (6,861)
6367

6,000

$8,000

$8,107

5733

$7,368
$6,709

5,000

4848

$6,000

$5,794
3991

$4,988
$4,279

3067

$4,000

$3,462

$2,000

Actual spend
Schedule of payments

Feb-11

Jun-10

$0
Apr-10

50

Jun-09

3

Apr-09

1

Feb-09

0

Construction start targets

Feb-10

997
423

Dec-09

1,000

$2,234
$1,621
$1,242
$878
$558

Oct-09

1441

Actual/projected
construction starts

$2,839

Dec-10

2271
Round 1 (1,969)

Aug-09

2,000

Oct-10

3,000

Aug-10

4,000

Spend ($m)

8,000

Projects

$14,000

10519

Notes: Figures for government and non-government schools. Guideline start dates and actual construction
commencements cannot be directly compared with actual and planned spend. Projected construction starts are
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Source: DEEWR

Graphs for NSW, Victoria, Queensland, WA and SA are at Appendix 25. The NSW Government is
essentially on schedule and has been able to achieve a rapid rate of progress between August
2009 and March 2010, after which point construction appears to have slowed. The next two largest
education authorities, the Victorian and Queensland Governments are significantly below targeted
spending and have sustained a relatively even rate of progress throughout the program. It is
notable that construction in SA Government schools has significantly slowed in early to mid 2010.
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Schematic 31: Non-residential building approvals
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The total value of non-residential building fell in late 2008 and early 2009 before picking up in
mid 2009. At that point, the private sector contribution continued to fall, while the public sector
contribution increased substantially. The public sector generally accounts for around 15 per cent
of total non-residential building, but in late 2009, it was at nearly 50 per cent.
The building and construction industry accounts for seven per cent of GDP and employs over one
million people, representing nine per cent of the Australian workforce. The construction industry
has emerged from the global financial crisis relatively unscathed, in contrast to the recession of
1990-91 when approximately 110,000 construction sector jobs were lost between January 1990
and September 1991. Modelling conducted for the Taskforce estimates that 22,970 direct building
and construction jobs were supported by the Program up to September 2010.
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Schematic 32: Construction industry employment 2007–2010 and 1989-1993
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Estimated stimulus impact
As at September 2010, approximately $10.6 billion of the total $16 billion Program funding had
been spent. It is estimated to have supported 75,516 jobs across Australia to September 2010,
including 22,971 employed directly in the construction industry and 52,544 in induced employment
across other industries21. It is projected that approximately 120,000 jobs will be supported over the
full life of the Program (and with the total $16.2 billion spend).
The stimulus impact of the Program was most pronounced in its first year where the estimated
implied multiplier (ratio of GDP impact to spend) was 1.14, supporting over 31,600 direct and
indirect jobs nationally. The implied multiplier then declined to an estimated 0.64 to September
2010. These estimates fall within the International Monetary Fund (IMF) range for large scale
infrastructure programs generally. The Program’s impact was most evident within the construction
industry where the Taskforce’s wide ranging discussions with the industry confirm the job losses
that would have occurred otherwise.
Stimulus was most effective in regions where there was the greatest spare capacity in the
construction industry and the Program was most effective and of most value in the first year
following the announcement. The West Yarra region in Melbourne (CBD and the industrial west)
was very positively impacted as were Adelaide and South-East Queensland. The statistical areas
making up each Program region are shown at Appendix 24.
In these areas, the introduction of the Program filled a gap left in demand from the private sector
and reduced the likelihood of firms retrenching employees. In regions such as regional WA where
the construction sector was operating at close to full capacity, the stimulus was less effective. The
degree to which each region was affected by the economic slowdown was also significant.
It should be noted that this analysis focuses on the Program in isolation and that other parts of
the stimulus package (for example the Jobs Fund) were targeted at priority employment areas.
The following schematic shows estimated jobs impact for each of the 28 BER regions. The
percentage ranges refer to the estimated jobs supported as a proportion of total employment in
any given region. 22
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21 “Jobs” are quantified in the modelling in terms of person years of employment including direct jobs that were supported in the first instance
by the BER Program (principally construction workers, engineers, architects and so on) and induced employment including secondary
employment effects across all industries.
22 BER regions were selected within jurisdictions; on statistical boundaries and with a roughly similar BER spend in each. However, markedly
different economic circumstances may exist within a given region and this would affect the BER stimulus impact. For example, one would
expect stimulus impact to vary considerably across regional WA.
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Schematic 33: Estimated jobs supported to September 2010 by region
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Schematic 34: Estimated jobs supported to September 2010 by jurisdiction
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Of the estimated 75,516 jobs supported by the Program until September 2010, 22,971 (30 per cent)
were supported directly, principally in the construction industry.

Regional stimulus impact
North Brisbane, the NT and regions in WA (which had few underutilised resources due to high
levels of construction activity and the dominance of the mining sector) were at less risk of an
economic slowdown. As a result, these areas received relatively less benefit from the stimulus and
the relative job impact in these areas was lower. Conversely, South-East Adelaide and much of
South-East Queensland were adversely affected to a greater extent by the financial conditions at
the time and the stimulus had a greater impact in these areas.
The diversity of the region’s economy and the localisation of expenditure determine the ability of
an area to capture the full benefit of the stimulus, and therefore is a significant determinant of its
overall performance. This effect may explain the lower performance of regional Australia when
compared to the capital cities.
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For example, it is likely that contractors were employed and materials sourced for the
Mid-Sydney Regions from the adjoining North West and South Western Sydney regions. This
leakage of stimulus expenditure from the region diminished its performance but benefited
neighbouring areas. This escape expenditure effect is also seen in the performance of regional
SA, regional NSW, Eastern Victoria and Southern Queensland. Capital cities (apart from central
Sydney), and Tasmania were relatively self-sufficient in this regard, and thus derived the greatest
direct benefit from the Program stimulus.
The existence of both a slower construction market and a diverse economic base allowed the
West Yarra region (covering Melbourne CBD and the industrial heartland to the west of the city)
to benefit greatly from the stimulus, with the region having one of the highest relative job impacts.
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Tasmania was the greatest beneficiary of the Program stimulus, with one per cent of all jobs in the
state directly and indirectly supported by the program. Queensland, Victoria, SA and the NT also
benefited to a significant degree, while WA derived the least benefit in terms of the proportion of
jobs supported.

Skills
The Program also acted to avert a significant loss of skills to the Australian economy. A deep
recession in Australia would have resulted in unemployment and a corresponding loss of skills,
which would then have had to be built up again. This did not occur during the global financial
crisis and the Program played an important role in supporting apprentices in the building and
construction industry.23
Training commencements fell by close to 20 per cent in 2008-09 but quickly recovered to record
levels in 2010. This is in stark contrast to the 1990s recession when apprenticeship commencements
fell by over 30 per cent in two years and failed to fully recover over the following decade.
Up-skilling is the process by which workers improve their skills, and are subsequently able to take
on more complex work. This increases the economy’s stock of human capital, improves productivity
and boosts economic growth. Up-skilling does not have a direct economic stimulus impact; rather,
it is an enabler of long-term economic growth through increasing the ongoing productive capacity
of the economy. Taskforce interviews with building contractors provide some anecdotal evidence
of up-skilling as a result of involvement with the program, though this was primarily related to the
volume rather than the type of work.
A recession can result in the loss of skills and productive links between firms and workers.
This would be likely to prolong the downturn and restrict the extent to which the economy is
able to recover. Apprentices were among the first to be affected in previous recessions when,
as economic conditions worsened, employers cancelled apprenticeship training contracts. A
recession would likely have resulted in large-scale job losses and business failures and an associated
increase in unemployment levels. The negative impact of a downturn on apprentices has also been,
historically, longer lasting than on other employees. In addition, past experience has been that
mature workers exit the industry during recession – many permanently – with a consequential loss
of national capacity and experience. Initiatives that promote skills retention, therefore, can have a
direct stimulus impact insofar as they enable a faster return to economic growth.
As at September 2010, apprentices made up 12.6 per cent of total direct employment under the
Program, 2.6 percentage points above the target of 10 per cent agreed by the Council of Australian
Governments (COAG). Indigenous employment under the program was 2.7 per cent. The Tasmanian
and the ACT governments employed the greatest proportion of apprentices in their programs
(25.1 per cent and 25.0 per cent, respectively), while the Queensland and SA governments
employed slightly less than the national average (8.9 per cent and 9.5 per cent, respectively).
The WA Government made provision to support apprenticeships on BER projects.

23 A number of other measures were taken to support apprentices during the downturn. These included the Apprentice Kick-start Initiative;
Additional Apprenticeship Access Places; Incentive Payments for Employers who took on out of trade Apprentices; and Support for off-thejob Apprentices to complete their training.
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Schematic 35: BER apprentice employment by Education Authority (10% target)
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Source: DEEWR

Enduring benefits
It seems clear that there is some long-term economic benefit from enhanced educational
infrastructure to the nation’s approximately two million primary school students, but this is very
difficult to quantify.
A full evaluation of the impact of the Program on educational outcomes would require a model of
educational attainment as a function of resources (including infrastructure), student characteristics
and other factors. However, as the Program is still underway, it is too early for the new facilities to
have had an auditable impact on educational attainment.
Whilst the Program is not a direct reform of the way in which education is delivered, it contributes
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Academic literature provides some evidence of a link between infrastructure and educational
outcomes. The effect has been found to be strongest in relation to investment in buildings, where
that investment ensures that buildings are as appropriate as possible for the teaching of the
curriculum. A recent audit into the United Kingdom’s Building Schools for the Future program
reinforced this when it found some evidence of a positive relationship between capital investment
and pupil performance.
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Information on the state of Australia’s school assets is not readily available, making it difficult
to establish a pre-BER baseline. Anecdotal evidence from Taskforce school visits and interviews
suggests that new infrastructure was sorely needed, particularly in government schools. Ideally,
the Program would have included an educational infrastructure needs analysis, though the timing
and stimulus context would have made this difficult.
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Appendix 1: Implementation of Interim Report
recommendations
The Interim Report was released on 6 August 2010 during the caretaker period. The Interim Report
outlined the work it had undertaken and its initial observations and findings since its establishment
in May up to 3 August 2010 and initial recommendations. The Caretaker Government agreed to all
14 recommendations, on the proviso that it was re-elected.
Schematic 36: Implementation of recommendations
Recommendation

Government Response

Status

The Government will put in place a
nationally common structure with
consistent definitions. If education
authorities agree, this structure will
be published by December 2010.

DEEWR has been working with
the education authorities to
develop an agreed nationally
common structure for reporting
project costs. DEEWR is
seeking to settle the agreed
structure on schedule in
December 2010 and commence
publishing project costs for
completed projects shortly
thereafter.

The Government will direct education
authorities, in consultation with the
Taskforce, principals and local school
communities, to revert to business as
usual practices where possible.

Most education authorities
are using a business as usual
approach or will adopt a
business as usual approach for
the small number of projects
yet to be committed.

Immediate Actions
Recommendation 1
In the interest of transparency and
public accountability, the Taskforce
recommends that each education
authority publish school specific
project cost data related to BER P21
in a nationally common structure with
consistent definitions.

Recommendation 2
The Taskforce recommends that,
where possible, any projects not
yet committed and unlikely to be
completed by 30 March 2011 should
be delivered in accordance with the
relevant education authority’s pre-BER
‘business as usual’ approach to capital
works.
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At the end of October, there
were only 36 P21 projects that
had not started. DEEWR has
received assurances from all
owning education authorities
that business as usual will be
adopted for all.

Recommendation

Government Response

Status

Recommendation 3

The Government will work with
education authorities to support
more active stakeholder engagement
for projects that are still to be
completed.

Following a meeting with all
education authorities, the
BER National Coordinator has
written to them requesting
that they identify how they
will be implementing this
recommendation. Consistent
with the Taskforce’s findings,
many of the education
authorities have adopted
effective stakeholder
engagement processes during
the rollout of the Program.
With respect to those
education authorities where
stakeholder engagement has
emerged as an issue during
the delivery of the Program,
DEEWR will continue to work
with the authorities to ensure
that stakeholder engagement
is given a strong priority.
The NSW Government, for
example, is working closely
with principals at many schools
where complaints have been
made to seek to address the
concerns.

The Taskforce recommends that
school stakeholders be more
involved in decision making at key
points throughout the remaining
delivery process. The Taskforce’s
school visitation program, design
quality review and value for money
analysis suggests that the best
design and education outcomes are
achieved through consultation. This
principle should be applied for all
BER P21 projects which are yet to be
completed.

Empowering local schools is an
important reform objective and this
measure will build on Federal Labor’s
commitment to increased autonomy
for local school principals and school
communities.

Immediate Actions
Recommendation 4
The Taskforce recommends that where
education authorities are able to
administer the BER Program for under
the 1.5% allocated by the Australian
Government, the education authority
should have flexibility to add those
funds saved into their BER projects.

The Government will amend the
program guidelines to implement
this recommendation and allow
funding previously quarantined for
administration purposes to be used
more broadly toward the projects.

At the time of writing,
DEEWR is in the process
of settling revisions to the
Guidelines to implement the
recommendation.

Recommendation 5
The Taskforce recommends that where
external managing organisations are
found to have delivered sub-standard
outcomes, education authorities
should consider the resolution of
outstanding complaints via a mediated
process. This could be assisted by the
Taskforce.

The Government encourages
education authorities to ensure that
mediated processes, assisted by
the Taskforce, take place to resolve
outstanding complaints of this
nature.

Only a small number of
education authorities have
used a managing contractor
model to deliver the
Program. Consistent with the
recommendation, the Taskforce
is working with these education
authorities to seek to resolve
complaints about sub-standard
outcomes where applicable.

Recommendation 6
The Taskforce recommends that the
NSW Department of Education and
Training BER Integrated Program
Office (DET IPO) carefully administer
the BER P21 contracts, to ensure
rigorous application of controls within
the contracts intended to ensure
managing contractors’ fees represent
value for money.

The Government encourages the
NSW Government to implement this
recommendation in full.

The NSW Government has
accepted the recommendation
and the Taskforce is continuing
to work with the NSW IPO on
this matter.
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Recommendation

Government Response

Status

Actions for the benefit of future programs
Recommendation 7
Commensurate with the objectives
of the BER Program and the National
Partnership Agreement of the Nation
Building and Jobs Plan to share best
practice, the Taskforce recommends
that DEEWR establish an ongoing unit
to review, share, and transfer lessons
learnt in the application of school
facility standards and the process
of designing and delivering school
building design templates. This has not
occurred in implementation of BER P21
to-date.

The Government will establish
within the Department of Education,
Employment and Workplace
Relations a unit of this kind, building
on current structures for analysis and
review. We will invite state education
authorities to participate in the work
and governance of this unit.

DEEWR is establishing a
unit which will also support
better coordination across
the department to align the
Program requirements and
processes across the portfolio,
particularly where the same
sets of stakeholders are
involved.

Recommendation 8
The Taskforce has not been satisfied
by the various explanations as to how
value for money has been calculated
by many jurisdictions. The Taskforce
recommends that a forum of education
authorities be convened to develop a
more consistent set of definitions and
measures of value for money.

The Government will develop
through the Ministerial Council
for Education, Early Childhood
Development and Youth Affairs
(MCEECDYA) a set of national
definitions and measures of value for
money for education infrastructure.

DEEWR, through the new unit,
will develop a paper for the
Minister to take to MCEECDYA
in the new year. The paper
will examine the issue of value
for money, the variety of
definitions that currently exist
and a possible way forward.

Actions for the benefit of future programs
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Recommendation 9
If comprehensive historic
benchmarking had been available,
it would have provided a standing
framework for value for money
assessment. The database (BERCAM) being built by the Taskforce to
provide data about the cost of BER
projects should be housed long-term
with an appropriate custodian (such
as a university) to ensure that it
could be available to assist in future
benchmarking. The Commonwealth
should support and fund the
implementation of this initiative.

The Government will commit up
to $3 million to support the BERCAM database at a university to
be determined through an open
tender process. Funding for this
commitment will be fully absorbed
by DEEWR, consistent with Federal
Labor’s commitment to return the
budget to surplus by 2013.

Recommendation 10
The Taskforce has observed a wide
range of project management
and building contracts, across
the implementation of BER P21.
Establishing consistency with respect
to future contracting arrangements
would enhance clarity and pricing of
risk and lead to better value for money
outcomes. The Taskforce recommends
this issue be raised as part of the
BER National Coordinators forum
for collective consideration by the
education authorities.

In addition to the education portfolio,
the Government will also task the
Intergovernmental Infrastructure
Working Group to examine where
the same approach can be applied to
other areas of infrastructure across
government.

We note that historic benchmarking
is a complex exercise, and would
need to take into account regional
variations.
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DEEWR has commenced
preparation of documentation
for the open tender process
to determine the custodian of
the BER-CAM database. The
handover will coincide with the
termination of the Taskforce in
2011.

DEEWR will progress this
recommendation with the
Secretariat of the COAG
Infrastructure Working Group.
This will be part of the role
of the new unit within the
department.

Recommendation

Government Response

Status

Recommendation 11
In analysing complaints and in
discussions with education authorities,
the Taskforce found that prioritisation
of BER projects was at times
influenced by the need for money to
be spent on backlogged maintenance
and refurbishment. The Taskforce
recommends that DEEWR monitor the
level of backlog school maintenance,
by education authority, and consider
this in designing future capital
spending programs.
.

The Government will take to the
Council of Education Ministers and
to education authorities a proposal
to establish a consistent national
framework of indicators.

DEEWR, through the new unit,
will develop a paper for the
Minister to take to MCEECDYA
in the new year.

Recommendation 12
The Taskforce was impressed by
school master planning clarity at
many non-government schools, which
focussed on educational outcomes
and stood them in good stead to
more rapidly commence BER projects.
The Taskforce recommends that the
government education authorities
review their approach to school master
planning and engagement of school
communities in this process.

The Government will encourage
this review of approaches through
MCEECDYA and its national reform
agenda for Empowering Local
Schools.

DEEWR, through the new unit,
will develop a paper for the
Minister to take to MCEECDYA
in the new year.
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Recommendation 13
The Taskforce recommends that
DEEWR add to its technical expertise
in the areas of construction, project
management and quantity surveying
to better administer infrastructure
programs. The Commonwealth
regularly provides substantial funding
for educational infrastructure and such
expertise would increase DEEWR’s
capacity in future program design and
effectiveness.

The Government will ensure that
the Department of Education,
Employment and Workplace
Relations seeks guidance from
the Taskforce as to the specific
capabilities it requires internally and
that it immediately acts to recruit for
these positions.

DEEWR is developing a
model to progress this
recommendation which
includes establishing a list
of staff that have relevant
construction expertise which
could be drawn upon in the
management of infrastructure
programs and is also
considering sourcing external
expertise as necessary to
supplement internal resources.

Recommendation 14
The Taskforce recommends that at the
outset of any future major education
spending program, DEEWR establish
an independent unit to receive,
investigate and resolve complaints
and with sufficient power to allow it
to review and recommend changes to
optimise program outcomes.

Agree in principle. The Government
will commit to this action for future
major programs in the portfolio.
We will leave open the question of
whether a separate unit is required
for each separate program.

DEEWR will ensure that such a
function is in place for any new
major infrastructure program in
the department.

Appendix 2: Complaints
Schematic 37: Complaints by status and education authority
Education Authority

Open

Closed

Total

NSW Government

85

76

161

NSW Catholic

0

5

5

NSW Independent

0

13

13

VIC Government

32

24

56

VIC Catholic

0

4

4

State Total

179

VIC Independent

0

2

2

QLD Government

12

11

23

62

QLD Catholic

0

4

4

QLD Independent

0

2

2

SA Government

4

5

9

SA Independent

0

1

1

10

29

WA Government

2

7

9

9

ACT Government

0

2

2

2

NT Government

0

2

2

2

TAS Government

1

0

1

1

136

158

TOTAL

294

Schematic 38: Open complaints
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School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Abbotsford
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
demolition of
classrooms to build
new facilities and
process to negotiate
desired outcomes for
school with VFM.

Sep-09

Monitoring with
DET.
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Albion Park Rail
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about delays
in commencement,
non-competitive
pricing,
de-scoping and lack of
communication.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET.
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Apollo Bay P-12
College

VIC
Government

Concerns about
lengthy delays in
project and poor
consultation and
communication.

Jul-10

Taskforce
monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 1

Monitoring
progress

Appin Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM,
fitting out of the hall,
poor communication &
consultation.

Aug-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress
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School

Education
Authority

Ariah Park Central NSW
School
Government

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Concerns about
VFM related to
descoping, the new
library is smaller than
original and lack of
consultation

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping
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Attunga Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and quality of finished
product.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Avenel Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to
de-scoping and lack of
consultation.

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Investigating

Baralaba State
School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
and de-scoping of
project.

Under
investigation
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Basket Range
Primary School

SA
Government

Concerns about delays
with project, costs and
funding for additional
water tanks and descoping of project.

Feb-09
May-10

Monitoring with
DECS
School site visit
Phase 1

Monitoring
progress

Beaconsfield
Upper Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
product options and
school needs.

May-09

School site visit
Phase 1

Monitoring
progress

Belgrave South
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM

May-10
Jun-10

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 1

Monitoring
progress

Belmore North
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM, quality of
finished product and
playground surface

Sep-10

Monitoring with
DET
Cost review
Phase 3

Investigating

Ben Lomond
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
project management,
de-scoping, VFM and
quality of work.

Oct-09
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Berridale Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
and quality of work.

May-10
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Berwick Fields
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
receiving full funding
allocation.

May-09

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Berwick Lodge
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
program delivery and
receiving full funding
allocation.

May-09
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Sep-10

School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Berwick Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
receiving full funding
allocation and
companion projects

Jun-09

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Biddeston State
School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
and project design

Aug-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Binya Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and have requested
breakdown of costs.

Jun-10
Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Black Rock
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to
planning approval for
gymnasium as storage
shed

May-10
Jun-10
Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Black Springs
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about final
allocation of project,
VFM and de-scoping
of project.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Blaxland East
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
product choices,
selection processes
and communication.

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Booral Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM, de-scoping,
especially of IWBs and
connected classrooms.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Bradbury Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
implementation of
project, re-scoping,
de-scoping and
negotiations to expend
residual funds.

Dec-09

School site visit
Phase 1 & 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Broadwater
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
structural integrity of
walls for connected
classroom

Jun-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Brooklyn Public
School

NSW
Government

Contracting
arrangements.
Concern over VFM and
use of MDR

Jun-10
Sep-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Brungle Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to usability of
facilities

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping
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School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Brunswick Special
Developmental
School

VIC
Government

Concerns regarding
consultation about
decision to re-locate
school related to the
needs of students and
parents.

May-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2

Liaising with
complainant
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Buchan Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
and product

Aug-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Bundarra Central
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
eligibility for
SLC program,
communication and
consultation on the
implementation of the
program

Oct-10

Under
investigation
School site visit
Phase 2

Not referred at
this stage

Burnside Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
for pre-fabricated
building and
appropriate design.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Burren Junction
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
one-size fits all policy
meeting the needs of
the school.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Buxton Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about lack
of communication and
de-scoping of project.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET.
School site visit
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Cairns School
of Distance
Education

QLD
Government

Concerns about
VFM, consultation
with community
and product being
delivered

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DEEWR
School site visit
Phase 2

Negotiating
with school
community and
DEEWR

Canning Vale
Primary School

WA
Government

Concerns about
project item costs
and transparency in
pricing.

May-10

Monitoring with
WA DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Canterbury Vale
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and project timelines

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Carlton Gardens
Public School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
planning approval and
design, heritage issues.

Jul-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2

Investigating

Castlereagh
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to meeting
school’s needs and
communication
processes.

Jul-10
Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Casula Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and de-scoping of
project.

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Cattai Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
of project and fees
charged.

May-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Cecil Hills Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about the
product received

Sep-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Cecil Plains State
P-10 School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
and the limited options
available in terms of a
project for the school.

Aug-10
Sep-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Chatswood Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM,
requesting analysis
of fees compared to
other schools.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Corindi Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about descoping particularly
IWBs.

Jun-10
Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Cudal Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and delays in project
and OH&S issues

Mar-10 School site visit
May-10 Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Curran Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM,
de-scoping, and
consultation.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Dandenong Valley VIC
School
Government

Concerns about
receiving full funding
allocation and design
options.

May-09

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 1

Monitoring
progress

Dungay Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to quality of
work and de-scoping

Jul-10

School Visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Dunkeld
Consolidated
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
following demolition
of building, delays
in receipt of MDR,
non-use of local
contractors.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress
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School

Education
Authority

Eastwood Heights NSW
Public School
Government

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Concerns about
VFM, de-scoping and
consultation.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Ellalong Public
School

NSW
Government

Comments on
dissatisfaction with
process, and negligible
gain in actual
classrooms

Jun-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Emmaville Central
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Errowanbang
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
project management
and VFM

Sep-09
May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Eungai Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM, poor quality
work, de-scoping and
communication.

May-10
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Fort Street Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to quality of
work and lack of
communication

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

G S Kidd
Memorial School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to size and
inclusions for facility

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Glamorgan Vale
State School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
and de-scoping of
project.

Oct-10

Under
investigation
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Glass House
Mountains State
School

QLD
Government

Concerns about the rescoping of the project.

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DETA
Cost review
Phase 3

Investigating

Glendal Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
receiving full funding
allocation and then descoping of project.

Jun-09
May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Goonengerry
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
consultation process,
implementation of
project, and lack of
local employment

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Gordon East
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM, de-scoping
and communication
regarding delays.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review
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School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Green Hill Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
following
de-scoping.

Jul-10

Greenacre Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to excessive
fees and contingency
allowances.

Hallam Valley
Primary School

VIC
Government

Hastings Public
School

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Aug-10

Monitoring
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Concerns about
guidelines related to
companion projects
for full funding
entitlement

May-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting
outcome of
Taskforce detailed
VFM review

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
due to tendering
issues

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Hendra State
Primary School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to design
options, size of
building, site service
costs
and tender process.

Mar-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Hillston Central
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
for project agreed preBER, BER fees cut
budget and project
then de-scoped.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Holbrook Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to product
design and descoping.

Mar-10
Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

No further action

Huntingdale
Primary School

WA
Government

Concerns about
variations to project to
create new project

Nov-09

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Huntingdon
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
for project agreed preBER but then not able
to have agreed design.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Costs review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Ingleburn North
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to inadequate
electricity supply to
new building.

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Ithaca Creek
State School

QLD
Government

Concerns about
specified one-size-fits
all plans compromising
outcomes and VFM.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting
outcome of
Taskforce detailed
VFM review

John Purchase
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and State Government
delivery processes.

Oct-10

Under
investigation
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping
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School

Education
Authority

Complaint

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action

Kapooka Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to quality of
work.

Mar-10 School site visit
Jun-10 Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Kearsley Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to design
options and
de-scoping

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Laguna Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
timeliness in delivery
of project

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Lake Charm
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
consultation and
progress of BER
projects.

Mar-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Largs Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping,
access to remaining
funds, IWBs

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Long Flat Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about the
product delivered in
relation to what was
originally agreed

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 3

Investigating

Manangatang
P-12 College

VIC
Government

Concerns about delays
to project, lack of
communication and
suitability of design
and de-scoping.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Manifold Heights
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns of suitability
of template design,
de-scoping and poor
consultation.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Manly Village
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
comparing same
project fees with other
schools

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Mary Brooksbank
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to scope of
works.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Meadowbank
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
following de-scoping
of project

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Merbein P-10
College

VIC
Government

Concerns about
usage of BER funds
to support schools’
amalgamation and
consultation processes

Mar-10
Jul-10
Aug-10

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Re-scoping
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Merrylands East
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
before agreeing to
design and scope of
project

May-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Merrylands Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
costings and
communication.

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Miltaburra Area
School

SA
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to tender costs
and de-scoping

Aug-10

Monitoring
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Minden State
School

QLD
Government

Concerns about overinflated process,
products offered, rescoping due to project
costs.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Moggill State
School

QLD
Government

Concerns about
changes to project
design
and management,
payment of project
fees
queried effect on
remaining budget.

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting
outcome of
Taskforce detailed
VFM review

Montmorency
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM,
funding allocated and
retendering process

Sep-09
Apr-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Moree Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
for de-scoped project
and poor consultation

May-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Moriac Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to project
delays, non-use of
local contractors.

Jun-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Mount Crosby
State School

QLD
Government

Concerns about
product, design
changes,
de-scoping due
to costs, poor
consultation
processes.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Mount Druitt
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
of A/C, heating and
landscaping.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Mount Martha
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to not
receiving full funding
allocation and funding
wastage.

Sep-09
Jul-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Mount Tyson
State School

QLD
Government

Concerns about VFM
and changes to the
scope of the project

Sep-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage
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Mount Victoria
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to changing
products to be
received

May-10
Jun-10
Jul-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Mullengandra
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM

May-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Investigating

Mullion Creek
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
implementation of
program and request
to self-manage
projects

Sep-09
May-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Mullumbimby
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to
design options, descoping and lack of
consultation

Monitoring
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Mungindi Central
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
eligibility for SLC
program and P21 FTE
funding allocations

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 3

Investigating

Narrabeen Lakes
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
particularly related to
solar panels and lack
of consultation.

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Ocean Shores
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to fees and
de-scoped sustainable
design features

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Orbost North
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
process for
undertaking project
and ability to engage
local contractors for
own design

Jul-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Osborne Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to building
choice and associated
de-scoping due to
higher costs

May-09
Aug-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Owen Primary
School

SA
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to cost
blowouts and
de-scoping.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Investigating

Panmure Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to lack
of communication,
consultation and not
meeting the needs of
school

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Jul-10
Sep-10
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Penshurst West
Public School

NSW
Government

Concern about VFM
for NSP project and
fees for multiple layers
of contractors

Pleasant Hills
Public School

NSW
Government

Pottsville Beach
Public School

Month Taskforce Action Education
Authority Action
Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Concerns about
getting final costings
to access remaining
funds

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Costs review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
and desire to selfmanage

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Pymble Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to modular
building costs

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Randwick Public
School

NSW
Government

Concern about
de-scoping and
process for utilising
underspend

Aug-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Rankins Springs
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
of works and generally
poor quality of work.

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Investigating

Riddells Creek
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about delays
to project and design
suitability of template
design
particularly A/C.

Jun-10

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

Rydalmere Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to estimated
costings

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping

Sandringham
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about
receiving full funding
allocation and
products for funding.

Jun-09

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Scotts Head
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
products agreed
to, de-scoping of
project, non-local
contractors, and use of
prefabricated building.

Nov-09 School site visit
May-10 Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Spring Hill Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
VFM related to poor
quality prefabricated
building and project
management

Sep-09
May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

St Clair Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to budget for
COLAs

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping
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Strathmore North
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about delays
in project delivery,
high costs, de-scoping
of internals.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Stuarts Point
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
due to contingency
fees.

May-10
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase
1&2
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Tallangatta Valley
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM

Jan-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Templestowe Park
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
related being informed
the project is over
budget after limited
work and for resultant
project changes.

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Teven- Tintenbar
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
project scope meeting
school needs related
to covered walkway
and A/C and quality
of MDR

Mar-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

The Channon
Public School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
and de-scoping of
project.

Oct-10

Under
investigation
School site visit
Phase 3

Investigating

The Oaks Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about
poor VFM, delays in
implementation and
poor consultation

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Tintinara Area
School

SA
Government

Concerns over delays
to the project and
contaminated soil on
site.

Sep-10
Sep-10

Monitoring
School site visit
Phase 2

Not referred at
this stage

Tottenham
Central School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to size and
utility of canteen and
related de-scoping

May-10
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 2

Re-scoping.
Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Trawalla Primary
School

VIC
Government

Concerns about VFM
after comparing earlier
quote for school
project with costing
estimates through BER
project manager

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 2

Awaiting outcome
of Taskforce
detailed VFM
review

Tyalgum Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to delays,
over budget, poor
consultation.

Apr-10
Jun-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2

Re-scoping
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Wattle Flat Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping,
poor communication
and non-employment
of local contractors

May-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 2
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Wauchope Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns about VFM
related to size of
building and ongoing
electricity costs

Jun-10

Monitoring with
DET
School site visit
Phase 1
Cost review
Phase 3

Re-scoping

Weeden Heights
Primary School

VIC
Government

Concerns about the
process of developing
and implementing the
project

Jul-10

Monitoring with
DEECD
School site visit
Phase 2

Monitoring
progress

Weethalle Public
School

NSW
Government

Concerns with VFM,
de-scoping and project
implementation. Issues
with stormwater
drainage on site.

Sep-10

Monitoring with
DET
Cost review
Phase 3

Monitoring
progress

West Pennant
Hills Public
School

NSW
Government

The project was not
what the school
needed and costs were
too high

Nov-10

Under
investigation
School site visit
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Yolla District High
School

TAS
Government

Concern that the
design does not fit the
school’s needs.

Sep-10

Under
investigation
School site visit
Phase 3

Not referred at
this stage

Schematic 39: Closed complaints
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Al -Taqwa College

VIC Independent

Concerns about rankings for
SLC program funding.

Sep-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Amphitheatre Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about demolition
of buildings and non-use of
local contractors.

May-09

Resolved through
DEECD

Anna Bay Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about excess
contingency funds and
rejected project priorities.

Jul-10

Resolved through
DET

Annandale North
Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM, fees
and ongoing
scoping negotiations.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DET

Anula Primary School

NT Government

Concerns about changing
BER funded rooms to
become classrooms, limiting
community access.

Jul-10

Resolved through
DET

Atwell Primary School

WA Government

Appealing decision to reject
proposal for multipurpose
hall.

Apr-09

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DET
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Month Action

Australian Christian
College: Moreton

QLD Independent

Concerns about guidelines
not including distance
education FTE

Mar-09

Barmedman Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM as
tender quotes are over
budget.

Jul-10

Beacon Primary
School

WA Government

Concerns about project
being wrong product to
meet school’s needs and
wastage of BER funds.

Mar-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Beechmont State
School

QLD Government

Concerns about use of BER
funds under guidelines and
land deal negotiations.

May-10

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution

Bell Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about siting
of building and lack of
consultation.

Jun-09

Resolved through
DEECD

Bellevue Hill Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about planning
approvals and lack of
community consultation.

Sep-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Bellevue Park State
School

QLD Government

Querying guidelines about
purchasing of books for
new library.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Referred to DETA
for resolution

Belmont High School

NSW Government

Comments on quality of
NSP job, scoping of works
and value for money.

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Bemboka Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
and non-use of local
contractors.

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Bert Oldfield Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM for
completed hall and request
for costs breakdown.

Mar-10

Resolved through
DET

Birrong Girls High
School

NSW Government

Concerns about quality
of work and VFM for SLC
project

Jul-10

Resolved through
DET

Blackalls Park Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about removal
of IWBs and other costs of
project including removal of
school property

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Blacksmiths Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about de-scoping
of project and halting of
work.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

Boggabri Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
de-scoping of project.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DET

Bonython Primary
School

ACT Government

Concerns about possible
inappropriate removal of
building materials. Concerns
about VFM regarding
different buildings and
furniture.

May-10
Aug-10

Resolved through
DET

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution
Resolved through
DET
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Braitling Primary
School

NT Government

Concerns about use of
NSP funds to construct
perimeter fence.

Bulimba Primary
School

QLD Government

Bungendore Public
School

Month Action
Aug-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Concerns about contractors;
tendering
requirements and
purchasing supplies.

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

NSW Government

Concerns about installation
of un-flued heaters.

Feb-10

Resolved through
DET

Caloundra Christian
College

QLD Independent

Concerns about building
demolished, replacement
building lesser quality.

Mar-10

Resolved through
BGA

Cambridge Gardens
Public School

NSW Government

Comments about cost of
project.

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Cambridge Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about template
design options.

Sep-09

Resolved through
DEECD

Caniaba Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to fees.

Mar-10

Resolved through
DET

Cassilis Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
project selection

Mar-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Chalcot Lodge Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation and
project approvals.

Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Charleville Distance
Education School

QLD Government

Concerns about guidelines
not including distance
education FTE

May-09

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution

Clapham Primary
School

SA Government

Concerns about lack of
consultation
regarding impact of BER
building on the
neighbouring properties.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Clergate Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to fees and quality
of pre-fabricated building

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

Como Primary School

WA Government

Concerns about planning
approvals with project
design for neighbouring
properties.

May-10

Referred to DET
for resolution

Cooerwull Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
local employment.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Complaint issue
resolved

Coolah Central School

NSW Government

Concerns about bankruptcy
negotiations for suppliers.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Coorparoo State
School

QLD Government

Concerns about contractors,
tendering
requirements and
purchasing supplies.

May-10

Resolved through
DETA

Cootamundra High
School

NSW Government

Concerns about SLC
ranking.

Jun-09

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution
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Courtenay Gardens
Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about design
options and
requirements to use
templates.

May-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Cronulla South Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about FTE
eligibility for funding

Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Donald Primary School

VIC Government

Concern that the
appropriate project had not
been chosen with regard to
the needs of the school.

Apr-10

School site visit
Phase 1 & 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Ermington Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about delays to
project

Sep-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Eurongilly Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
delays to project. Deferred
to Round 4 to be managed
by AMU.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DET

Fairvale High School

NSW Government

Concerns about SLC
ranking.

Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Faulconbridge Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about project
being refused by DET.

May-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Fernleigh Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about wastage on
a school that is decreasing
in students.

Mar-10

Resolved through
DET

Fountain Gate Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about access to
facilities and no walkways.

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Glenbrook Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about choice of
project following survey of
school and parents.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Glenmore Park Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM due to
de-scoping of project and
possible re-scoping with
savings.

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Glossodia Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about engineering
of beam.

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Gordon West Public
School

NSW Government

Suggests investigation of
project management costs
and requests project cost
breakdowns.

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Gormandale And
District Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about project
delays, lack of
communication, quality of
work.

Gosford Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about NSP project
quality of work.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Gunning Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM,
choice of project, descoping and request for
audit.

May-10
Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DET

Gymea Bay Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
choice of project

Mar-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Haberfield Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM based
on contractor costs and
total project funding

May-10

Resolved through
DET

May-10 Resolved through
June-10 DEECD
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Hallett Cove East
Primary School

SA Government

Concerns about noise levels
and privacy issues with
the building overlooking
neighbouring properties.

Mar-10

Hamazkaine Arshak
& Sophie Galstaun
School

NSW Independent

Concerns about SLC ranking

Aug-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Hay Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about choice of
products in NSP project

Apr-09

Resolved through
DET

Holy Cross Primary
School Wooloowin

QLD Catholic

Concerns about A/C unit
too close to neighbouring
property

Jul-10

Hughes Primary
School

ACT Government

Concerns about
consultation process
and product priorities
negotiated with DET.

Humula Public School

NSW Government

Huskisson Public
School

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DECS

Referred to BGA
for resolution

May-09

Resolved through
DET

Concerns about VFM
related to deferral of project

Jul-10

Resolved through
DET

NSW Government

Concerns about de-scoping,
need for 2nd door, lack of
consultation with managing
contractor

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Illaroo Road Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping,
particularly IWBs

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Inverloch Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about BER
program funding allocation
related to Building Futures
program and insufficient
funding.

May-09
Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Irrawang High School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM in SLC
project

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

James Cook Boys
Technology High
School

NSW Government

Concerns about poor VFM
for NSP funds used on
upkeep rather than adding
value

James Cook Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation and
quality of NSP works

Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Jeparit Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about final
ownership of BER project

Oct-09

Resolved through
DEECD

John Colet School

NSW Independent

Issues with sub-contractor
payments

Jul-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Kamaroi Rudolph
Steiner School

NSW Independent

Issues with sub-contractor
payments

Jul-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Kendenup Primary
School

WA Government

Concerns about VFM and
availability of costings for
the project

Aug-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Kent Road Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns with costs of the
project

Aug-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Kesser Torah College

NSW Independent

Concerns about SLC
program ranking

Aug-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Kingscliff Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to finished product
costing double.

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved
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Lapstone Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about planning
approvals and affects of
changes to driveway on
neighbouring properties.

Liberty College

NSW Independent

Concerns about nonapproval for funding under
P21 program

Sep-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Lindfield Montessori
Preschool

NSW Independent

Concerns about noneligibility for funding under
P21 program

Nov-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Lourdes Hill College

QLD Catholic

Concerns about SLC
program guidelines and
ratings

Jul-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Lucas Heights
Community School

NSW Government

Concern regarding the
time taken to complete the
project and that there was
no end date indicated.

Sep-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Lynbrook Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation and
companion projects.

May-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Macclesfield Primary
School

SA Government

Concerns about lack of
clarity around costs
and funding for additional
water tanks

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Manildra Primary
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping of
project

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Manning River Steiner
School

NSW Independent

Concerns about use of
BER funds according to
Guidelines

Jun-10

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution

Maraylya Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about fencing
issues

Sep-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Marburg State School

QLD Government

Concerns about a drainage
issue in the finished product

Oct-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Mathoura Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about local
builders being excluded
from tendering for BER
project

Nov-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Matong Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
following de-scoping of
project

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Milbrodale Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about ongoing
delays to Round 1 project,
de-scoping and lack of
consultation

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Moama Anglican
Grammar School

NSW Independent

Concerns about SLC
program ranking

Mornington Special
Development School

VIC Government

Concerns about ineligibility
for funding and being
disadvantaged by Building
Futures program leading to
non-use of BER funds

Jul-10

Mount Brown Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about product
decided without
consultation and resulting in
limited functionality

Jun-10

Jul-10

Aug-09

Resolved through
DET

Complaint issue
resolved
Resolved through
DEECD

Complaint issue
resolved
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School

Education Authority Complaint

Month Action

Mount Duneed
Regional Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about VFM and
project delays

Mar-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Mount Evelyn Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about slippery
decking

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Mount Hunter Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to proportionality of
fees between schools

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Mount Lawley Primary
School

WA Government

Concerns about demolition
of rooms in preparation for
BER project

Oct-09

Resolved through
DET

Mount Riverview
Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping and
project delays

Mount St Joseph High
School

NSW Catholic

Concerns with contractual
issues and payment of subcontractors.

Nambour State High
School

QLD Government

Nana Glen Public
School

Jun-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Jul-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Concerns about SLC
program ranking

Jul-09

Complaint issue
resolved

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping,
delays, poor quality of work,
non-local contractors.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Narranga Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping
particularly IWBs and A/C

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Nashdale Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
compared to local quote
and lack of A/C and heating

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Nowra Anglican
College

NSW Independent

Concerns regarding
teacher-librarian staffing for
BER funded library.

May-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Oak Park Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about
requirement to use design
template and meeting the
school’s needs.

Jun-09

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DEECD

Oakleigh State School

QLD Government

Concerns about community
consultation during
planning processes.

Oatlands Primary
School

VIC Government

Plenty Valley
Montessori School

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation and
guidelines for companion
project

Jun-09

Complaint issue
resolved

VIC Independent

Complaint regarding
tendering of building
contract for the project

Sep-10

Referred to
DEEWR for
resolution

Premer Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to prefabricated
building, poor consultation
and poor siting of building.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Quaama Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to project
management costs.

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Queen of Peace Parish
Primary School

VIC Catholic

Concerns about partial
rejection of P21 application

Aug-09

Referred to BGA
for resolution
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Education Authority Complaint
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Repton Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping due
to cost blow-outs

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

River Gum Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation for
joint project with secondary
school

May-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Sacre Coeur

VIC Catholic

Concerns about rankings for
SLC program funding

Jun-09

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Santa Maria Del Monte
School

NSW Catholic

Concerns about planning
approval process and
effects on neighbouring
properties

May-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

Seaforth Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about lack of
heating in new hall

Jul-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

Seaham Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about accessing
remaining funds

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Shoalhaven Anglican
School

NSW Independent

Concerns regarding
teacher-librarian staffing for
BER funded library.

May-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

South Perth Primary
School

WA Government

Concerns about timeframes
and standard templates
resulting in sub-optimal
project choice.

Jul-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Southern Cross
Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation.

May-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Sovereign Hill School

VIC Government

Concerns about eligibility
for P21 program

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

St Catherine’s School

NSW Catholic

Concerns about planning
approval process and lack
of consultation

Oct-09 Referred to BGA
Dec-09 for resolution

St George Christian
School

NSW Independent

Concerns regarding
development application

May-10
Jun-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St Ignatius School
(Toowong)

QLD Catholic

Querying stakeholder
names and funding
received.

May-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St Ives Primary School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to de-scoping

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

St John’s Primary
School (Dennington)

VIC Catholic

Concern the approval
process was not followed.

Aug-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St Joseph’s Primary
School (Bulli)

NSW Catholic

Concerns about building
works after hours and
weekends.

Jul-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St Mary’s Catholic
Primary School

VIC Catholic

Concerns about local
council regulations being
over-ridden for a BER
project

Aug-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St. Laurence’s College

QLD Catholic

Concerns about SLC
program guidelines and
ratings

Jun-09

Referred to BGA
for resolution

St. Marks Primary
School

NSW Catholic

Concerns about planning
approval process and lack
of consultation

Sep-09

Referred to BGA
for resolution
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School

Education Authority Complaint

Month Action

Stirling East Primary
School

SA Government

Concerns about lack of
clarity around costs and
funding for additional water
tanks

May-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Complaint issue
resolved

Summer Hill Public
School

NSW Government

Comments about delays
to project and lack
of consultation and
communication.

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Table Top Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM

May-10

Resolved through
DET

The Coast Christian
School

NSW Independent

Concerns regarding
development
application

Jul-10

Complaint issue
resolved

The Grange Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about adequacy
and costs of disabled access
and delays in delivery and
quality of furniture.

Jul-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Thomas Chirnside
Primary School

VIC Government

Concern over delays for
completion of the project
and lack of Government
control

Sep-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Thomas Mitchell
Primary School

VIC Government

Concerns about receiving
full funding allocation and
applying for companion
project.

Jun-09

School site visit
Phase 1
Resolved through
DEECD

Toomelah Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about costs
versus product with library
used as example

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Trunkey Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about de-scoping,
quality of work and IWBs

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Tullamarine Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about template
requirements related to
FTE.

Jun-09

School site visit
Phase 1
Complaint issue
resolved

Tullawong State
School

QLD Government

Concerns about design
templates and products
offered.

Apr-09

Complaint issue
resolved

Turramurra Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about
building works affecting
neighbouring properties

Dec-09 Resolved through
Jan-10 DET

Ungarie Central School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to project fees and
lack of consultation.

Jun-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Uranquinty Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about quality of
work, agreed inclusions
and expenses to be paid by
school

Jun-10

Resolved through
DET

Vineyard Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to proportionality of
fees between school

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Walford Anglican
School For Girls

SA Independent

Concerns about privacy
issues with lights
overlooking neighbouring
properties

Dec-09

Referred to BGA
for resolution
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Month Action

Walpole Primary
School

WA Government

Concerns about lengthy
delays, de-scoping, costs
and consultations

Jul-10

Waniora Public School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM and
timeliness

May-10

Resolved through
DET

Warburton Primary
School

VIC Government

Concerns about VFM and
delays in project

Mar-10

School site visit
Phase 1
Complaint issue
resolved

Warrimoo Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to proposed project
fees.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

West Wallsend Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related quality of
work, de-scoping
particularly IWBs and A/C
for library.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

Willawarrin Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to unnecessary
building without A/C

Mar-10

Resolved through
DET

Wilston State School

QLD Government

Concerns about BER funded
building not including
disabled access ramp.

Jun-10

Resolved through
DETA

Wollongbar Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about process
and delays in project

May-10

Complaint issue
resolved

Wondall Heights State
School

QLD Government

Concerns about VFM in
replacing existing building
with lesser design.

Apr-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DETA

Woy Woy Public
School

NSW Government

Concerns about VFM
related to management fees
and ensuing de-scoping of
IWBs.

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Resolved through
DET

Yankalilla Area School

SA Government

Concerns about lack of
clarity around costs and
funding for additional water
tanks

May-10

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved

Yeshiva College Bondi

NSW Independent

Concerns about building
design effects on local
residents and lack
of planning approval
consultation

Jul-10
Aug-10

Referred to BGA
for resolution

School site visit
Phase 2
Complaint issue
resolved
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Appendix 3: Schools for detailed value for money
review in Phase 3
Schematic 40: Schools for detailed value for money review in Phase 3
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School Name

Education Authority

Complaint

Ainslie North Primary

ACT Government

No

St Christophers Primary School

NSW Catholic

No

St Francis Xavier's School

NSW Catholic

No

St Ignatius' College

NSW Catholic

No

Albion Park Rail Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Appin Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Ariah Park Central School

NSW Government

Yes

Attunga Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Belmore North Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Ben Lomond Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Blaxland East Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Booral Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

Brooklyn Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Brungle Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Burren Junction Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Canterbury Vale School

NSW Government

Yes

Castlereagh Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Casula Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Cudal Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Ellalong Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Emmaville Central School

NSW Government

Yes

Errowanbang Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Eungai Public School

NSW Government

Yes

G S Kidd Memorial School

NSW Government

Yes

Greenacre Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Hastings Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Holbrook Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Ingleburn North Public School

NSW Government

Yes

John Purchase Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Kapooka Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Kearsley Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Largs Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Manly Village Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Meadowbank Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Mullion Creek Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Mullumbimby Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

Narrabeen Lakes Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Ocean Shores Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

Penshurst West Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Pleasant Hills Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Port Kembla Public School

NSW Government

No
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School Name

Education Authority

Complaint

Pottsville Beach Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

Pymble Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Spring Hill Public School

NSW Government

Yes

St Clair Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Sutton Public School

NSW Government

No

Telegraph Point Public School*

NSW Government

No

Teven-Tintenbar Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

The Oaks Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Wattle Flat Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Wauchope Public School*

NSW Government

Yes

Weethalle Public School

NSW Government

Yes

Nakara Primary School

NT Government

No

Nemarluk School

NT Government

No

Baralaba State School

QLD Government

Yes

Biddeston State School

QLD Government

Yes

Camp Hill State Infants and Primary School

QLD Government

No

Cecil Plains State P-10 School

QLD Government

Yes

Glamorgan Vale State School

QLD Government

Yes

Glass House Mountains State School

QLD Government

Yes

Greenslopes State School

QLD Government

No

Hendra State School

QLD Government

Yes

Morningside State School

QLD Government

No

Mount Tyson State School

QLD Government

Yes

Miltaburra Area School

SA Government

Yes

Owen Primary School

SA Government

Yes

Ashley School

TAS Government

No

Avenel Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Berwick Lodge Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Coldstream Primary School

VIC Government

No

Dunkeld Consolidated School

VIC Government

Yes

Glendal Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Highvale Primary School

VIC Government

No

Mill Park Heights Primary School

VIC Government

No

Moriac Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Mount Martha Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Panmure Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Riddells Creek Primary School

VIC Government

Yes

Southern Autistic School

VIC Government

No

Wonga Park Primary School

VIC Government

No

Bacchus Marsh Grammar

VIC Independent

No

Canning Vale Primary School

WA Government

Yes

Hawker Park Primary School

WA Government

No

The Taskforce is aware that the NSW DET IPO is investigating MDR installations including those installed by Reed Group. The results of this
exercise may obviate the need for Taskforce evaluation of these projects. The Taskforce will monitor this over the coming months.

99

Appendix 4: School visits
Schematic 41: Breakdown of visits for each education authority within the states, by
complaint and non-complaint schools
Jurisdiction
NSW Government

Total visits

complaint

% of total for EA

non-complaint

% of total for EA

141

88

62%

53

38%

NSW Catholic

5

1

20%

4

80%

NSW Independent

2

0

0%

2

100%

148

89

60%

59

40%

NT Government

2

1

50%

1

50%

NT Total

2

1

50%

1

50%

QLD Government

17

13

76%

4

24%

QLD Catholic

2

0

0%

2

100%

QLD Independent

1

0

0%

1

100%

QLD Total

20

13

65%

7

35%

SA Government

12

7

58%

5

42%

SA Catholic

1

0

0%

1

100%

SA Independent

3

1

33%

2

67%

SA Total

16

8

50%

8

50%

TAS Government

1

0

0%

1

100%

TAS Catholic

2

0

0%

2

100%

TAS Total

3

0

0%

3

100%

66

34

52%

32

48%

3

0

0%

3

100%

NSW Total

VIC Government
VIC Catholic
VIC Independent

4

1

25%

3

75%

VIC Total

73

35

49%

38

51%

WA Catholic

3

0

0%

3

100%

WA Government

13

6

46%

7

54%

WA Total

16

6

38%

10

63%

Total %

278

152

126

100%

55%

45%

100
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Schematic 42: Complaint school visits
Complaint Schools

Complaint Schools
School

Jurisdiction

Date of visit/s

School

Jurisdiction

Date of visit/s

Abbotsford Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Caniaba Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Albion Park Rail Public
School

NSW Government

September 2010

Canning Vale Primary
School

WA Government

October 2010

Al-Taqwa College

VIC Independent

June 2010

Canterbury Vale School

NSW Government

October 2010

Annandale North Public
School

NSW Government

July 2010

Carlton Gardens Primary
School

VIC Government

August 2010

Anula Primary School

NT Government

September 2010

Castlereagh Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Apollo Bay P-12 College

VIC Government

June 2010

Casula Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Appin Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Cattai Public School

NSW Government

May 2010
September 2010

Ariah Park Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Attunga Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Cecil Plains State School

QLD Government

October 2010

Atwell Primary School

WA Government

June 2010

Chatswood Public School

NSW Government

August 2010
October 2010

Avenel Primary School

VIC Government

September 2010

Clapham Primary School

SA Government

June 2010

Barmedman Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Clergate Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Basket Range Primary
School

SA Government

June 2010

Cooerwull Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Beaconsfield Upper Primary
School

VIC Government

May 2010

Coorparoo State School

QLD Government

July 2010

Corindi Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Cudal Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Curran Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Dandenong Valley School

VIC Government

June 2010

Belgrave South Primary
School

VIC Government

May 2010

Bell Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Bellevue Park State School

QLD Government

September 2010

Ben Lomond Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Berridale Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Donald Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010
August 2010

Berwick Lodge Primary
School

VIC Government

May 2010
October 2010

Dungay Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
2October 2010

Berwick Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010
October 2010

Dunkeld Consolidated
Primary School

VIC Government

August 2010

Biddeston State School

QLD Government

September 2010

Eastwood Heights Public
School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Binya Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Ellalong Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Black Rock Primary School

VIC Government

August 2010
October 2010

Emmaville Central School

NSW Government

September 2010

Black Springs Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Errowanbang Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Blaxland East Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Eungai Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Boggabri Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Eurongilly Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Fort Street Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

G S Kidd Memorial School

NSW Government

November 2010

Glendal Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Goonengerry Public School

NSW Government

August 2010
October 2010

Gordon East Public School

NSW Government

May 2010
October 2010

Green Hill Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Gunning Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Hallam Valley Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010
October 2010

Hallett Cove East Primary
School

SA Government

September 2010

Hastings Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
November 2010

Hendra State School

QLD Government

June 2010
November 2010

Booral Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Bradbury Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
October 2010

Broadwater Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Brooklyn Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Brungle Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Brunswick Special
Development School

VIC Government

May 2010
September 2010

Bundarra Central School

NSW Government

November 2010

Burnside Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 010

Burren Junction Primary
School

NSW Government

November 2010

Cairns School of Distance
Education

QLD Government

September 2010

Cambridge Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010
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Complaint Schools

School

Jurisdiction

Date of visit/s

School

Jurisdiction

Date of visit/s

Hillston Central School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Ocean Shores Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Holbrook Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Osborne Primary School

VIC Government

August 2010
October 2010

Huntingdale Primary School

WA Government

June 2010
November 2010

Owen Primary School

SA Government

October 2010

Huntingdon Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
November 2010

Panmure Primary School

VIC Government

October 2010

Pleasant Hills Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Ithaca Creek State School

QLD Government

September 2010
November 2010

Pottsville Beach Public
School

NSW Government

August 2010

Kapooka Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Pymble Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Kearsley Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

November 2010

WA Government

October 2010

Rankins Springs Public
School

NSW Government

Kendenup Primary School

August 2010

NSW Government

August 2010

Riddells Creek Primary
School

VIC Government

Laguna Public School
Largs Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Rydalmere Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Lucas Heights Community
School

NSW Government

October 2010

Sandringham Primary
School

VIC Government

August 2010

Macclesfield Primary School

SA Government

September 2010

Scotts Head Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
November 2010

Manangatang P-12 College

VIC Government

October 2010

Seaforth Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Manifold Heights Primary
School

VIC Government

September 2010
October 2010

Spring Hill Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

St Clair Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Stirling East Primary School

SA Government

June 2010

Strathmore North Primary
School

VIC Government

August 2010
October 2010

Stuarts Point Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
November 2010

Tallangatta Valley Primary
School

VIC Government

October 2010

Templestowe Park Primary
School

VIC Government

August 2010
October 2010

Manly Village Public School

NSW Government

August 2010
October 2010

Mary Brooksbank School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Meadowbank Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Merbein P-10 College

VIC Government

November 2010

Merrylands East Public
School

NSW Government

August 2010

Minden State School

QLD Government

August 2010
November 2010

Moggill State School

QLD Government

August 2010

Teven-Tintenbar Public
School

NSW Government

August 2010

November 2010

The Oaks Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Montmorency Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010
October 2010

Thomas Mitchell Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Moree Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Tintinara Primary School

SA Government

October 2010

Moriac Primary School

VIC Government

October 2010

Tottenham Central School

NSW Government

June 2010

Mount Crosby State School

QLD Government

August 2010
November 2010

Trawalla Primary School

VIC Government

October 2010

Tullamarine Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Mount Druitt Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Tyalgum Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Mount Lawley Primary
School

WA Government

June 2010

Walford Anglican School
for Girls

SA Independent

September 2010

Mount Martha Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010
October 2010

Walpole Primary School

WA Government

October 2010

Mount Riverview Public
School

NSW Government

October 2010

Warburton Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Mount Tyson State School

QLD Government

October 2010

Warrimoo Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Mount Victoria Public
School

NSW Government

June 2010
November 2010

Wattle Flat Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Wauchope Public School

NSW Government

Mullengandra Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

NSW Government

September 2010

Weeden Heights Primary
School

VIC Government

Mullion Creek Public School
Narrabeen Lakes Public
School

NSW Government

August 2010

West Wallsend Public
School

NSW Government

Nashdale Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Wondall Heights State
School

QLD Government

August 2010

Oak Park Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Woy Woy Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Yankalilla Area School

SA Government

September 2010
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June 2010
September 2010
August 2010

Schematic 43: Non-complaint school visits
Non-Complaint Schools

Non-Complaint Schools

School

Education
Authority

Date of visit/s

Amsleigh Park Primary
School

VIC Government

May 2010

Annandale Public School

NSW Government

May 2010

Annangrove Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Armidale City Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Bacchus Marsh Grammar

VIC Independent

October 2010

Balwyn North Primary
School

VIC Government

July 2010

Banksia Park Primary
School

WA Government

November 2010

Barraba Central School

NSW Government

November 2010

Batemans Bay Public
School

NSW Government

September 2010

Beaumaris North Primary
School

VIC Government

October 2010

Black Hill Public School

NSW Government

August 2010
November 2010

Campbelltown North Public
School

NSW Government

June 2010

Canley Vale Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Central Coast Grammar
School

NSW Government

October 2010

Chester Hill High School

NSW Government

November 2010

Coldstream Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010
October 10

Coogee Public School

NSW Government

May 2010
October 2010

School

Education
Authority

Date of visit/s

Henty Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Holland Park State School

QLD Government

June 2010

Holy Rosary Catholic
School

TAS Catholic

October 2010

Immaculate Heart of Mary
School

SA Catholic

November 2010

Ivanhoe East Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Jindera Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Junee North Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Junee Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Kallista Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Lalor Park Public School

NSW Government

April 2010

Leeville Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Lighthouse Christian
College

VIC Independent

October 2010

Lobethal Primary School

SA Government

September 2010

Lower Plenty Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Main Arm Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Malabar Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Marrickville Public School

NSW Government

May 2010

Meadows Primary School

SA Government

September 2010

Mercedes College

WA Catholic

October 2010

VIC Government

October 2010

Coolaroo South Primary
School

VIC Government

October 2010

Mill Park Heights Primary
School

November 2010

VIC Government

May 2010

Mirrabooka Senior High
School

WA Government

Craigieburn Primary School
Cringila Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Mitcham Primary School

SA Government

June 2010
November 2010

Dobroyd Point Public
School

NSW Government

May 2010
October 2010

Moruya Public School

NSW Government

September 2010

Narrabri Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Douglas Park Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
October 2010

Narre Warren North
Primary School

VIC Government

September 2010

Dubbo Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

October 2010

NSW Government

November 2010

Narre Warren South P-12
College

VIC Government

Durrumbul Public School
Eltham Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Natte Yallock Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Oakleigh South Primary
School

VIC Government

May 2010

Orana Heights Public
School

NSW Government

June 2010

Orange Grove Public School

NSW Government

May 2010

Emanuel School

NSW Independent

July 2010

Empire Vale Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Fassifern Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Fingal Head Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Five Dock Public School

NSW Government

May 2010

Freshwater State School

QLD Government

September 2010

Galston Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Girraween Public School

NSW Government

September 2010
October 2010

Glenorie Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Glenroy North Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Glenroy Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Goulburn Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Greenslopes State School

QLD Government

November 2010

Hawker Park Primary
School

WA Government

November 2010

Orange Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Our Lady of the Nativity
Primary School

VIC Catholic

July 2010

Pallamallawa Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Parramatta Public School

NSW Government

April 2010

Patterson Lakes Primary
School

VIC Government

October 2010

Port Kembla Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Red Rock Christian College

VIC Independent

October 2010

Roleystone District High
School

WA Government

June 2010

103

Non-Complaint Schools

104

Non-Complaint Schools

School

Education
Authority

Date of visit/s

School

Education
Authority

Date of visit/s

Roxburgh Homestead
Primary School

VIC Government

October 2010

Warnervale Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

WA Government

June 2010

Rye Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Weld Square Primary
School

Sassafras Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

West Lakes Shore Schools

SA Government

June 2010

West Morley Primary
School

WA Government

November 2010

Seville Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Silvan Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010

Sorrento Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

South Hobart Primary
School

TAS Government

October 2010

South West Rocks Public
School

NSW Government

June 2010

St Anthony's Primary
School

VIC Catholic

October 2010

St Christopher’s School

VIC Catholic

July 2010

St Christophers Primary
School

NSW Catholic

October 2010

St Clare's Catholic High
School

NSW Catholic

November 2010

St Emilie's Catholic Primary
School

WA Catholic

October 2010

St Francis Xavier's School

NSW Catholic

October 2010

St Ignatius' College

NSW Catholic

October 2010

St John's School

TAS Catholic

October 2010

St Joseph’s Primary School

NSW Catholic

June 2010

St Josephs Catholic
Primary School

QLD Catholic

November 2010

St Paul’s Woodbridge

QLD Catholic

July 2010

Stanmore Public School

NSW Government

August 2010

Stroud Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Suneden Special School

SA Independent

September 2010

Sutton Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Swan Hill North Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Swan Hill Specialist School

VIC Government

June 2010

Tabulam Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Tarago Public School

NSW Government

June 2010
October 2010

Tarcutta Public School

NSW Government

June 2010

Tea Gardens Public School

NSW Government

October 2010

Telegraph Point Public
School

NSW Government

October 2010
November 2010

Templestowe Valley Primary
School

VIC Government

June 2010

Toolern Vale and District
Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Toorak Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Toowoomba East State
School

QLD Government

September 2010

Trinity Anglican School

QLD Independent

September 2010

Trinity College

WA Catholic

October 2010

Tucker Road Bentleigh
Primary School

VIC Government

June 2010

Unity Grammar

NSW Independent

July 2010

Wagaman Primary School

NT Government

September 2010

Wagga Wagga Public
School

NSW Government

June 2010

Wardell Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Westminster School

SA Independent

September 2010

Williamstown North
Primary School

VIC Government

October 2010

Wonga Park Primary School

VIC Government

May 2010
October 2010

Wooli Public School

NSW Government

November 2010

Yangebup Primary School

WA Government

June 2010

Yarrabah State School

QLD Government

September 2010
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Appendix 5: Photographs of BER projects
Examples
Modular Design Range (MDR) , NSW Government

MDR, Goonengerry Public School, NSW

Grove product, Victorian Government

Grove product, Coldstream Primary School, Victoria
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Design template product – NSW Government

Library, Girraween Public School, NSW

Library (interior), Girraween Public School, NSW

Design template product – Victorian Government
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Hall (interior) Balwyn North Primary School, Victoria
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Library, Bell Primary School, Victoria

Design template product – Queensland Government

Resource centre/library, Bellevue Park State School, Queensland
(design template with some modifications)

Design template product – SA Government

Eight core learning space (interior), Mitcham Primary School, SA

Library (interior), Mitcham Junior Primary School, SA

Design template product – WA Government

Library/learning area, West Morley Primary School, WA
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Four classroom block, Banksia Park Primary School, Leeming, WA
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Canteen (Canteen, covered assembly, music and art block), Kingsley Primary School, WA24

Custom design product, SA Government

Hall (interior), Cowandilla Primary School, South Australia

Custom design product, Queensland Government

Hall, Wondall Heights State School, Queensland
24 Reproduced with the permission of the WA Department of Treasury and Finance

Custom design, independent

Library, Central Coast Grammar School, NSW

Library (interior), Central Coast Grammar School, NSW

Custom design, Catholic
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Library and staff facilities, St Paul’s Woodridge, Queensland
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COLA, St Paul’s Woodridge, Queensland

Early learning centre, Holy Rosary Catholic School, Tasmania

Early learning centre (interior), Holy Rosary Catholic School, Tasmania

Library (interior), Our Lady of the Nativity, Victoria

Defects
Mount Victoria Public School, NSW – Defective brickwork
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Dungay Public School, NSW – Sharp galvanizing on handrails
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Wonga Park Primary School, Victoria – Poor site setup and no sedimentation control

Mt Martha Primary School, Victoria – Poor footings and sub-soil drainage

Williamstown North Primary School, Victoria – Poor quality of work

Tyalgum Public School, NSW – Defective foundations

Burren Junction Public School, NSW – Defective stairs
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