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Service delivery context
Comparing expenditure on Indigenous Australians with expenditure on non‑Indigenous Australians, or across different states and territories requires an understanding of the complex environment within which services to Indigenous Australians are delivered. The level and patterns of government expenditure will be influenced by:

· the demand for service provision — the demand for services can be influenced by a range of demographic and socio-economic factors such as the size and age of the population and the incidence of disadvantage (section 3.1)

· the cost of service provision — this can be affected by factors such as location, complexities related to culture and the compounding effects of multiple disadvantage (section 3.2). 
The importance of these influences varies by jurisdiction and service. This chapter discusses in broad terms the extent to which service delivery context affects the expenditure estimates. Additional commentary on service delivery issues in individual states and territories is provided in section 3.3.
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What influences the Indigenous demand for government services?

As would be expected, a key driver of government expenditure on services for Indigenous Australians is the level of service use. It is estimated that around 81 per cent of direct Indigenous expenditure in 2010-11 was attributable to the use of services by Indigenous Australians (overview table 5). All other factors being equal, greater service use results in a higher level of expenditure. 

Several characteristics of the Indigenous population are associated with higher need for services. The demand for services is determined by the size of the Indigenous population and how intensively those people use government services.

The factors influencing demand are complex and are often inter-related with the factors influencing cost (section 3.2).

Figure 3.
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Indigenous population projections, June 2011

	(a) Proportion of national Indigenous and non-Indigenous 
populations in each state and territory
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	(b) Proportion of state population who are Indigenous [image: image2.png]Per cent
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Source: Experimental Estimates and Projections, Indigenous Australians, 1991 to 2021 (cat. no. 3238.0) & Population Projections, Australia, 2006 to 2101 (cat. no. 3222.0).

How many Indigenous Australians?
Some demand for services is driven by population size, regardless of the level of disadvantage and need. The concentration of Indigenous Australians in specific locations can also influence the cost of providing services (section 3.2).

The ABS estimates that there were around 575 297 Indigenous Australians at June 2011. The majority resided in NSW and Queensland which together accounted for 58 per cent of the total Australian Indigenous population (figure 3.1a). However, the 12.1 per cent of the Indigenous population that lived in the NT accounted for 30 per cent of the NT’s total population (figure 3.1b).

Indigenous Australians use some services more intensively 

Indigenous Australians use some services more intensively than non-Indigenous Australians (that is, Indigenous people use some services more per head of population than non-Indigenous people per head of population). Several factors contribute to more intensive service use, including:

· population age profile — a higher proportion of young people can be expected to lead to more intensive use of school services

· Indigenous disadvantage — entrenched disadvantage, such as poorer health outcomes — can be expected to lead to more intensive use of health services. 
Population age profile

The Indigenous population has a younger age profile than the non‑Indigenous population (figure 3.2). Nationally, more than 48 per cent of the Indigenous population was under 20 years of age in 2006, compared to 25.8 per cent of the non‑Indigenous population. Similar patterns are observed in all states and territories (appendix C).

The younger age profile of the Indigenous population is the combination of the higher fertility rates and the lower life expectancies of Indigenous Australians.
 The younger age profile of the Indigenous population means that there could be greater demand by the Indigenous population as a whole for services related to Indigenous children and young people and their families (for example, school education, child health, maternal and perinatal services), regardless of any level of disadvantage when compared to non-Indigenous Australians.

Figure 3.
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Population distribution, Australia, by age and sex, 30 June 2006a, b
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a Includes ‘other territories’. b Final experimental estimates of the Indigenous, non-Indigenous and total populations of Australia as at 30 June 2006, based on results of the 2006 Census of Population and Housing, and adjusted for net undercount. 

Source: ABS (2008a) Experimental Estimates of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians, June 2006, Cat. no. 3238.0.55.001, Canberra; table A.1 of appendix 3.

Indigenous disadvantage

The characteristics of Indigenous disadvantage have been broadly documented in a range of reports such as the Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage report, (SCRGSP 2003, 2005, 2007, 2009, 2011) and the Closing the Gap Prime Minister’s reports (Aus Gov 2010, 2011, 2012). 

The greater disadvantage implies that Indigenous Australians could have a greater need for, and use of some services — such as health services, social security and welfare support. However, in some circumstances, Indigenous Australians use services less intensively than non-Indigenous Australians regardless of underlying need. For example, the 2011 Overcoming Indigenous Disadvantage report noted that:

The proportion of Indigenous 20–24 year olds who reported completing year 12 or equivalent (45 per cent) was half that of non-Indigenous 20–24 year olds (88 per cent) in 2008. (SCRGSP 2011, p. 21)

For some services, government expenditure is committed regardless of whether the service is used:

Attendance rates in government schools for years 5 and 10 were lower for Indigenous students than non-Indigenous students, in all states and territories in 2009. (SCRGSP 2011, p. 42)
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What influences the cost of government Indigenous service provision?

It is estimated that around 19 per cent of direct Indigenous expenditure in 2010-11 was attributable to the difference in the cost of providing services to Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians (overview table 5). The cost of providing services to Indigenous Australians can be higher (or lower) than providing similar services to non-Indigenous Australians for a number of reasons, including:

· the types of services — where a collection of similar services can be bundled into a discrete service type (for example, hospital services), variations in the patterns of service use of Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians can result in different average costs of service provision. Alternatively, multiple disadvantage or specific cultural challenges could result in a higher cost of achieving similar outcomes

· where the service is provided — geographic location and population mobility can influence the cost of providing services because of the effects of scale, operating costs, and continuity of provision.

These influences are complex and are often inter-related with the factors influencing the demand for service use (section 3.1).

Indigenous Australians use different types of services
How can multiple disadvantage affect the cost of service provision?

Multiple dimensions of disadvantage often exist together. For example, lower educational attainment is linked to poor employment outcomes, which in turn can be linked with lower income, which in turn are linked to health outcomes. However, a single service generally is not designed to address the multiple issues that arise across outcome areas, and an individual may need to access many services, which increases the per person cost of service delivery.
In some circumstances, addressing multiple disadvantage experienced by a single individual can be more costly than addressing the same number of conditions but experienced by different individuals because responses are more complex.
For example, the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Health Survey found that in 2004-05:

after adjusting for differences in age structure, approximately 12 per cent of Indigenous Australians reported diabetes/high sugar levels compared with 4 per cent of non‑Indigenous Australians. The greatest difference in prevalence rates between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians was among those aged 25–34 years. Indigenous Australians were 6.8 times as likely to report diabetes as non-Indigenous Australians in this age group (AIHW 2011, p. 198)

People who suffer from diabetes are often susceptible to complications, thus treatments are required for the primary health condition of diabetes as well as the secondary complications such as heart disease or vision disorders. This is likely to have an effect on costs associated with treatment.
How do Indigenous service use patterns affect the cost of service provision?

In this report, service areas consist of relatively aggregated bundles of services. Within these bundles of services, some are more costly while others are less costly. For example, one group of services included in welfare services for people with a disability (GPC 0623) is accommodation support for people with a disability. This covers institutional accommodation, group home accommodation and other community settings, each of which have different costs. Indigenous Australians can have different usage patterns of these services to non-Indigenous Australians. This has implications for the average cost of Indigenous users of welfare services for people with a disability when compared to the average cost of non-Indigenous users.

How can cultural aspects affect the cost of service provision?

Some cultural characteristics of Indigenous Australians may influence the types of services that need to be provided in order for those services to be accessible and suitable for Indigenous people. For example:

· language skills — lack of English language skills can limit access to mainstream services, therefore increasing the use of (and overall levels of expenditure on) Indigenous-specific services. This is particularly the case for older Indigenous Australians and Indigenous Australians in remote areas (figures 3.3 and 3.4). In 


Figure 3.
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Main language spoken at home by Indigenous people, by age, 2006
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Source: ABS (unpublished) National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey 2008, Cat. no. 4714.0.
Figure 3.
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Indigenous people who spoke an Indigenous language at home, by remoteness and proficiency in English, 2006
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Source: ABS (unpublished) National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Social Survey 2008, Cat. no. 4714.0
the absence of interpreters, lack of English skills may prevent people from using the services they need
· culturally appropriate services— some Indigenous Australians prefer services that are provided and/or managed by Indigenous people, whilst some services need to be delivered on a segregated basis for women and men

· rates of temporary mobility — some Indigenous Australians (especially those who reside in remote areas) have higher rates of temporary mobility. This is often related to service access or for family reasons. For example in Broome, the main contributors to temporary mobility in and out of town is access to dialysis treatment, and that the hospital is one of three places in the region where women can give birth in a hospital or clinic (Prout and Yap 2010). Variations in levels of need for services and intensity of use particularly in the areas of health, housing, education and employment can affect costs.

Figure 3.

 SEQ Figure \* ARABIC 5
Geographic distribution of the Indigenous and non‑Indigenous populations, 30 June 2006a, b
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a Includes other territories b For confidentiality purposes, outer regional, remote, and very remote have been combined for Victoria and Tasmania.
Source: ABS (2008) Experimental Estimates for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians, June 2006, cat. no. 3238.0.  

Many Indigenous Australians live in remote areas
Most Indigenous Australians resided in major cities and regional areas in 2006 (75 per cent). However a higher proportion of the Indigenous population (25 per  cent) lived in remote and very remote areas compared to non-Indigenous Australians (2 per cent) (figure 3.5).
The cost of providing services is often higher in remote areas where the challenges of being physically isolated can mean smaller populations, less developed market economies and lack of infrastructure. Also the multiple dimensions of disadvantage increase with remoteness, therefore higher costs of providing services to these geographical areas contribute to overall expenditure data reported in this report (Stewart, Lohoar and Higgins 2011).
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Jurisdictions’ comments 
This section presents observations by the Australian, State and Territory governments on the key contextual factors that should be taken into consideration when interpreting data for their jurisdictions. Further information on specific service areas is provided in the commentary supporting the data reported in chapters 4 to 9. 

Australian Government

The Australian Government welcomes this second Indigenous Expenditure Report. 

The Report estimates that government expenditure per head of population in 2010‑11 was $44 128 for Indigenous Australians compared with $19 589 for non‑Indigenous Australians. The estimates of government expenditure in the Report reflect the fact that, on average, Indigenous Australians experience a higher level of socio-economic disadvantage and need than non-Indigenous Australians. 

Closing the Gap is a collaborative effort shared between all levels of government. The estimates of government Indigenous direct expenditure in the Report highlight the important role of State and Territory governments in achieving these aims. The Report estimates that the Australian Government share of Indigenous direct expenditure in 2010-11 was 45 per cent with the State and Territory governments providing 55 per cent. 

The Report also indicates the importance of mainstream services and programs in Closing the Gap with these services providing 78 per cent of overall Indigenous direct expenditure in 2010-11.

Location of residence is a further important contributing factor to the higher level of government expenditure related to Indigenous Australians. The higher cost of providing services in remote areas contributes to the higher level of government Indigenous expenditures in areas with significant remote Indigenous populations. The variations in Australian Government expenditure across states and territories also reflect geographic variations in Indigenous socio-economic disadvantage and need.

The direct expenditures of State and Territory governments in the Report include significant levels of Australian Government funding through National Specific Purpose Payments (National SPPs), National Partnership Agreement (NPA) payments and GST and general revenue assistance ($98.6 billion in 2010-11). State and Territory governments expend this funding in meeting their responsibilities for the delivery of programs and services for Indigenous people. In the case of National SPPs, State and Territory governments have full budget flexibility to allocate these funds within a particular sector to meet agreed objectives. NPA payments are made to assist with delivery of specific projects, deliver national reforms and reward achievements. In the case of GST and general revenue assistance, the Australian Government places no conditions on the way in which States and Territories spend this funding.
New South Wales

The largest share of Australia’s Indigenous population is in NSW — around 169 000 people or 30 per cent of the total Australian Indigenous population. Approximately 95 per cent of the Indigenous population in NSW live in major cities and regional areas. While only 5 per cent of the Indigenous population in NSW live in remote areas, they can represent a large proportion of the population in these areas. 

The NSW government provides a broad range of mainstream and specific services to Indigenous people across the vast spectrum of geographic locations from cities and major regional towns through to remote and very remote areas. To meet the needs of Indigenous clients, these services must be both physically accessible and culturally appropriate. However, because the Indigenous population in NSW represents a small proportion of the State’s total population (approximately 2.3 per cent), this can present challenges for the appropriate delivery of services. NSW does, however, have a number of Indigenous specific programs which support and build on mainstream programs.

NSW is currently in the process of developing a new Aboriginal affairs strategy, through the Ministerial Taskforce on Aboriginal Affairs. The recommendations for reform will focus on three key areas, including education, employment, and service delivery and accountability. Other important areas such as juvenile detention rates, health and housing, will be considered through the strength-based framework of education and employment. The NSW Government is committed to ensuring a strong community voice in the development of the new Aboriginal affairs strategy. 

The NSW Government’s 10 year plan NSW 2021, includes a number of long-term targets to specifically improve outcomes for Aboriginal people, including reducing the gap in employment outcomes between Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal people within a decade, and halving the gap between NSW Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal students in reading and numeracy by 2018. In addition to employment and education, further important NSW 2021 targets refer to improving health, reducing homelessness and supporting the culture of Aboriginal people in NSW. 

Care should be taken in interpreting and using the Indigenous expenditure data in this report as the proxy measures used in the report to estimate the Indigenous share of mainstream expenditure may in some cases not accurately reflect the actual use of services by Indigenous people in NSW.

Victoria

Victoria is committed to Closing the Gap between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous outcomes, and works with communities, businesses, the philanthropic sector and the Commonwealth  to improve outcomes for Indigenous Victorians. The Victorian Government supports increased transparency in reporting on Indigenous expenditure, to which this report makes a contribution.

The 2012 Indigenous Expenditure Report updates the data and, in some areas, the methodology of the 2010 Indigenous Expenditure Report. Victoria welcomes the effort in this report to disaggregate Australian Government expenditure amongst the states and territories, an important step to improving transparency on government Indigenous expenditure, which warrants further refinement in future reports.

Of itself, this report cannot illuminate the effectiveness or appropriateness of expenditure in seeking to close the gap. Care must be exercised in interpreting these data in conjunction with reporting on Indigenous outcomes. In particular, Victoria emphasises that per head of population expenditure data are provided only to allow comparison between jurisdictions. These measures are not an indication of the cost of service provision, and should not be used as a measure of ‘value for money’. The differences in demography between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous Victorians can have a significant effect on the per person expenditure results, and this should be borne in mind when interpreting these data. 

Victoria’s Indigenous population is not geographically concentrated, significant under‑identification is known to occur, and the extent of existing support structures varies across the State. Accordingly, Victoria has a unique suite of programs in place to address the disadvantage faced by Indigenous Victorians. It should be remembered that while the Report method attributes differences in expenditure between Indigenous and non‑Indigenous service users to level of service use and the cost differential in providing these services, these factors are not entirely exogenous to government, and policy and operational decisions made by a jurisdiction, and the service system structure in place within a jurisdiction, contribute substantially to expenditure results. Unique jurisdictional systems also mean that the type and level of Indigenous specific services are not strictly comparable across jurisdictions. 

Expenditure estimates for Victoria’s targeted Indigenous programs are robust; however, the accuracy of attributed expenditure under mainstream services is limited due to the assumptions necessary under the Report method, in particular in relation to data provided at the lower levels of the General Purpose Classification system.
Queensland

This report is one of a number of reports that provide information on Indigenous related programs and performance.  The Report does not seek to make a comment on the appropriateness or otherwise of Indigenous expenditure — rather it is seen as a partner document with other reports, which together allow for analysis on effectiveness and efficiency measures. 

· Care needs to be taken in interpreting the estimates in this report. This is only the second Indigenous Expenditure Report. While jurisdictions have strived to obtain consistency in classifications etc, the Queensland Government expects the quality of a detailed report of this nature will progressively improve over subsequent reports

· Queensland was not able to provide cost differential data and has used the default options proposed by the Steering Committee for the last report.  Given 22 per cent of Indigenous Queenslanders live in remote or very remote communities, the costs of delivering services to Queenslanders in those locations may be higher than those in other jurisdictions

· In most of the charts and tables, Indigenous expenditure is reported per head of total Indigenous population. For any comparison across jurisdictions, it is necessary to be cognisant of different policy settings, demographics and service delivery arrangements.

The Queensland Government is committed to providing Indigenous Queenslanders with a real say in their future and will be focusing on delivering real change in education, health and employment opportunities for Indigenous people.  

With a commitment to increasing home ownership and resolving land tenure issues, the Queensland Government will work with Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities to identify opportunities to improve life outcomes.

Western Australia

Western Australia’s estimated Indigenous population of around 77 694 (as of June 2011) is the third largest in Australia, and is projected by the ABS to grow by 20 per cent over the next 10 years. 78 per cent of WA’s Indigenous population is under the age of 40 years and a very high 43 per cent are living in remote or very remote areas within more than 280 town-based and remote communities. These factors contribute to WA having the highest Indigenous to non-Indigenous expenditure ratio for State Government expenditure in Australia in 2010-11 and pose numerous complex challenges for the government to deliver services to help ‘close the gap’ on Indigenous disadvantage.  

While this update of the Indigenous Expenditure Report provides an overall picture of government recurrent expenditure on services in 2010-11, the data are still under development and the following contextual information should be noted when analysing WA expenditure data:
· the high cost of providing services and infrastructure to Indigenous Australians, especially those living in the remote Indigenous communities, may not be fully reflected in WA’s data due to the 2006 Census ‘smoothing process’ which reduces the accuracy of WA’s Indigenous population estimates. This in turn affects the reliability of all expenditure per capita data presented in the report. It is expected that the next report will be based on more recent 2011 Census data
· WA has had to rely on the default cost differential options for this report. Given the high number of remote Indigenous communities in WA, and the large distances across which services are required to be delivered, it is likely that the costs associated with delivering many of the services in WA may be higher than the default assumptions. WA intends to develop specific cost differential data for future Reports in consultation with relevant agencies
· expenditure on Indigenous Australians from outside the general government sector is excluded. This means that any expenditure undertaken by government trading enterprises such as housing, water and power (which is a significant portion of WA’s expenditure) are not currently accounted for within the Report
· some of WA’s Indigenous services are delivered as sub‑components of broader mainstream programs (such as in the areas of child protection and health) which do not meet the agreed criteria for defining Indigenous specific programs for this report. In addition, some forms of WA Government financial assistance, such as charging below market level rents for social housing, are not covered by this report and may impact on interstate comparisons.

South Australia

South Australia’s Aboriginal population is very dispersed with approximately half of the population residing in Adelaide and half in regional and remote areas. A number of communities reside in the far north-west and far-west of the state which can require a different and more costly service delivery approach.

The majority of Indigenous expenditure in South Australia is comprised of expenditure on mainstream services, particularly in health and education.  The South Australian Government has identified approximately $230 million of Indigenous specific expenditure, with around 70 per cent of this expenditure on ‘complementary’ services, that is services that are provided in addition to mainstream services.

South Australia’s Strategic Plan includes 10 targets specifically targeted at Aboriginal people that reflect the focus of the plan on improving the wellbeing of all Aboriginal South Australians.

South Australia notes that there are significant challenges in collecting, estimating and interpreting Indigenous expenditure data as presented in this report. These challenges include:

· comparing expenditure trends across jurisdictions — due to the different service delivery contexts, underlying need and demographics that exist within each jurisdiction

· the disparity of methods used by jurisdictions in consolidating Government Finance Statistics data, particularly the disaggregated GPC data, and the effect of large transactions specific to a jurisdiction

· the timing and quantum of Commonwealth Government funded programs, such as National Partnership payments, which have significant impacts on the jurisdiction level data

· reliably estimating the cost differential for providing mainstream services to Indigenous people, particularly in remote and very remote areas

· understanding trends in data over time, particularly at the disaggregated level, as the methodology and collection approaches evolve.

Tasmania

The issue of Aboriginality in Tasmania is complex due to factors including:

· the State’s small population includes a high proportion of Aboriginal persons (4 per cent) compared to most other jurisdictions (appendix C, table C.1)

· Tasmania has a higher than average proportion of disadvantaged persons and yet, whilst the Aboriginal population remains the most disadvantaged, the acute disadvantage evident in some jurisdictions is generally not apparent

· the State’s population is the most decentralised of all states and territories, yet there is only one discrete Aboriginal community (Cape Barren Island). 

Given these factors, the Tasmanian Government aims to address the causes and symptoms of Indigenous disadvantage through mainstream services designed to address disadvantage in the wider community. Increasingly, mainstream services are adopting practices that consider cultural appropriateness, such as cultural competency training, cultural awareness training and the establishment of Aboriginal advisory committees and groups. Mainstream services are complemented by Indigenous specific programs and services in some areas.

In addition to the issues raised in chapter 2, the following issues should be considered when interpreting and using expenditure estimates for Tasmania:

· Indigenous under-identification — under-identification of Aboriginal service users continues to be an issue for Tasmania. This issue is particularly relevant to hospitals, where estimates show Aboriginal service use to be below the Aboriginal population share. This is a striking contrast to usage patterns in most other services and to other jurisdictions
· prorating mainstream expenditure — caution needs to be exercised when interpreting estimates as the proportion of expenditure on mainstream services that relates to Indigenous persons is rarely able to be directly identified

· jurisdictional incomparability — comparison between jurisdictional expenditure levels is difficult given differences in demographics, underlying need, policy choices and service delivery context. For example, most special education services in Tasmania are provided through mainstream schooling, which may not be consistent with practices in other jurisdictions.

Tasmania continues to work on improving identification of Aboriginal service users and expenditure to better reflect actual service delivery practices.

Australian Capital Territory
An estimated 4822 Indigenous Australians were living in the ACT as at June 2011, accounting for 1.3 per cent of the total population. There are fewer Indigenous people in the ACT than in any other jurisdiction. However, their involvement in areas such as the justice system, community support and child protection is generally higher than for non‑Indigenous Canberrans. This increases expenditure, as does the use of ACT services by Indigenous people from neighbouring New South Wales. 

When compared nationally, Indigenous Canberrans are more likely to have higher levels of education and training, greater participation in the workforce, lower rates of unemployment and to own or be purchasing a home. Indigenous Canberrans access health services less frequently than those in most other jurisdictions.

A total of $231.4 million was estimated to be expended on services to support Indigenous Australians living in the ACT. The Australian Government expended $100.2 million and the ACT Government $131.2 million of this amount.

Expenditure on mainstream services to support Indigenous people in the ACT, such as schools and hospitals, accounted for $176.2 million of the total $231.4 million, with the Australian Government contributing $63.6 million and the ACT Government $112.7 million.

Initiatives directly targeted at Indigenous people in the ACT accounted for the remaining $55.2 million, with $18.5 million expended by the ACT Government and $36.6 million by the Australian Government for initiatives to support:

· safe and supportive communities, including the Aboriginal Justice Centre — 47 per cent
· early child development and education and training, including Koori Preschools — 22 per cent

· healthy lives, including initiatives delivered by the Winnunga Nimmityjah Aboriginal Health Service — 17 per cent

· home environment, including the Integrated Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Family Support Service — 7 per cent

· economic participation, including Indigenous trainee programs in the ACT Public Service — 6 per cent and
· governance and leadership, including the ACT Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Elected Body — 1 per cent.
Northern Territory 

The Northern Territory welcomes the release of the second edition of the Indigenous Expenditure Report (IER). The IER promotes the accountability of governments and transparency of expenditure for Indigenous purposes. 

The context of service delivery in the Territory is very different from other states. The Territory’s unique demographic profile is characterised as small and remote and widely dispersed over a large landmass with a high proportion of Indigenous Australians. Nearly one third of the Territory’s population is Indigenous, compared with 2.5 per cent nationally. The service delivery challenge is compounded by the high mobility of this population group. 

While a large proportion of Indigenous Territorians reside in remote communities, it is often necessary for remote residents to access key services provided in major Territory centres. For example, the Territory provides patient transport services between remote communities and major centres for remote residents requiring hospital care. Nearly three quarters of patients using patient transport services in the Territory are Indigenous. 

Indigenous Australians are overrepresented across virtually all government services, and in many instances, are the majority users of services. Due to the relative size of the Indigenous population in the Territory, the majority of government services for Indigenous Australians are delivered through mainstream programs. 

While this report provides comprehensive analysis of estimates of government expenditure on all services, it is limited to recurrent expenditure. Consequently, the IER does not report on the Northern Territory’s significant investment in housing and essential service infrastructure in remote communities across the Territory. 

The Territory is committed to closing the gap between Indigenous and non-Indigenous outcomes. The factors that contribute to Indigenous disadvantage are multidimensional, and therefore, improving Indigenous outcomes requires an integrated approach. The Territory is working closely with the Commonwealth, Indigenous stakeholders and the community to develop whole of government strategies to improve wellbeing of Indigenous Territorians, particularly in the areas of health, education, welfare, community safety, employment and housing.  
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