	
	


	
	



E
Reliability of estimates
This appendix presents information on the reliability of estimates for all published expenditure categories by providing a qualitative assessment of the: 
1. appropriateness of each service use measure — how well the service use measure for each expenditure category represents the link between service use and cost
2. quality of the service use measure data source — does the data source provide good quality estimates of the service use measure, including Indigenous identification. 

An overview of the assessment method is provided in section E.1. The individual assessments for each published expenditure category are presented in section E.2.
E.1
Assessment method 

The Indigenous Expenditure Report prorates mainstream expenditure between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians using service use measures. Therefore, the quality of the estimates are dependent on the selection of appropriate service use measures (as proxies for the costs drivers) and relevant, good quality, data sources. 

Assessment criteria

Appropriateness of service use measure
The assessment of the appropriateness of service use measures was based on the strength of the link between the service use measure and the service costs. That is, whether the measure of service use provides a good proxy for the distribution of costs (expenditure) among service users (in particular, Indigenous users).

Not all costs can be associated with individual service use, therefore understanding the appropriateness of the relationship between service use and cost will be important in determining the reliability of estimates, and identifying areas for further work. 

The appropriateness ratings of service use measures for each expenditure category is provided in attachment A. The following ratings have been applied:

· A. Good — service use measure is a good proxy for the cost drivers of expenditure in the category

· B. Fair — service use measure accounts for the major cost drivers of expenditure in the category but some aspects, such as location or service mix, may not be accounted for

· C. Poor — service use measure is only a partial proxy for the cost drivers of expenditure in the category, or is not a direct measure of the cost drivers. Some major influence on cost might not be reflected in the measure (for example, intensity of service use)

· D. Very Poor — service use measure is poorly related to the cost drivers of expenditure in the category. 

Further information on the service use measures for each expenditure category is provided in appendix A.
Service use measure data quality
Service use measure source data were assessed in terms of their ability to provide good quality estimates of the service use measures. These were considered in the context of the seven dimensions of the ABS Data Quality Framework, including Indigenous identification.
· institutional environment — institutional and organisational factors may have a significant influence on the effectiveness and credibility of the agency producing the statistics

· relevance — how well the data meet the needs of users in terms of the concept(s) measured, and the population(s) represented

· timeliness — the delay between the reference period to which the data pertain and the date at which the data become available

· accuracy — the degree to which the data correctly describe the phenomenon they were designed to measure

· coherence — the internal consistency of the statistical collection, as well as its comparability with other sources of information, within a broad analytical framework, over time

· interpretability — the availability of information to help provide insight into the data

· accessibility — the ease with which the data can be accessed by users
A detailed data quality statement for each data source is provided in appendix D.

The seven dimensions combined with other contextual information about the data inform the quality rating of the data source in terms of providing good quality estimates of the service use measure. The following ratings have been applied to each service use measure data source:

· A. Good — assessed to perform well against each of the seven dimensions of data quality

· B. Fair — assessed to perform well against most of the seven dimensions of data quality. This must include strong assessments against the ‘relevance’ and ‘accuracy’ criteria

· C. Poor — assessed as not performing well against most of the seven dimensions of data quality. This includes weak assessments against either the ‘relevance’ or ‘accuracy’ criteria

· D. Very Poor — assessed as not performing well against any of the seven dimensions of data quality.

The Secretariat has provided indicative quality ratings for service use measure data for each expenditure category in attachment A. 

Assessment method
The assessments presented in section E.3 reflect the subjective consensus of the Steering Committee based on consultation with data and service providers in each jurisdiction through the Indigenous Expenditure Report Working Group.
E.2
Assessment results

Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 1
Reliability of model parameters, 2010-11 estimates

	
	Estimated
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f
	Cost
diff.g

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	
	

	Early child development, and Education and training (chapter 4)

	Early childhood
	33.5
	66.5
	–
	5 191
	A
	B
	C

	School education
	22.9
	75.1
	2.0
	42 041
	A
	B
	B

	Tertiary education
	35.7
	62.5
	1.9
	18 878
	A
	B
	C

	Total
	25.7
	72.4
	1.9
	66 109
	A
	B
	C

	Healthy lives (chapter 5)

	Hospitals
	6.3
	93.7
	–
	41 101
	A
	A
	A

	Public & community health
	60.9
	39.1
	–
	15 820
	A
	A
	B

	Health care subsidies & support
	12.7
	87.3
	–
	35 928
	A
	A
	B

	Total
	27.0
	73.0
	–
	92 849
	A
	A
	B

	Economic participation (chapter 6)

	Labour and employment 
	59.2
	29.0
	11.9
	9 054
	B
	B
	C

	Social security support
	–
	100.0
	–
	89 193
	A
	A
	B

	Total
	13.4
	83.9
	2.7
	98 247
	A
	A
	B

	Home environment (chapter 7)

	Housing
	51.0
	49.0
	–
	8 637
	A
	B
	C

	Community & environment
	52.2
	–
	47.8
	14 739
	A
	A
	C

	Transport & communications
	5.0
	–
	95.0
	20 978
	A
	A
	C

	Total
	39.7
	20.1
	40.2
	44 354
	A
	A
	C

	Safe and supportive communities (chapter 8)

	Public order and safety
	13.6
	76.4
	10.0
	23 899
	C
	B
	C

	Community support & welfare
	34.1
	64.6
	1.4
	31 973
	B
	A
	C

	Recreation and culture
	52.0
	–
	48.0
	7 979
	A
	A
	C

	Total
	25.8
	65.4
	8.8
	63 851
	B
	B
	C

	Other government expenditure (chapter 9)

	General government and defence
	4.4
	–
	95.6
	79 141
	A
	A
	C

	Support to industry
	46.3
	–
	53.7
	6 736
	A
	A
	C

	Total
	10.6
	–
	89.4
	85 877
	A
	A
	C

	TOTAL EXPENDITURE
	23.2
	60.6
	16.2
	451 287
	B
	B
	C


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. g Cost differential (cost diff.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the information on the difference in the cost of providing the same service to Indigenous and non‑Indigenous Australians. h Expenditure estimates on ‘Hospital services’ for Indigenous Australians in some jurisdictions should be interpreted with care; in Tas, due to concerns regarding recording of Indigenous status in Tasmanian hospitals, and in ACT and NSW, on account of cross border flows these two states. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 2
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for early child development, and education and training (chapter 4), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Early child development
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Preschool education
	23.5
	76.5
	–
	 898
	A
	B

	Child care services
	40.5
	59.5
	–
	4 293
	A
	B

	Total early child development
	33.5
	66.5
	–
	5 191
	A
	B

	School education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Primary education
	15.6
	84.4
	–
	18 477
	A
	B

	Secondary education
	11.8
	88.2
	–
	16 246
	A
	B

	Other school education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Primary & secondary education nec
	87.0
	13.0
	–
	1 745
	A
	B

	Special education
	–
	100.0
	–
	2 593
	A
	D

	Transport for school students
	6.0
	–
	94.0
	1 381
	D
	A

	Assistance for school education
	90.5
	7.5
	2.0
	1 599
	B
	A

	Total other school education
	51.1
	40.4
	8.5
	7 318
	B
	C

	Total school education
	22.9
	75.1
	2.0
	42 041
	A
	B

	Tertiary education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	University education
	46.0
	54.0
	–
	7 493
	A
	B

	TAFE and VET
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Technical and further education
	18.4
	81.6
	–
	5 965
	A
	B

	Vocational training
	31.4
	68.6
	–
	2 616
	B
	A

	Total TAFE And VET
	22.5
	77.5
	–
	8 581
	A
	B

	Other tertiary education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Tertiary education nec 
	90.0
	10.0
	–
	 94
	B
	D

	Transport for tertiary students
	–
	–
	100.0
	 63
	D
	A

	Other ed. related to tertiary
	11.4
	–
	88.6
	 204
	D
	A

	Assistance for tertiary education
	75.1
	23.0
	2.0
	2 443
	B
	A

	Total other tertiary education
	71.9
	18.4
	9.8
	2 805
	B
	A

	Total tertiary education
	35.7
	62.5
	1.9
	18 878
	A
	B

	All early child devel. & education 
	25.7
	72.4
	1.9
	66 109
	A
	B


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 3
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for healthy lives (chapter 5), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya, b

	
	Directly
identifiedc
	Service
used
	Comm.
repe
	Total
exp
	Appr.f
	Qual.g

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Hospital services (excluding subsidies)h

	Admitted patient services
	4.8
	95.2
	–
	33 052
	A
	A

	Non-admitted patient services
	11.9
	88.1
	–
	7 405
	A
	A

	Mental health institutions
	3.0
	97.0
	–
	 644
	A
	A

	Total hospital services
	6.3
	93.7
	–
	41 101
	A
	A

	Public and community health (excluding subsidies)

	Public health services
	45.2
	54.8
	–
	2 354
	A
	A

	Community health services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community mental health services
	26.2
	73.8
	–
	2 378
	A
	A

	Patient transport
	100.0
	–
	–
	2 491
	A
	A

	Other community health services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other health practitioners
	14.3
	85.7
	–
	1 375
	A
	A

	Community Health
	68.3
	31.7
	–
	6 263
	A
	A

	Dental services
	42.3
	57.7
	–
	 960
	A
	A

	Total other community health
	65.5
	34.5
	–
	8 597
	A
	A

	Total community health services
	62.5
	37.5
	–
	13 466
	A
	A

	Total public & community health
	60.9
	39.1
	–
	15 820
	A
	A

	Health care subsidies and support

	Health service subsidies
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Medical service sub. (incl. Medicare)
	8.2
	91.8
	–
	16 749
	A
	A

	Private Health Insurance
	–
	100.0
	–
	5 343
	A
	A

	Total health service subsidies
	7.6
	92.4
	–
	22 092
	A
	A

	Pharmaceuticals, medical aids and appliances

	Benefit-paid pharmaceuticals
	23.2
	76.8
	–
	10 003
	A
	A

	Other medications
	–
	100.0
	–
	 699
	A
	A

	Aids and appliances
	–
	100.0
	–
	1 047
	A
	A

	Total pharm., aids & appliances
	15.9
	84.1
	–
	11 749
	A
	A


(Continued next page)

Table E.3
continued
	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya, b

	
	Directly
identifiedc
	Service
used
	Comm.
repe
	Total
exp
	Appr.f
	Qual.g

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Research and administration
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Health research
	0.1
	99.9
	–
	1 352
	A
	A

	General health administration
	81.1
	18.9
	–
	 734
	A
	A

	Total Research and administration
	21.6
	78.4
	–
	2 087
	A
	A

	Total health service subsidies
	12.7
	87.3
	–
	35 928
	A
	A

	All healthy lives
	27.0
	73.0
	–
	92 849
	A
	A


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b  The 2008-9 and 2010-11 estimates in this report are based on 2008-09 service use data. c Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. e Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). f Appropriateness (appr.) — a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. g Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. h Expenditure estimates on ‘Hospital services’ for Indigenous Australians in Tasmania and ACT should be interpreted with care due to concerns regarding recording of Indigenous status in Tasmanian hospitals and accounting for cross border flows between NSW and the ACT. – Zero or rounded to zero. 

Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 4
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for economic participation (chapter 6), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Labour and employment services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Other labour & employment affairs
	59.8
	39.1
	1.2
	4 727
	B
	B

	Other economic affairs nec
	57.4
	–
	42.6
	4 327
	A
	A

	Total labour & employment services
	59.2
	29.0
	11.9
	9 054
	B
	B

	Social security support
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Income assistance to:
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Veterans and dependants
	–
	100.0
	–
	4 755
	A
	C

	People with a disability
	–
	100.0
	–
	19 682
	A
	A

	The aged 
	–
	100.0
	–
	31 929
	A
	A

	Widows, deserted wives & orphan 
	–
	100.0
	–
	 394
	A
	A

	The unemployed
	–
	100.0
	–
	6 654
	A
	A

	Families and children
	–
	100.0
	–
	24 213
	A
	A

	The vulnerable & people in special cir.
	–
	100.0
	–
	1 072
	A
	A

	All income assistance
	–
	100.0
	–
	88 700
	A
	A

	Concessions and allowances
	–
	100.0
	–
	 493
	B
	A

	Total social security support
	–
	100.0
	–
	89 193
	A
	A

	All economic participation
	13.4
	83.9
	2.7
	98 247
	A
	A


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 5
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for home environment (chapter 7), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Housing
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Home purchase assistance
	97.5
	2.5
	–
	1 121
	D
	B

	Social housing
	60.3
	39.7
	–
	3 826
	B
	B

	Rental market assistance 
	7.8
	92.2
	–
	3 324
	A
	C

	Homelessness persons’ assistance for

	Young people
	–
	100.0
	–
	 130
	A
	A

	Other than youth people
	7.1
	92.9
	–
	 237
	A
	A

	Total homelessness assistance
	5.0
	95.0
	–
	 367
	A
	A

	Total housing
	51.0
	49.0
	–
	8 637
	A
	B

	Community and environment services

	Community development
	77.9
	–
	22.1
	2 460
	B
	A

	Community amenities 
	71.3
	–
	28.7
	 237
	B
	A

	Water supply 
	53.9
	–
	46.1
	1 881
	A
	A

	Sanitation & prot. of the environment
	59.2
	–
	40.8
	3 120
	A
	A

	Fuel and Energy 
	25.4
	–
	74.6
	7 041
	A
	A

	Total community & environment 
	52.2
	–
	47.8
	14 739
	A
	A

	Transport and communications
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Road transport
	4.9
	–
	95.1
	9 926
	A
	A

	Rail Transport 
	–
	–
	100.0
	5 759
	A
	A

	Other transport
	6.5
	–
	93.5
	4 807
	A
	A

	Communications 
	26.8
	–
	73.2
	 485
	A
	A

	Total transport & communications
	5.0
	–
	95.0
	20 978
	A
	A

	All home environment
	39.7
	20.1
	40.2
	44 354
	A
	A


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 6
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for safe and supportive communities (chapter 8), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Public order and safety
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Police services
	10.3
	78.8
	10.9
	11 430
	C
	C

	Law courts and legal services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Criminal courts and legal services
	4.0
	96.0
	–
	1 859
	B
	D

	Other courts and legal services
	70.6
	–
	29.4
	2 069
	B
	A

	Access to justice
	46.2
	50.5
	3.3
	1 345
	A
	B

	Total law courts & legal services
	34.4
	56.7
	8.9
	5 272
	B
	A

	Prisons and corrective services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Juvenile corrective services
	0.7
	99.3
	–
	 470
	A
	B

	Other prisons and corrective 
	5.1
	94.9
	–
	3 124
	A
	B

	Total prisons and corrective services
	4.2
	95.8
	–
	3 593
	A
	B

	Other public order
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Fire protection services 
	0.4
	–
	99.6
	2 846
	A
	A

	Other public order and safety 
	35.6
	–
	64.4
	 757
	B
	A

	Total other public order
	7.2
	–
	92.8
	3 604
	A
	A

	Total public order and safety
	13.6
	76.4
	10.0
	23 899
	C
	B

	Community support and welfare
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Welfare for the aged
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Nursing homes for the aged 
	11.4
	88.6
	–
	 887
	A
	A

	Welfare services for the aged
	25.8
	67.5
	6.7
	12 308
	A
	A

	Total welfare for the aged
	25.5
	67.9
	6.6
	13 195
	A
	A

	Welfare for people with a disability
	1.7
	98.3
	–
	7 220
	A
	A

	Child protection & out-of-home care 
	6.8
	93.2
	–
	2 890
	A
	A

	General family & youth support services 
	22.6
	77.4
	–
	2 537
	A
	A

	Other welfare
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Welfare services nec 
	93.1
	3.4
	3.5
	2 562
	C
	B

	Social security and welfare nec 
	53.7
	46.3
	–
	3 568
	B
	A

	Total other welfare
	81.3
	16.2
	2.4
	6 130
	C
	B

	Total community support & welfare
	34.1
	64.6
	1.4
	31 973
	B
	A


(Continued next page)

Table E.6
continued
	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	Recreation and culture
	
	
	
	
	
	

	National parks and wildlife 
	32.0
	–
	68.0
	1 311
	A
	A

	Recreation services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Recreation facilities and services
	36.8
	–
	63.2
	1 865
	A
	A

	Recreation and culture nec
	17.2
	–
	82.8
	 378
	A
	A

	Total recreation services
	33.7
	–
	66.3
	2 243
	A
	A

	Cultural facilities and broadcasting
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cultural facilities and services 
	64.7
	–
	35.3
	2 842
	A
	A

	Broadcasting and film production
	54.3
	–
	45.7
	1 583
	A
	A

	Total cultural facilities & broadcasting
	61.9
	–
	38.1
	4 425
	A
	A

	Total recreation and culture
	52.0
	–
	48.0
	7 979
	A
	A

	All safe and supportive communities
	25.8
	65.4
	8.8
	63 851
	B
	B


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
Table E.

 SEQ Table \* ARABIC 7
Subjective assessment of the reliability of model parameters for other government expenditure (chapter 9), 2010-11

	
	
Basis of estimation
	
	Information qualitya

	
	Directly
identifiedb
	Service
usec
	Comm.
repd
	Total
exp
	Appr.e
	Qual.f

	
	%
	%
	%
	$m
	
	

	General government services and defence

	General public services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Government superannuation benefits
	1.5
	–
	98.5
	3 399
	A
	A

	Other general public services
	4.2
	–
	95.8
	24 900
	A
	A

	Total general public services
	3.9
	–
	96.1
	28 299
	A
	A

	Defence (incl. defence housing)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Defence
	1.7
	–
	98.3
	24 340
	A
	A

	Defence housing
	–
	–
	100.0
	 742
	A
	A

	Total defence (incl. defence housing)
	1.7
	–
	98.3
	25 081
	A
	A

	Other purposes
	7.1
	–
	92.9
	25 761
	A
	A

	Total general govt services & defence
	4.4
	–
	95.6
	79 141
	A
	A

	Support to industry

	Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 
	6.6
	–
	93.4
	4 101
	A
	A

	Mining (sans fuels), manuf, & construction
	77.6
	–
	22.4
	1 713
	A
	A

	Tourism and other
	5.4
	–
	94.6
	 923
	A
	A

	Total support to industry
	46.3
	–
	53.7
	6 736
	A
	A

	All other government expenditure
	10.6
	–
	89.4
	85 877
	A
	A


a A subjective assessment of the reliability of measure and data: ‘A’ implies good; ‘B’ implies fair; ‘C’ implies poor and ‘D’ implies very poor. b Expenditure directly identified as targeted (Indigenous specific) programs. c Expenditure estimated on the basis of actual service use. d Expenditure estimated on the basis of community representation (comm. rep). e Appropriateness (appr.)— a subjective assessment of how well the service use measure represents the link between service use and cost. f Quality (qual.) — a subjective assessment of the reliability of the service use measure data, including Indigenous identification. – Zero or rounded to zero. 
Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision analysis.
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