HOMELESSAND GENERAL WELFARE —
ASSESSMENT RESULTS
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ThisWorking Paper describesthe expenses assessment for Homelessand General Welfare
and providesinformation on itsimpact on the GST revenue distribution for the 2007 Update.
The assessment method isdiscussed in Volume 4 of the 2004 Review Working Papers.

DESCRIPTION OF THE CATEGORY

2

TheHomelessand General Welfare category comprisesexpenseson administration,
inspection, support and operation of general welfare services, not specifically classified to the
other welfare categories. More specifically, the category includes expenseson:

o supported accommodation servicesfor people (other than children and youths —
included in the Family and Child Services category) who are homeless and those who
are a risk of homelessness,

° various concessionsin theform of assistance with rates, income assi stance, and other
concessionsfor people (other than the elderly and the disabled — included in Aged and
Disabled Services) withinadequate earnings capacity; and

o alcohol and other drug rehabilitation programs, other welfare services such as prisoners
aid, care of refugees, pre-marital education, Indigenouswelfare, women’ sshelters, and
miscellaneous social security and welfare services.

Table 1 showsthe average gross expensesfor thelast six financia years. In 2005-06, the
Australian average expensefor this category was $81.92 per capita, which represented 1.36
per cent of total State average expenses. 1n 2005-06, user charges accounted for 1.80 per cent
of average gross expenses associated with this category. User chargesfor thiscategory are
assessed by the equal per capitamethod.
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Tablel Homelessand General Welfar e, aver age gr ossexpenses and user char ges,
2000-01 to 2005-06

2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Average expenses ($pc) 75.41 77.75 81.05 89.07 83.03 81.92
% of total State average expenses 154 151 152 164 1.46 1.36
Average user charges ($pc) 2.75 2.09 243 2.52 1.59 1.47
% of average category expenses 3.64 2.68 3.00 2.82 1.92 1.80
ASSESSMENT METHOD

Description of the assessment

4

TheHomelessand Genera Welfare assessment for the 2007 Update was undertaken using
three components: fixed costs, supported accommodati on assi stance program (SAAP) and
other welfare services.

The expenses assessment method for the 2007 Update was the same asfor the 2004 Review.

Fixed costs were assessed using the general method. (For moreinformation, please
refer to the Working papers on Administrative scale and I nput costs.)

The expensesfor the SAAP were assessed using four factors: socio-demographic
composition (with useratesbased on SAAP usersdatafor all Australiadissected by
age, gender and Indigeneity, and Census dataon the age, gender, Indigeneity, English
fluency and remoteness characteristics of thelow income population of each State); the
useof ACT servicesby New South Walesresidents; population dispersion; and input
costs.

The expensesfor other welfare services were assessed using the samefactors as for the
SAAP, but with an additional cost weight in the socio- demographic compositionfactor
to take account of the humanitarian refugee settler profilein each State.

Assessment structure

6

Table 2 summarises the assessment structure for the 2007 Update. 1t summarisesthe
components, component weights and factors assessed for this category in 2005-06.

The proportions of expenses affected by fixed costs were estimated using the general method.

Component weightsfor the SAAP and other welfare services components were derived from
ABS GFSdataand Commonwealth SAAP Specific Purpose Payments (SPP).

Calculating the category factor

9

Table 3 showsthe calculation of the category factor for 2005-06.



Table2

2005-06

Expensecomponent

Fixed costs

Supported
accommodation
assistance program
(SAAP)

Other welfare services

Component weight
%
0.40

26.19

7341

Factors

Administrative scale

Input costs

Socio-demographic
composition

Dispersion

Input costs

Cross-border

Socio-demographic
composition

Dispersion

Input costs

Cross-border

Homelessand General Welfare

Homelessand Gener al Welfar e, assessment structurefor the 2007 Update,

Basis of calculation

General method

General method with weights of
80% for wages, 2% for
accommodation and 0.5% for
electricity.

Based on the low income
population aged 12-14, 15-19,
20-24, 25-29, 30-39 and 40 plus
years. Differential age/sex and
Indigeneity use weights were
applied for each sub-group
population. Cost weights were
applied for remote Indigeneity
and low English fluency.

General method

General method with weights of
70% for wages, 2% for
accommodation and 0.5% for
electricity.

Assessed for New South Wales
and the ACT by the genera
method.

Based on low income population
aged 0-14, 15-59 and 60 plus
years. Differential use weights
were used for each sub-group
population. Cost weights were
applied for remote Indigeneity,
low English fluency and
humanitarianrefugees.

General method

Genera method with weights of
70% for wages, 2% for
accommodation and 0.5% for
electricity.

Assessed for New South Wales
and the ACT by the general
method.
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Table3 Homelessand Gener al Welfar e, derivation of category factor for the 2007
Update, 2005-06

Factors NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT

Fixed costs (component weight = 0.4 %)

Administrative scale 0.36850 0.49543 0.62412 1.23372 1.61855 5.14002 7.65557 14.29119
Input costs 1.02885 0.99514 0.97511 0.98495 0.97832 0.96027 1.02142 1.02379
Component factor 0.37913 0.49302 0.60858 1.21515 1.58346 4.93582 7.81958 14.63113
A Wgtd comp factor 0.00152 0.00198 0.00245 0.00488 0.00636 0.01984 0.03143 0.05881

SAAP (component weight = 26.19 %)
Socio-demographic

composition 0.93106 0.85222 1.11891 1.11490 1.02351 1.21776 0.71069 3.36636
Cross border 0.99149 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.17648 1.00000
Dispersion 0.99988 0.99943 1.00046 1.00073 0.99950 0.99937 0.99780 1.01047
Input costs 1.02569 0.99552 0.97811 0.98674 0.98041 0.96430 1.01885 1.02114
Component factor 0.94674 0.84791 1.09494 1.10093 1.00294 1.17353 0.85003 3.47277

B Wgtd comp factor 0.24797 0.22209 0.28679 0.28836 0.26269 0.30737 0.22264 0.90959

Other welfare (component weight = 73.4 %)
Socio-demographic

composition 0.92809 0.84544 1.12569 1.11484 1.02195 1.24722 0.67757 3.35917
Cross border 0.99141 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.00000 1.17837 1.00000
Dispersion 0.99988 0.99943 1.00046 1.00073 0.99950 0.99937 0.99780 1.01047
Input costs 1.02569 0.99552 0.97811 0.98674 0.98041 0.96430 1.01885 1.02114
Component factor 0.94365 0.84116 1.10158 1.10087 1.00142 1.20192 0.81173 3.46534
C Wgtd comp factor 0.69367 0.61833 0.80976 0.80924 0.73614 0.88353 0.59670 2.54736
Category factor 0.94317 0.84240 1.09900 1.10248 1.00519 1.21074 0.85077 3.51575

Note: For each component, the component factor is calculated using the formulain the following paragraph. The
weighted component factor is the component factor multiplied by the component weight. Thisis then population
weighted to ensure that the sum of assessed expenses equals average expenses. The category factor = (A + B + C).

10 Thecategory factor wascalculated asfollows:

category factor =  fixed costs + supported accommodation assistance program
+ other welfare.

where

fixed costs = 0.0040 * [administrative scale * input costs]

SAAP =  0.2619 * [SAAP socio-demographiccomposition factor *
SAAP cross border factor * (dispersion + input costs - 1)]

other welfare = 0.7341* [other welfare socio-demographiccomposition

factor * other welfare cross border factor * (dispersion +
input costs - 1)]
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In each case, the component contributionsto the category factor were calculated asthe
expense component weight multiplied by the component factors (the bracketed termsin the
formulas). Each contribution to the category factor was then rescal ed to ensure that the sum
of assessed expenses equalled the sum of actual expenses.

RESULTSFOR 2005-06

12 Table 11 at the end of this Working Paper summarises the results of the assessment. It shows
the actual and assessed expensesfor each State, aswell as average expenses, for al years of
the 2007 Update.

13  Table 4 showsactual, average and assessed gross expenses per capitaand the assessed cost of
providing servicesratio for the assessment in 2005-06. A State’ s assessed cost of providing
servicesratioistheratio of assessed gross expenses per capitato average gross expenses per
capita. Theassessed cost of service provision ratios are equivalent to the category factors
shownin Table 3.

Table4d Homelessand Gener al Welfar e, assessment r esults, 2005-06

NSW  Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT  Avg
$pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc

Actual expenses 98.64 76.71 66.47 3436 124.69 46.75 64.36 21855 81.92

Assessed expenses 77.27 69.01 90.03 90.32 8235 99.19 69.70 288.02 81.92

% % % % % % % % %

Assessed cost of providing

servicesratio (a) 94.32 84.24 109.90 110.25 100.52 121.07 85.08 351.58 100.00

Note: ACT expenses may include municipal expenses

@
14

The assessed cost of providing servicesratio isthe ratio of assessed to average gross expenses per capita.

Figure lillustratesthe per capitaassessed, actual and average expensesfor Homelessand
General Welfarefor 2005-06.
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Figurel Homelessand General Welfare, grossexpensesper capita — assessed, actual
and aver age, 2005-06
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CONTRIBUTION TO GST REVENUEDISTRIBUTION

15 Table 5showsthe category’ s contribution to the distribution of GST revenue and health care
grants (hereafter described as GST revenue) implied by the 2007 Update. It also showsthe
contribution of each factor and component to thetotal GST revenue distribution.
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Table5 Homelessand Gener al Welfar e, contribution of assessment to GST revenue
distribution, 2007 Update
Factor NSW  Vic Od WA SA Tas ACT NT 0@
redist'd

$m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m

Fixed costs

Administrative scale -1.6 -0.9 -0.5 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.8 1.0 3.0

Input costs 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1

Component factor -15 -0.9 -0.6 0.2 0.3 0.7 0.8 1.0 3.0

Other welfare

Socio-demographic

composition -354 570 36.8 17.0 2.0 8.5 -74 355 99.8

Cross-border -4.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 4.1 0.0 41

Dispersion -0.1 -0.2 0.1 0.1 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 0.2 0.4

Input costs 14.2 -1.0 -7.8 -2.3 2.7 -1.2 0.5 0.3 15.0

Component factor -254 574 28.7 14.8 -0.6 7.0 -4.3 37.3 87.7

Supported Accommodation Assistance Program
Socio-demographic

composition -125 -19.6 12.2 6.1 0.7 2.6 -2.3 12.7 34.4
Cross-border -14 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 14 0.0 14
Dispersion 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 01 0.1
Input costs 5.1 -0.3 -2.8 -0.8 -1.0 -0.4 0.2 0.1 5.4
Component factor -89 -19.7 9.3 5.3 -0.2 21 -1.2 133 30.0

Redistribution from EPC
resulting from the 2007
Update assessment -35.8 -78.1 37.4 20.3 -0.5 9.8 -A4.7 51.6 1191

Note: The redistribution due to the component factors includes the effect of interactions between factors. Therefore the
component factor figure may not equal the sum of its factors' redistribution.

Differencesfrom an equal per capita assessment

16  Compared with an equal per capita (EPC) assessment, the 2007 Updateredistributed
$119.1 million away from New South Wales, Victoria, South Australiaand the ACT to
Queensland, Western Australia, Tasmaniaand the Northern Territory.

17 Table5indicatesthat the main drivers of the assessment were;
o the socio-demographic profile of each State, notably:

— numbersof low income people, in particular those aged 15-39 years, who are
Indigenous or female; and

— numbersof Indigenous peoplein remote areas,

o the need to pay different amountsfor wages, electricity and accommodation in each
State captured in theinput costsfactors; and
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. differencesin the per capitacost of providing head office services captured in the
administrative scalefactor.

18 TheGST redistribution shownin Table 5 is consistent with the socio-demographic
composition of therelevant population in each State shownin Table 6.

19  Table 6 showsthe population sub-groupsrelevant to the Homelessand General Welfare
assessment as a percentage of State/Australian population. The percentageswere derived
from the 2001 Census data.

Table6 L ow incomepopulation with particular characteristicsasa per centage of all

people, 2001
Sub-groups of the low
income population NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT  Aust
% % % % % % % % %

Indigenous people 1.10 0.29 173 1.92 0.95 1.85 043 16.92 1.25

Indigenous females 0.58 0.15 0.92 1.00 0.50 0.97 0.22 8.56 0.66

Remote Indigenous people 0.09 0.00 0.41 0.92 0.20 0.02 0.00 1350 0.35

Females 1700 1694 1873 1759 1953 21.84 1148 15.68 17.58

People aged 25-39 years 442 434 511 49 510 569 329 696 467

People aged 15-39 years 863 868 1037 99 956 1122 830 1281 927

20 Themaindriver of the high assessed cost of providing servicesratio for the Northern

21

22

23

24

Territory wasitsfar greater than average proportion of low income Indigenous people, and in
particular avery high proportion of low income Indigenousfemales. The Northern Territory
also had avastly higher than average proportion of Indigenous peopleliving in remote areas
— wherethe cost of service provision was above average.

Both Queensland and Western Australiahad above average cost ratios, dueto having above
average proportionsof their populationsin all groupstargeted for homelessand general
welfare services.

Tasmania sabove averageratio was mainly dueto itsabove average proportion of femaleson
low incomes and its high proportion of Indigenous people, particularly Indigenousfemales
from low income backgrounds.

New South Wales, Victoriaand the ACT’ sratioswere below average, dueto having below
average proportionsof their populationsin all groupstargeted for homelessand general
welfare services.

South Australia’ sratio was very closeto average because, whileit did have above average
proportions of sometarget groups, thiswas offset by its bel ow average proportion of low
income Indigenous people, including femalesand those in remote aresas.
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CHANGESSINCE THE 2006 UPDATE

Effect of assessment on thedistribution of GST revenue

25  Table 7 showsthedistribution of GST revenue resulting from the assessmentsin the
2006 Update and the 2007 Update. It also shows the sources of the changes.

Table7 Homelessand Gener al Welfar e, effect of assessment on GST revenue
distribution, 2006 Update to 2007 Update

Tota
redist'd
$m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m

NSW  Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT

Redistribution from EPC
resulting from the 2006 Update
assessment (a) -348 -786 366 204 -13 99 -46 524 1194

Effect of revising category
averages and factors for 2000-01

to 2004-05
Category average -1 24 11 0.6 0.0 03 -01 16 3.7
Category factors -1.3 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.0 -0.2 1.7
Interactions 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 24 22 21 0.6 0.5 03 -02 14 4.9

Effect of replacing 2000-01
category averages and factors
with those for 2005-06

Category average 16 32 -16 -08 00 -04 02 -22 5.0
Category factors -01  -05 0.4 01 0.3 00 -01 0.0 0.8
Interactions 0.0 01 -0.1 00 -01 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Total 15 28 -13 -08 0.3 -04 01 -22 4.6

Redistribution from EPC
resulting from the 2007 Update

assessment (a) -368 -781 374 203 -05 98 -47 516 1191
Total effect of revisionsand
updating (b) -1.0 0.5 0.8 -0.2 08 -01 -01 -08 21

@ Assuming same pool and a constant population.

(b) The total redistributed amount shows the change in the amount redistributed among the States between the
2006 Update and the 2007 Update. It does not necessarily equal the difference in the total redistribution from EPC
between the two inquiries.

26  Changesinthedistribution of GST revenue between the 2006 Update and the 2007 Update

were brought about becausethe Commission:

o used revised financial datain the average expenses and revised datain factor
calculationsfor the years 2000-01 to 2004-05; and

o replaced 2000-01 average expenses and factorswith those of 2005-06 to move forward
the five-year period on which GST revenue distribution was based. Moving the
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five-year period forward in thisway ensures the assessmentsreflect recent trendsin
State prioritiesregarding the services provided and recent trendsin State demographic,
and economic circumstances which affect therel ative costs of providing those services.

Table 8 showsthe changesin GST revenue attributabl e to changesin each factor arising from
both revisions over the period 2000-01 to 2004-05 and replacing 2000-01 data with 2005-06
data.

Table8 Homelessand General Welfar e, effect of assessment on GST revenue
distribution by factor, 2006 Update to 2007 Update
. Total
NSW Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT redistd

$m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m $m

Fixed costs

Administrative scale 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Input costs 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other welfare

Socio-demographic

composition 04 04 -04 -0.2 -0.1 -0.2 0.0 0.0 0.8
Cross-border 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dispersion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Input costs -14 -0.2 11 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.0 -0.2 18

Supported Accommodation Assistance Program
Socio-demographic

composition 0.2 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4
Cross-border 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Dispersion 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Input costs -0.5 -0.1 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.7
28  The 2007 Update hasresulted in a$2.1 million changein the redistribution among the States

compared with the 2006 Update. The main reasonsfor the changesin GST revenue
distribution were asfollows.

Changesduetorevising aver age expensesand factor sfor year s 2000-01 to 2004-05

29

30

Revising average expenses. Modest upward revisionsto the average expensesin most years
— mainly for Western Australiaand the Northern Territory — meant that the GST revenue
sharesincreased for those States with above average assessed costs of providing servicesfor
thiscategory (Queensland, Western Australia, Tasmaniaand the Northern Territory).

Table 9 shows the average expensesfor the six financial years of thisupdate and those of the
previous update.

10



Homelessand General Welfare

Table9 Homelessand General Welfar e, aver age expensesused in the 2006 and 2007
Updates
1999-2000 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
$pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc
2007 Update 75.41 77.75 81.05 89.07 83.03 81.92
2006 Update 73.56 73.28 74.74 76.92 86.29 83.81
Difference - 2.1 3.0 4.1 2.8 -0.8 -

31 Revising category factors. Revising the category factors hasresultedina$1.7 million
redistribution, in per capitaterms mainly to Queensland and South Australiaand away from
New South Wales and the Northern Territory. Theseredistributionswere primarily aresult of
updating the input costs factor.

32 Supported accommodation assistance program use data are used in calculating the
socio-demographic composition factors. Thereisalag of oneyear in the available data, and
S0 2003-04 data were used for 2004-05 in the 2006 Update. Thiswas replaced with the actual
2004-05 datain the 2007 Update. Therevisionswererelatively minor however.

Changesin Statecircumstances — replacing 2000-01 with 2005-06 data

33  Table 10 showsthe actual expensesand implied costs of service provision for 2000-01, the
year that drops out of the assessment period, and 2005-06, the year that comesin, for the
2007 Update assessment.

Table10 Homelessand General Welfare, actual expensesand assessed cost of providing
services, 2000-01 and 2005-06

NSW  Vic Qld WA SA Tas ACT NT  Avg
$pc $pc  $pc  Ppc  Ppc  $pc  $pc  $pc  $pc

Actual expenses
2000-01 9367 7394 6594 2739 8578 8695 3832 9157 7541

2005-06 98.64 76.71 66.47 3436 12469 46.75 64.36 21855 81.92
% % % % % % % % %

Change between 2000-01

and 2005-06 531 374 08l 2547 4537 -4623 67.95 13867 864
$pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc $pc

Assessed expenses
2000-01 71.27 6398 8263 8303 7513 9140 6521 265.69 7541
2005-06 77.27 69.01 90.03 90.32 8235 99.19 69.70 288.02 81.92

% % % % % % % % %
Assessed cost of providing servicesratio
2000-01 9451 84.84 109.57 110.10 99.62 121.21 86.48 352.32 100.00

2005-06 94.32 84.24 109.90 110.25 100.52 121.07 85.08 351.58 100.00
Note: ACT expenses may include municipal expenses

11
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Replacing averageexpenses. Between 2000-01 and 2005-06, per capita average expenses
increased by just 8.6 per cent. Modest growth was experienced by all States over the period.
Outlaysdropped off in later yearsin New South Wales and South Australiaafter strong
growth in prior years. This modest growth contrastswith an increase in the per capita GST
pool of 43.3 per cent. The category therefore becamelessimportant to the cal cul ation of
relativities, resulting in alesser redistribution of GST revenue. Thischangeincreased the
GST revenue shares of New South Wales, Victoriaand the ACT — States assessed to have a
lower than average need for spending in this area— and decreased the GST revenue shares of
Queendand, Western Australia, Tasmaniaand the Northern Territory.

Replacing category factors. For Queensland, Western Australia and South Australia, the
2005-06 cost of providing servicesratioswere marginaly higher than their 2000-01 ratios.
Replacing the category factorsthereforeincreased their shares of GST revenue (by

$0.8 million). Replacing the category factors reduced the shares of New South Wales,
Victoriaand the ACT. Thesmall changes stemmed mainly from changesin input costs.

ThisWorking Paper was prepared by the Expense — Health and Welfare section of the
Commonwealth Grants Commission. If you have any questions about its content please contact
Anthony Nicholson (02) 6229 8858 or anthony.nichols@cgc.gov.au.

pr izt

Date: 23/2/07
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Table11

Assessment of expenses, Homelessand General Welfare

2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06
Amount Per Capita Amount Per Capita Amount Per Capita Amount Per Capita Amount Per Capita
$m $ $m $ $m $ $m $ $m $
Average Expenses 77.75 81.05 89.07 83.03 81.92
New South Wales
Assessed difference - 26.284 -3.98 - 29.093 -4.37 -31.241 - 4.66 - 30.749 -4.56 - 31.663 - 4.66
Expenses - Assessed 487.529 73.78 510.660 76.68 565.778 84.41 529.313 78.47 525.470 77.27
Actual 676.315 102.34 734.921 110.36 789.373 117.77 669.850 99.31 670.850 98.64
Victoria
Assessed difference - 59.898 -12.40 - 65.975 - 1351 - 68.606 -13.89 - 64.622 -12.94 - 65.309 -1291
Expenses - Assessed 315.816 65.36 329.969 67.54 371.294 75.18 350.097 70.09 349.089 69.01
Actua 317.000 65.60 222.000 45.44 301.000 60.95 385.000 77.08 388.007 76.71
Queensland
Assessed difference 27.033 7.37 30.014 7.99 32.584 8.47 31.952 8.13 32.565 8.11
Expenses - Assessed 312.315 85.12 334.580 89.04 375.136 97.54 358.413 91.16 361.521 90.03
Actua 224917 61.30 236.985 63.07 236.000 61.37 223.000 56.72 266.892 66.47
Western Australia
Assessed difference 15.629 8.17 17.365 8.97 17.701 9.01 16.508 8.28 17.054 8.40
Expenses - Assessed 164.429 85.92 174.315 90.02 192.685 98.08 182.119 91.31 183.467 90.32
Actual 48.681 25.44 50.215 25.93 57.215 29.12 66.885 33.53 69.797 34.36
South Australia
Assessed difference -1.151 -0.76 -1.117 -0.73 0.069 0.05 0.398 0.26 0.659 043
Expenses - Assessed 116.666 76.99 122.285 80.32 136.331 89.12 128.050 83.29 127.505 82.35
Actua 164.791 108.75 249,784 164.06 282.732 184.82 248.191 161.44 193.067 124.69
Tasmania
Assessed difference 7.690 16.29 8.107 17.08 8.968 18.68 8.412 17.38 8.417 17.26
Expenses - Assessed 44.404 94.04 46.584 98.13 51.737 107.75 48.608 100.41 48.360 99.19
Actua 43.000 91.07 52.000 109.53 54.000 112.46 20.000 41.31 22.796 46.75
Australian Capital Territory
Assessed difference -3.472 -10.84 -3.935 -12.20 -4.417 -13.65 - 4.056 -12.49 - 4,002 -12.23
Expenses - Assessed 21.438 66.92 22.208 68.85 24.400 75.42 22.909 70.54 22.816 69.70
Actua 15.290 47.72 22.000 68.20 22.000 68.00 23.000 70.82 21.070 64.36
Northern Territory
Assessed difference 40.451 204.16 44.634 225.14 44.942 225.93 42.156 209.22 42.278 206.10
Expenses - Assessed 55.857 281.91 60.702 306.19 62.660 315.00 58.887 292.25 59.083 288.02
Actual 28.462 143.65 33.398 168.46 37.701 189.53 42.471 210.78 44,833 218.55

Note: ACT expenses may include municipal expenses. Refer to Attachment A, 2007 Update,

13

Relative Fiscal Capacity of Sates for how these figures are compiled.



