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•	 	There is much goodwill in Australia to improve 
Indigenous outcomes. However, too many programs 
are implemented because of their perceived benefit, 
rather than a rigorous assessment of a priori 
evidence.

•	 	Total spending on Indigenous programs is estimated 
to be at least $5.9 billion a year, comprised of:

 o federal government expenditure of $3.28 billion,

 o  State and territory government expenditure of 
$2.35 billion, and

 o  Indigenous not-for-profit sector own source 
income of $224 million.

•	 	Mapping of total federal, state and territory and 
non-government/not-for-profit Indigenous programs 
identified 1082 current Indigenous-specific 
programs:

 o 49 federal government programs; 

 o 236 state and territory programs; and 

 o  797 programs delivered by non-government 
organisations (though many are funded in part 
or full by government). 

•	 	Less than 10% (88) of these 1082 programs had been 
evaluated (either during or after implementation), 

Executive Summary

and of those programs that were evaluated, few 
used methods that actually provided evidence of the 
program’s effectiveness. 

•	 	Multiple service providers including government 
agencies, Indigenous organisations, not-for-profit 
non-government organisations (NGOs) and for-profit 
contractors — are all competing in the same space, 
with little evidence of success.

•	 	One of the reasons given for the low return on 
Indigenous investment is that the money is not 
going to where it is needed most, or used in ways 
that respect Indigenous input into program design 
and delivery.

•	 	Of the 550,000 Indigenous people in Australia 
identified in the 2011 Census:

 o  approximately 65% (360,000) are in employment 
and living lives not noticeably different from the 
rest of Australians; 

 o  22% (120,000) are welfare dependent and live 
in urban and regional areas with other welfare 
dependent Australians; and

 o  13% (70,000) are welfare dependent and live on 
Indigenous land where education is usually limited 
and there are few employment opportunities. 
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•	 	It is this third group who experience the most 
disadvantages and who require the most support; 
yet most Indigenous programs continue to treat 
Indigenous people as a homogenous entity and 
do not take into account differing levels of need. 
Funding must be allocated on the basis of need and 
not just on the basis of Indigeneity.

•	 	While Indigenous Advancement Strategy (IAS) 
funding is broadly aligned with the Indigenous 
population and need— with 54% of funding dedicated 
to remote and very remote regions — there is very 
little strategy, coordination, or consultation involved 
in the design and implementation of programs.

•	 	Many Indigenous programs are poorly designed 
and inefficient. For example, a recent audit found 
the Indigenous Business Australia (IBA) business 
loan program approved only 75 loans in a year — 
approximately one loan for every person employed 
to run the program.  

•	 	Misuse of funds for Indigenous programs is extensive, 
with a recent ABC Four Corners episode revealing 
that 44 organisations currently delivering Indigenous 
programs are being investigated by compliance 
officers for fraud.

•	 Duplication and waste are also rife. For example:

 o  Roebourne in Western Australia, with a population 
of 1,150, had 67 local service providers and  
more than 400 programs funded by both federal 
and state government. 

 o  Toomelah in New South Wales, with a population 

of only 300 people, has more than 70 service 
providers delivering programs and services to the 
community.

•	 	The limited number of evaluations of Indigenous 
programs conducted to date highlights multiple 
issues with the methodology used, including a lack 
of comparative performance data and over-reliance 
on anecdotal evidence. 

•	 	Taxpayer funding for Indigenous programs must also 
be linked to outcomes. To ensure that programs are 
measured against agreed performance standards, all 
organisations should:

 o  formally account for how that money has been 
spent;

 o  provide credible evidence of the program’s 
impact; and

 o  assess and report on whether the program is 
meeting its intended objectives. 

•	 	Government and organisations should cease collecting 
data that does not make a valuable contribution 
towards improving the level of knowledge about the 
effectiveness of programs.  

•	 	To improve accountability and transparency of 
Indigenous programs,	 information on funding of 
Indigenous programs, particularly at the state level 
and in the not-for-profit sector should be made 
publicly available.

•	 	In addition, while programs have their place, 
government should focus on real Indigenous 
advancement through greater economic 
empowerment as the long-term sustainable goal.
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“One of the great mistakes is to judge policies 
and programs by their intentions rather than 
their results.” — (Milton Friedman)

Of the 550,000 Indigenous people in Australia identified 
in the 2011 Census, approximately 65% (360,000) are 
in employment and living lives not noticeably different 
from the rest of Australia; 22% (120,000) are welfare 
dependent and live in urban and regional areas with 
other welfare dependent Australians; and 13% (70,000) 
are welfare dependent and live on Indigenous land 
where there are limited education and employment 
opportunities. It is this third group who experience the 
most disadvantages and who require the most support.1 
Yet many Indigenous policies and programs treat 
Indigenous people as a homogenous entity, rather than 
recognising the population’s different levels of need.2 

The ongoing disadvantage experienced by many 
Indigenous Australians has driven growth in Indigenous 
expenditure to try and ‘close the gaps’ between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australians, but much of 
this spending has been untargeted. There has been very 
little improvement in outcomes and the gaps have not 
narrowed.3 A number of Indigenous leaders have voiced 
their frustration at the apparent waste and inefficiency 
in Indigenous affairs.4 

“Vast swathes of funding are absorbed 
by the red tape of administration within 
the government bureaucracy, and on the 
‘middlemen’ between government and 
Indigenous people.”5

While there is general acknowledgement that developing 
and implementing Indigenous programs in conjunction 
with Indigenous people and communities is an important 
first step towards ensuring Indigenous people’s needs 
are met, few evaluations compare community-managed 
programs with non-Indigenous managed programs to 
provide evidence on the effectiveness of community-led 
and designed programs.6

The paucity of evidence on the outcomes of Indigenous 
programs means it is difficult to know what to do to 
improve results. However, in calling for more evidence 
to be collected, it is important to define what this should 
entail. While there is very little evidence on the efficacy 
of Indigenous programs, there are countless research 
reports, endless data monitoring and much critiquing 

Introduction 

of the lack of progress in ‘closing the gap’ between 
Indigenous and non-Indigenous outcomes. What is not 
needed, is more collection of data that does not make 
a valuable contribution towards improving the level of 
knowledge about the impact of programs. 7

This point was noted at a Productivity Commission 
Roundtable on the role of evaluation in improving 
outcomes for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Australians. 

“There was general agreement that a lot of 
data are being produced about Indigenous 
Australians. However, there is a tension 
between the political imperative to develop 
and report data to measure achievement 
of the COAG targets (which focus on a 
limited range of social indicators) and the 
broader need to inform policy and program 
evaluations.”8

This research report has mapped the number of 
government and non-government Indigenous programs 
to identify the overall number of Indigenous programs and 
potential level of duplication among different program 
providers (federal, state/territory and non-government). 
Although there have been previous attempts to map the 
number of federal government programs, this is the first 
time such a detailed analysis of all the different federal, 
state/territory and non-government programs has been 
undertaken. The report also assesses the impact of the 
federal government’s decision to merge 150 programs 
into five and the distribution of federal funding under the 
five overarching program streams.

In addition, this report also estimates how much funding 
is allocated for Indigenous-specific programs, across the 
non-government sector as well as by federal and state/
territory governments. However, identifying this was 
not as straightforward as it should have been due to 
the lack of publicly available information on funding of 
Indigenous programs, particularly at the state level and 
in the not-for-profit sector.

This report is the first in a series of reports that will 
investigate Indigenous funding and program delivery. 
Future research will include a more detailed analysis of 
Indigenous programs and evaluations and a review of 
different service and delivery models, including pay-for-
performance funding models.
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In less than 10 years, federal, state and territory 
taxpayer spending on Indigenous Australians increased 
in real terms by 20% — from $21.9 billion in 2008-09 to 
$25.4 billion in 2010-11, and to $30.3 billion in 2012-
2013.9 

However, these expenditure figures include estimates 
of the proportion of mainstream services spent on 
Indigenous Australians, such as education and health, 
which all Australians receive.  Indigenous-specific 
expenditure (programs, services and payments explicitly 
targeted at Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders) is a 
smaller — though still significant — component; rising 
from $5.1 billion in 2008–09 to $5.5 billion in 2010–11, 
and to $5.6 billion in 2012–13 in nominal terms, which 
represents a decrease in real terms by 1.2%.10

The total amount spent by governments and non-
government organisations (charities) on Indigenous 
programs per annum is estimated to be at least $5.9 
billion a year, comprised of:

•	 federal government expenditure of $3.28 billion;

•	 	state and territory government expenditure of $2.35 
billion; and

•	 	Indigenous not-for-profit sector own source income 
of $224 million*.

Many programs are funded from multiple sources, 
making it hard at times to determine whether a program 
is a federal, state, or NGO program. For example, both 
the federal government and the NSW government 
provide funding for the NSW Aboriginal Jobs Together 
program —  just over $4.8 million was provided by 
the NSW government and approximately $3 million 
by the federal government (through its Indigenous 
Employment Program).11 However, the program is 
actually administered by the National Disability Services 
(NDS) and implemented by NGOs that provide industry 
placements and support for Indigenous cadets.12

The Productivity Commission has produced three reports 
on Indigenous expenditure since the Council of Australian 
Governments (COAG) first suggested commissioning the 
biennial reports in 2007 — with the first edition published 
in 2010.13  Yet, while the Indigenous expenditure reports 
aim to illuminate how much government money is 
currently being spent on Indigenous Australians, the 
reports do not identify how the money is being spent 
and by whom (beyond certain categories and levels of 
government). Nor do the reports attempt to assess the 
adequacy, effectiveness or efficiency of government 
expenditure. The lack of evidence on the effectiveness 
of Indigenous programs is of increasing concern.

The scope of Indigenous programs in Australia

* This is a very conservative estimate; see chapter on NGO programs later in this report
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Table 1 Reports on Indigenous expenditure and programs

Year Report Findings

2010 Strategic Review of Indigenous 
Expenditure, Department 
of Finance and Regulation 
(released under FOI)

“Robust evidence is lacking on the performance and effectiveness 
of many Indigenous programs. Program evaluation activity in this 
area has been patchy at best, and many of the evaluations which 
have been conducted have lacked a suitable measure of rigor and 
independence.”14

2010 Indigenous Expenditure Report 
2010, Australian Productivity 
Commission

“Despite the commitment of significant government expenditure 
over many years, disparities between outcomes for Indigenous and 
non-Indigenous Australians persist. Yet there is limited information 
with which to assess the adequacy, effectiveness and efficiency of 
expenditure on programs aimed at addressing these disparities.”15 

2012 Indigenous Expenditure Report 
2012, Australian Productivity 
Commission

“The disparity between outcomes for Indigenous and other 
Australians has been an ongoing policy concern for governments at all 
levels.”16 

2014 Indigenous Expenditure Report 
2014, Australian Productivity 
Commission

“…many data quality and methodological challenges are yet to be 
resolved…”17 

2014 Forrest Review, Creating Parity “What is lacking is the published, regular, robust measurement of 
performance and effectiveness of policies and their implementation.”18 

2014 Towards Responsible 
Government — Indigenous 
Programs, National Commission 
of Audit

“Despite the large amount of money being spent, outcomes for 
Indigenous Australians are still well behind the rest of the population 
and targets are not being achieved.”19

2015 National Indigenous Reform 
Agreement, Performance 
Assessment, Australian 
Productivity Commission

“There has also been a large body of research covering Indigenous 
policy in Australia. However, formal rigorous evaluations of 
Indigenous programs (mainstream and Indigenous-specific) that set 
the benefits of particular policies for reducing disadvantage against 
the costs are relatively scarce.”20 

A desktop review** for this report identified a total of 
1082*** different programs — though this is likely to 
be just the tip of the iceberg — see Appendix A for 
methodology.  The majority (74%) of programs were 
delivered by NGOs (though many are funded in part 
or full by government). NGO in this instance, refers to 
any non-government organisation, including Aboriginal 
organisations such as Aboriginal Community Controlled 
Health Services.

The largest category of programs identified in the desktop 
review were health-related programs (n=568) followed 
by cultural programs (n=145) then early childhood and 
education programs (n=130) — see Figure 2 below.

**  A review of publicly available information on the internet.
***  This figure is based on information available when the report was written and may have changed.

Figure 1: Types of Indigenous programs (delivery)

Figure 2: Number of overall programs by category

Source: government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs listed 
on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet. Categories used broadly 
align with the categories used in the 2015 Indigenous expenditure 
report, which reflect the six broad areas that relate to the National 
Indigenous Reform Agreement and Overcoming Indigenous 
Disadvantage reports building blocks: early child development, 
education and training;  healthy lives; economic participation;  
home environment; and safe and supportive communities.

Source: government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs listed 
on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.
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Figure 3 below shows the difference between the 
number of state and territory government programs 
and the number of NGO programs, which highlights the 
important difference between the funding and delivery 
of programs. While many of the programs are funded 
by federal and/or state and territory governments, the 
majority (n=797) are delivered by NGO organisations 
rather than government institutions or agencies, 
reflecting an increasing trend among governments 
to outsource the delivery of programs to the non-
government sector. In addition to delivering federal 

government and state programs, a number of NGOs 
have also developed their own programs; for example 
the self-determination program delivered by Oxfam and 
the Clontarf football academy program delivered by the 
Clontarf Foundation.21

The Indigenous HealthInfoNet also provides information 
on the ‘reach’ of programs — the states and territories 
where the various programs are delivered. Of the 1082 
programs identified, just over 150 of those programs 
were delivered nationally. 

Figure 3: Number of State and Territory 
government programs and NGO programs by 
category

Figure 4: Reach of programs (jurisdiction in 
which programs are delivered)

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs listed 
on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs listed 
on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.
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Funding of federal government programs

The 2014 National Commission of Audit’s report 
‘Towards Responsible Government’ included a review 
of Indigenous programs.22 The report found that, in the 
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet alone, 
there were more than 150 programs and activities, with 
a total annual funding of approximately $2.4 billion 
(including almost $0.8 billion for Indigenous‑specific 
National Partnerships).23  

Following the National Commission of Audit’s review, the 
federal government began to look at ways to reverse the 
rise in Indigenous expenditure by reducing some of the 
administrative burden and waste involved in delivering 
so many programs. This included cutting $534 million of 
funding from the Indigenous affairs budget.24 

Concurrent with the large National Partnership 
Agreements expiring, expenditure on Indigenous 
programs within the Department of the Prime Minister 
and Cabinet has declined — see Figure 5 below.25 

The National Partnership Agreements are agreements 
between the Commonwealth of Australia and the states 
and territories to ensure that all levels of government  
are committed to the same framework of outcomes, 
measure of progress, and policy directions under 
the Closing the Gap policy. There were six national 
partnerships, with a combined value of $5.5 billion 
detailed overleaf.26 All but one, Remote Indigenous 
Agreements, have now expired. 

Figure 5: Downward trend in Indigenous 
expenditure

Source: Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, 2013. Cited 
in National Commission of Audit, Towards Responsible Government 
— Indigenous Programs, http://www.ncoa.gov.au/report/appendix-
vol-2/10-3-indigenous-programs.html
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In the 2015-16 Budget, the Stronger Futures in the 
Northern Territory National Partnership was replaced 
by a new National Partnership, the Northern Territory 
Remote Aboriginal Investment, which will provide $871 
million over five years. In the 2016-17 Budget, the 
federal government detailed the provision of funding 
to the states and territories for Indigenous-specific 
programs under five National Partnership Agreements – 
see Table 3 above.

The Indigenous Advancement Strategy

In line with the recommendations of the National 
Commission of Audit’s report on Indigenous programs, 
the Coalition government implemented structural 
changes to the administration of Indigenous programs 
(the Indigenous Advancement Strategy or IAS). 
This involved the merging of Indigenous programs 
administration by eight separate government 

departments into the Department of the Prime Minister 
and Cabinet, and ‘streamlining’ more than 150 programs 
previously administered by the federal government into 
five streams under the IAS. The five new programs 
streams are:

•	 Jobs, Land and Economy

•	 Children and Schooling

•	 Safety and Wellbeing

•	 Culture and Capability

•	 Remote Australia Strategies27

There was a case for reform. Under the previous 
arrangement, some organisations had more than 50 
different funding agreements with various federal 
government departments. In total, the federal 
government was administering 20,671 performance, 
financial and acquittal reports from 820 organisations  

Table 2: Funding under National Partnership Agreements

Agreement Funding details Started Expires

Indigenous early childhood 
development

$564.6 million over six years. July 2009 30 June 2015

Remote Service Delivery $291.2 million over six years to support 
improvements across 26 remote locations 
across the Northern Territory, Western Australia, 
Queensland, New South Wales and South Australia.

July 2009 30 June 2015

Indigenous Economic 
Participation

$228.8 million over five years to improve 
opportunities for Indigenous people to engage in 
private and public sector jobs.

July 2009 30 June 2014

Remote Indigenous 
Agreements

$1.94 billion over 10 years for housing reform and 
infrastructure arrangements in remote Indigenous 
communities.

July 2009 30 June 2019

Indigenous health outcomes $1.57 billion over four years to contribute to ‘closing 
the gap’ in health outcomes. 

July 2009 30 June 2013

Remote Indigenous public 
internet access

$6.967 million over four years to expand and 
maintain public access to the internet.

July 2009 30 June 2013

Northern Territory (agreement 
between the Commonwealth 
and the Northern Territory 
Government)

$807.4 million over three years to continue the  
Northern Territory Emergency Response (NTER), 
which originated with the Australian Government in 
June 2007.

July 2009 30 June 2013

Source: Indigenous HealthInfoNet website available at http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/closing-the-gap/key-facts/what-are-the-
national-partnership-agreements-and-how-do-they-fit-in accessed 10 August 2016

Table 3: Funding for Indigenous programs through current National Partnerships

National Partnership 2015-16 
$m

2016-17 
$m

2017-18 
$m

2018-19 
$m

2019-2020 
$m

NT Remote Aboriginal Investment 337.9 169.1 166.9 103.4 94.4

NP on Indigenous health† 10.8 11.5 1.1 1.1 1.1

Torres Strait health protection strategy – mosquito 
control

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Torres Strait/PNG cross border health issues 4.6 4.7 4.7 4.8 4.9

NP on Remote Indigenous Housing 388.3 428.5 .45.7 - -
Total 742.6 614.8 519.4 110.3 101.4

Source: Federal government 2016-2017 Budget Paper No 3: http://budget.gov.au/2016-17/content/bp3/html/ accessed 10 August 2016

†  Does not include health component of the National Partnership on Remote Aboriginal Investment
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(an average of 4.5 funding agreements per 
organisation).28 The majority of funding agreements 
were short-term (less than 15 months) and low amounts, 
placing an administrative burden on departments, and 
undermining the capacity of Aboriginal organisations 
to deliver results.29 The government anticipates the 
IAS reforms will reduce the amount of money spent 
administering Indigenous programs by $32.2 million, 
from $311.1 million in 2014–15 to $279.0 million in 
2015–16.30

However, the actions undertaken by the federal 
government in implementing this reform were in direct 
conflict with the narrative they espoused about putting 
Indigenous communities and people at the centre of 
the design and delivery of programs.31  Although the 
government claimed the changes were necessary to 
minimise bureaucracy and increase transparency and 
accountability, a number of Indigenous organisations 
complained about the lack of transparency in the 
processes used by government in allocating funding.32 
Nor was there any obvious assessment of need or 
evaluation of what works.33 While the 2014 IAS funding 
guide asked applicants to demonstrate the ‘need’ for the 
proposed program or service in their chosen community 
or target group, submissions to the Senate Committee 
Inquiry into the IAS tendering process noted there was 
little consultation with communities about the programs 
and services they needed.

My sense was that it was a bureaucratic 
process of officers of the Department [of 
the Prime Minister and Cabinet] out there 
deciding what was need[ed] by communities, 
when in fact that is the opposite of what you 
should be doing. You should be engaging 
with the community to work out what the 
community is saying.34

As a result of the ad-hoc process used in distributing 
IAS funding the federal government has been forced 
to introduce emergency funding to address service 
delivery gaps.35 The ongoing issues with the IAS funding 
have seen the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) 
recently announce that they will be conducting their own 
investigation, with a report due in December 2016.36

How much is spent?

Total Indigenous-specific funding managed by the 
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet is $8.6 billion 
over four years, consisting of:

•	 $4.9 billion to the Indigenous Advancement Strategy;

•	 	$3.7 billion allocated through National Partnership 
Agreements, Special Accounts, and Special 
Appropriations.37 

Other grant funding is also available through Indigenous-
specific and mainstream programs delivered by other 
agencies, as well as Indigenous Portfolio bodies, such 
as Indigenous Business Australia.38 In July 2014, the 
Indigenous Australians Health Program (IAHP) was 
established in the Department of Health to consolidate 
four previously existing funding streams including early 
child, maternal and health programs. Funding allocated 
to the IAHP was $2.4 billion over three years.39

Table 4 highlights the estimated expenditures and the 
budgeted expenses in the 2016 Prime Minister and 
Cabinet Budget Statements, for each of the five IAS 
program streams. The table also provides data on the 
departmental expenses supporting the programs. In 
total, the expenditure was $1.92 billion (note: figure 
does not include additional money allocated through 
National Partnership Agreements or money spent by the 
government’s statutory authorities such as Indigenous 
Business Australia). 

It is difficult to see how the government will meet its 
budgeted expenditure under the IAS of $4.9 billion over 
four years, given that more than $3.85 billion will be 
spent in the first two years. What will happen in the final 
two years of the IAS funding period? Will Indigenous 
communities and organisations providing services to 
Indigenous people be expected to operate on markedly 
reduced funding, or will the government simply expand 
the budget?

Analysis of the IAS funding data for this report identified 
2209 separate funding agreements for programs or 
services in the 2014-15 Indigenous Advancement 
Strategy (IAS) funding round. In total, these funding 
agreements come to $2.1 billion of the $4.9 billion the 
federal government has allocated the IAS over the next 
four years (to 2018-2019).40 

Table 4: Budgeted expenses for Indigenous Advancement Strategy programs

Program 2015-16 Estimated actual $’000 2016-17 Budget $’000

2.1 Jobs, Land and Economy $911,217 $927,262

2.2 Children and Schooling $285,984 $286,925

2.3 Safety and Wellbeing $286,536 $293,672

2.4 Culture and Capability $63,310 $54,915

2.5 Remote Australia Strategies $94,161 $92,700

2.6 Program Support $281,499 $279,819

Total $1,922,707 $1,935,293

Source: 2016-17 Prime Minister and Cabinet portfolio budget statements available at https://www.dpmc.gov.au/sites/default/files/
publications/2016-17-pmc-portfolio-budget-statements.pdf accessed 10 August 2016
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Where is the money spent?

The following sections look at where the federal 2014-15 
IAS grant money for Indigenous programs and services 
is spent by program type, grant recipient and location. 

Distribution of IAS funding by program 
stream

The program stream ‘Children and Schooling’ received 
the highest number of grants (n=907) — see Figure 
6 followed by the ‘Jobs, Land and Economy’ program 
stream (n=760). Together, these two funding streams 
received 98% of the $2.1 billion in IAS funding distributed 
in 2014–15. This allocation of funding reflects the federal 
government’s emphasis on getting “Indigenous children 
into school and adults into work.”41 The total value of 
grants under the ‘Jobs, Land and Economy’ program 
stream was $1.4 billion, and the total value of grants 
under the ‘Children and Schooling’ program stream 
came to $701 million. 

The average grant under both the ‘Jobs, Land and 
Economy’ and ‘Children and Schooling’ program streams 
was also higher than the other program streams, with 
average grant values of $1.8 million and $0.77 million 
respectively. Grants under the ‘Culture and Capability’ 
program stream were the lowest, with an average grant 
value of $15,000. 

Figure 6: Distribution of IAS funding by program 
stream and value

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016 

Table 5: IAS program components under each program stream*

Program Program component Number

Jo
bs

, 
La

nd
 a

nd
 

Ec
on

om
y

Aboriginals Benefit Account (Special Account) 137

Indigenous Employment Programme‡ 417

Jobs - Cadetship 22

Remote Jobs and Communities Programme 158

Working on Country (Indigenous Rangers) 12

C
hi

ld
re

n 
an

d 
S
ch

oo
lin

g

Family Support Programme 20

Indigenous Education (Targeted Assistance) 685

Indigenous Youth Leadership Project 10

Remote School Attendance Strategy 109

Sporting Chance Programme 16

S
af

et
y 

an
d 

W
el

lb
ei

ng

Indigenous Sport and Active Recreation Programme 17

SFNT - Alcohol Abuse and Food Security 58

Social and Emotional Wellbeing 15

Substance Misuse Service Delivery Grants (Alcohol and Drug Treatment Services) 19

C
ul

tu
re

 
an

d 
 

C
ap

ab
ili

ty Indigenous Broadcasting Programme 11

Public Awareness Programme (NAIDOC activities) 342

R
em

ot
e 

A
us

tr
al

ia
 

S
tr

at
eg

ie
s Indigenous Housing and Infrastructure 28

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet  
website available at https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016.
*Note: Only programs with ten or more grants included in the table. 

‡   The federal government spells program “programme”. When referring to the name of a federal government program the spelling used by the 
federal government is used.
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Overall, there were 50 different program ‘components’ 
listed, with 17 having more than 10 grants attached to 
them.

The program ‘component’ with the highest number 
of grants was the Indigenous Education (Targeted 
Assistance) package (n=685). The majority of grants 
under this category went to the following six programs 
and/or projects:

•  Parental and Community Engagement (PaCE) 
Project — 229 grants totalling $19.8 million

•	 	School Nutrition Programme — 81 grants totalling 
$8.5 million

•	 	A project for Indigenous people aged 16–24 
from regional and remote communities who 
need to move away from home to gain vocational 
or tertiary qualifications — 38 grants totalling $9.1 
million

•	 	National Indigenous English Literacy Numeracy 
Strategy (NIELNS) — 33 grants totalling  
$1.6 million

•	  Targeted educational assistance to Indigenous 
Australians — 22 grants totalling $1.4 million

•	  Away from Base for mixed mode delivery 
(AFB) to cover travel costs, including fares, meals 
and accommodation, where a course requires the 
student to travel away from their permanent home 
for a short period of time — 19 grants totalling $21 
million

Although education and employment programs are 
generally the responsibility of state governments, 
the disproportionately high levels of disadvantage 
experienced by Indigenous Australians has been 
identified as a national priority by the federal 
government.42 Consequently, the program ‘component’ 
with the second highest number of grants was the 
Indigenous Employment Programme (n=417). The 
majority of grants under the Indigenous Employment 
Programme were for wage subsidies (n=292), with an 
average grant value of $7,119 and a total combined 
value of $2.1 million.

The program ‘component’ that received the third highest 
number of grants was the Public Awareness Programme 
(n=291). However, the total value of the grants was only 
$483,816. This reflects the fact that a large proportion 
of the grants were for NAIDOC week activities — which 
typically consist of very small grants between $500 and 
$3,000 in value, with an average grant size of $1,662. 

The large number of small value grants for both wage 
subsidies and NAIDOC activities indicates a high level 
of administrative burden for very little return. Evidence 
on the effectiveness of wage subsidies in generating 
long term, sustainable jobs is mixed, and while there 
has been a review of the Indigenous Public Awareness 
Program (NAIDOC), the findings of this review have not 
been made public.43

Figure 7: Number and value of grants for wage 
subsidies and NAIDOC activities

Box 1: NAIDOC

NAIDOC originally stood for ‘National Aborigines 
and Islanders Day Observance Committee’ and 
the committee’s acronym has since become the 
name of the week. NAIDOC week is from the first 
Sunday in July until the following Sunday and 
various activities take place during that week to 
celebrate the history, culture and achievements 
of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.44 
For many years the Australian government has 
provided funding to organisations, including 
government departments, to help celebrate 
NAIDOC week. Since 2009, the government has 
provided more than 1000 NAIDOC grants at an 
approximate total cost of $10 million.45 

Number of federal Indigenous 
programs

These 50 different program components with their 
additional sub-branches of programs and projects 
suggest the Australian government has not actually 
merged 150 programs into five programs, and has 
simply shuffled them into slightly smaller silos under 
different program headings. 

This finding was further corroborated in the desktop 
review, which identified 49 different federal government 
programs currently being delivered: see Figure 8.§  The 
same categories were used to differentiate the programs, 
but the actual number of federal government programs 
delivered by government agencies and institutions, 
differs from the allocation of IAS funding. The review 
found that 40% of the federal programs are ‘Safety 
and Wellbeing’ (crime and health) programs, while the 
majority of IAS funding primarily went to education and 

§   Review involved a search of programs listed on the Indigenous HealthInfoNet and federal government department websites as well as 
those programs listed in the Indigenous Advancement Strategy funding data. Note some of the ‘programs’ were excluded as they primarily 
consisted of grants for infrastructure and/or capital works. 

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016
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employment related programs.  This is because most of 
the health programs are not funded under IAS funding. 
For example, the National Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Flexible Aged Care Programme is a component 
of the Australian Government’s Residential and Flexible 
Care Programme, and is funded by the Australian 
Government Department of Social Services, while other 
health programs like the Tackling Indigenous Smoking 
Programme are funded through the Department of 
Health.46 

Distribution of IAS funding by grant 
recipient

The fact that a large number of non-Indigenous 
organisations received funding while many Aboriginal 
organisations had their funding reduced, or missed out 
on funding entirely, led to widespread condemnation of 
the IAS tendering process by many in the Aboriginal 
industry.47 Among the list of non-Indigenous recipients 
were state government departments, universities, 
churches and sporting organisations, such as the 
Brisbane Broncos and North Queensland Cowboys 
NRL clubs. There were also concerns that a number of 
NGOs applied for funding to deliver programs without 
consulting with the communities they were proposing to 
deliver the programs to and before they had established 
whether there was a need for the programs in those 
communities in the first place.48 A number of Registered 
Training Organisations (n=73), were recipients of IAS 
grant funding, which — given recent allegations of 
corruption in the sector — was also cause for alarm.49 

On the face of it, less than half the IAS grants went to 
Aboriginal organisations (32% compared to 68% of non-
Indigenous organisations), and Aboriginal organisations 
also received less than a quarter of the total value of the 
IAS grants.  

However, analysis of the non-Indigenous organisations 
receiving funding found many were actually schools 

Figure 8: Number of federal government 
programs by category

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of IAS funding recipients and programs 
listed on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet. Categories listed 
are the five program streams under the Indigenous Advancement 
Strategy.

Figure 9: Number and value of grants to 
Aboriginal organisations and non-Indigenous 
organisations

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016

and universities, followed by individuals and businesses 
— see Figure 10. This is probably due to the high 
number of grants distributed under the education 
and employment program streams. A large number 
of the grants for schools, universities and Registered 
Training Organisations went towards targeted education 
initiatives, such as the School Nutrition program or 
programs to improve Indigenous people’s literacy and 
numeracy. Similarly, many of the grants awarded to 
individuals and businesses were for wage subsidies to 
employ Indigenous people. 

Therefore, while some of the criticism levelled at the 
federal government may be justified, many of the non-
Indigenous organisations that received funding may 
have been the most suitable recipients to deliver the 
program or service.50 Furthermore, when educational 
institutions and private businesses are separated out 
from other non-Indigenous organisations, the total 
value of grants to Aboriginal organisations was more 
than double the total value of grants to non-Indigenous 
not-for-profit organisations ($524 million compared with 
$202 million).

Figure 10: Number and value of IAS grants to 
different types of recipients 

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016
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Distribution of IAS funding by location

Overall, the distribution in the number of grants broadly 
aligns with the size of the Indigenous population in each 
state and territory, with the two noticeable differences 
being Queensland and the Northern Territory. Yet, 
while the number of grants is broadly consistent with 
the Indigenous population of each state, the value 
of grants is not. New South Wales has the largest 
Aboriginal population and had the highest number of 
grant recipients, however the value of these grants 
was very low, less than the value of grants allocated 
to Queensland, the Northern Territory and Western 
Australia. An explanation for this could be the large 
number of NAIDOC grants awarded to grant recipients 
in New South Wales. 

Figure 11: Number of grants and population for 
each state and territory

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016

Figure 12: Number and value of IAS grants by 
jurisdiction

As noted above, Indigenous people living in remote 
and very remote regions of Australia experience 
the highest levels of disadvantage of all Indigenous 
Australians.52 A large proportion of the approximately 
70,000 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people 
living in remote Australia are unemployed and dwell in 
appalling sub-standard community housing.53 Isolated 
from mainstream services, their health status is worse 
on every indicator than any other population group in 
Australia, and they suffer from some of the highest 
rates of rheumatic fever and infectious diseases in the 
world.54 Consequently, the proportion of funding going 
to remote regions of Australia should be higher per head 
of population than the proportion of funding going to 
other regions. 

Overall, 54% of IAS grants, worth approximately  
$1.2 billion of the total $2.1 billion of IAS funding, were 
for remote and very remote regions. Again, while there 
was a high number of grants in regional and metro 
areas, these grants were for small amounts. A large 
proportion, 35% (or $759 million) of the IAS funding 
also went to grant recipients operating in multiple 
regions and postcodes. 

Figure 13: Number and value of IAS grants by 
remoteness

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016

Queensland has the second largest population of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people (189,000 
people), however the total value of grants awarded to 
Queensland ($934 million) was the highest of all the 
states and territories. Likewise, while the Northern 
Territory does not have a large Indigenous population, it 
received the second largest number of grant recipients 
(n=573) and the total value of grants ($746 million) was 
also the second highest. An explanation for this could be 
that both Queensland and the Northern Territory have 
a high proportion of Indigenous people living in remote 
and very remote regions. The Northern Territory has 
also traditionally received a larger proportion of federal 
government funding per capita than any other state 
and territory, on the basis of high levels of Indigenous 
disadvantage — with more than 80% of its revenue 
coming from Canberra.51 

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016
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To further determine whether IAS funding is going to 
where it is really needed, the IAS funding data was 
analysed to see the proportion and value of grants 
distributed to Australia’s most disadvantaged postcodes 
and Statistical Local Areas (SLAs — see methodology 
section in Appendix A). Not all of the top five most 
disadvantaged postcodes or SLAs received IAS grants — 
there may be a variety of explanations for this, including 
that no organisations from these postcodes applied 
for IAS funding, or that funding was distributed on a 
regional or state-wide basis (note Figure 14 includes 
data only from single postcodes).

The disadvantaged post code that received most funding 
was Boggabilla in NSW, ($782,980) — see text box below. 
The funding was administered under the Remote School 
Attendance Strategy, which aims to “develop capacity in 
parents, carers and interested people in the community 
to ensure children go to school every possible day.”55 

Figure 14: Number and value of IAS grants to top 
five most disadvantaged postcodes and SLAs*

Source: “IA-2016-03-16T15-22-27” IAS funding recipients for 
2014-2015 from Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet 
website available at  https://www.dpmc.gov.au/indigenous-affairs/
grants-and-funding/ias-grant-reporting accessed 16 March 2016 
*Does not include multiple listing of postcodes. ‘Dropping off the 
Edge’ report (2015).

Box 2: Boggabilla

Boggabilla is a small town north of Moree in remote NSW. The postcode for Boggabilla is shared with Toomelah 
— an Indigenous community 14kms away that was established as a mission in the 1930s, and has been the 
subject of several inquiries over the years relating to poor sanitation and child abuse.56 In the 2011 census, the 
population of Boggabilla was 626, and 58% of the residents identified as being of Aboriginal or Torres Strait 
Islander descent.57 A total of 197 Aboriginal children and teenagers in Toomelah/Boggabilla were attending 
school in 2011, with 20 in pre-school, 121 in primary school, and 56 in high school.58 This means there is 
approximately $5000 dollars for every school-aged child under the $783,000 in Remote School Attendance 
Strategy funding. In 2012, it was reported that Toomelah’s population of approximately 300 people received 
services from more than 60 different government and non-government agencies.59 Despite the millions of 
dollars that have gone into Toomelah over the years, the community continues to be beset by problems.60  

Most of the IAS funding delivered to disadvantaged 
SLAs in the Northern Territory was administered from 
the Aboriginals Benefit Account (ABA), which consists of 
funds generated from mining royalties.61 The ABA grant 
fund is administered by the Department of the Prime 
Minister and Cabinet for initiatives that benefit Aboriginal 
people living in the Northern Territory. Funding can be 
applied for initiatives that fall under the following four 
categories:

•	 small business

•	 land, sea and waters management and use

•	 community enhancement education

•	 leadership.62

Two streams of funding are available: small projects 
(up to and including $250,000); and large projects, for 
projects worth over $250,000. A total funding pool of 
$30 million was available in 2014-15.63 Although there 
has been criticism of how the ABA funds have been 
used, nearly all the IAS recipients of ABA grants were 
Indigenous organisations in the Northern Territory — 
with a few notable exceptions, such as the Clontarf 
Foundation, the Fred Hollows Foundation and Riding for 
the Disabled Alice Springs (RDA).64 At the same time, 
the ABA regularly averages more than $100 million 

per annum in mining royalty equivalents. This is a 
considerable amount of money that could potentially 
deliver positive outcomes to Indigenous communities 
if administered appropriately. In a previous report, the 
CIS suggested distributing ABA funds into individual 
trust accounts, similar to superannuation accounts. 
This money could then be made available for targeted 
expenditures such as health, education and housing, as 
well as superannuation — rather than being absorbed 
by multiple layers of Aboriginal bureaucracy. However, 
more work is needed to determine the feasibility of this 
option.65

In summary, despite the criticisms levelled at the 
IAS tendering process, funding appears to have 
been allocated on the basis of need (remoteness and 
disadvantage). Therefore, the biggest issue is not where 
the money is going, but what is happening to it: how 
is it being delivered and what is it buying?  In addition, 
without formal needs assessments and accountability 
measures to track what is happening to that money, 
it is difficult to know whether the lack of progress in 
improving outcomes is because there is not enough 
money relative to need, or whether the funding for 
Indigenous programs and services is being wasted.
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Table 6: State and territory government direct Indigenous-specific expenditure by jurisdiction 
(millions)

NSW VIC QLD WA SA TAS ACT NT TOTAL 

$458 $189 $501 $422 $206 $16 $20 $539 $2,351

Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision (SCRGSP), 2014. 2014 Indigenous Expenditure Report. 
Canberra available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-report-2014/
indigenous-expenditure-report-2014.pdf data from Table P.2 “State or Territory Government real expenditure by high level expenditure 
category, by Indigenous-specific and mainstream sub-components (2012-13 dollars)” available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/
indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-report-2014#data-tables accessed 10 August 2016

State and Territory government programs

Due to issues with the way in which most states 
and territories publicly report on their Indigenous 
expenditure, the most reliable source of information on 
state and territory spending on Indigenous affairs is the 
Productivity Commission’s 2014 Indigenous Expenditure 
Report. However, although the expenditure reports 
provide information on the amount of direct state and 
territory government Indigenous-specific expenditure, 
this information is not at the program level. 

How is the money spent?

Finding publicly available figures on the amount of 
funding spent by each state and territory government at 
the program level proved to be extremely difficult. Many 
programs are part of a wider initiative and breakdowns 
of specific program costs are not made available on 
government websites or in budget papers – see Box 3. 
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*   More than 15 programs were identified but it appears some are no longer current. In some cases, it was also difficult to ascertain which 
programs were still current and which ones had been completed.

Box 3: Funding for state and territory government employment and economic 
development programs

The review identified 15 state and territory government employment and economic development programs.*  
As the different examples illustrate, although the program may be administered by a state or territory 
government agency, funding for the program can come from a number of sources. 

State Program Funding

NSW Aboriginal jobs together $4.8 million NSW government and $3 million Federal 
government (a total of $7.8 million from March 2011 to June 
2013).

NSW Bush Food Australia No figure on funding provided. This project was initiated 
by the New South Wales Department of State and 
Regional Development (now the Department of Trade and 
Investment) in 2007. Co-funded by the Department of 
Education Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR) 
and Indigenous Business Australia (IBA) 

NSW Growing our own No figure given

VIC Koolin Balit training grants 
program

Part of $61.7 million investment in Aboriginal health over 
four years 2013-2017. 

VIC Steps to the future No figure given. A joint initiative between Latrobe City 
Council and the Department of Education Employment 
Workplace Relations

QLD Indigenous health careers access 
program (IHCAP)

No figure given.  This initiative is a partnership between 
James Cook University (JCU), Tropical North Queensland 
TAFE and the Mount Isa Centre for Rural and Remote Health 
(MICRRH).

QLD Youth Employment Program No figure given

QLD Cape York Peninsula Tenure 
Resolution Program

No figure given 

QLD Welfare Reform $8 million over the 2014-15 and 2015-16 financial years to 
extend the Cape York Welfare Reform trial until 31 December 
201566

ACT ACT Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander Grants program

$203,000 under the 2015-16 Budget

ACT ACT Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
islanders Job Readiness Support 
Program

$220,000 under the 2015-16 Budget

WA The Pilbara Indigenous 
Employment Program (IEP)

No exact figure given but part of a $38 million Pilbara Health 
initiative over five years.67

SA Aboriginal learning on country 
program

Funding for the ALOC program is sourced from a range of 
partners.

SA Accreditation support for 
registered training organisations 
project

No figure given

NT Ngukurr youth pathways project No figure given

Source: government websites and programs listed on the Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet.
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Examples of the level of detail provided in state budget 
papers is provided below in tables 7 and 8.

Table 7: NSW government’s expenditure on 
Aboriginal people

Department 
of Education 
NSW 
Aboriginal 
Affairs

2014-15

Revised

$m

2015-16

Budget  

$m

20.1 29.8

Source: NSW Treasury budget papers available at http://www.
treasury.nsw.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/128125/Budget_
Paper_3_-_Budget_Estimates.pdf accessed 10 August 2016 

Most of the figures in state budget papers were for the 
total spend under particular categories (see Table 8 for 
an example). In addition to Indigenous-specific funding, 
some states have non-Indigenous-specific funding 
sources, such as Royalties for Regions in Western 
Australia, to which local Aboriginal organisations and 
NGOs can apply for grants to deliver services and 
programs in remote Indigenous communities.68  

In some cases, more detailed information about state 
expenditure on Indigenous programs and services was 
available for specific regions in a state. For example, 
in Western Australia, a report reviewed all the social, 
economic participation and community services 
expenditure delivered in Roebourne and surrounding 
Indigenous communities – see Box 4.69 

Table 8: Queensland Department of Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander and Multicultural 
Affairs budget 2014-2015

Queensland 
Department of 
Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait 
Islander and 
Multicultural 
Affairs

2013-14 
Adjusted 
Budget 
$’000

2013-14 
Est. Actual 

$’00

2014-15 
Budget 
$’000

Department of 
Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait 
Islander and 
Multicultural 
Affairs - 
controlled

108,406 104,886 156,234

Department of 
Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait 
Islander and 
Multicultural 
Affairs - 
administered

5,600 8,172 8,100

Family 
Responsibilities 
Commission

3,926 3,824 4,014

Total 117,932 116,882 168,348

Source: Queensland Treasury Budget available at https://www.
treasury.qld.gov.au/publications-resources/state-budget/2014-15/
budget-papers/documents/bp5-datsima-2014-15.pdf

Box 4: Location Based Expenditure Review – Roebourne Western Australia

The report on social, economic participation and community services expenditure found that in the 2013–2014 
financial year, $58.7 million was spent on Roebourne. This funding came from a mixture of sources, and 
included: state government contribution of 51% ($30 million); the federal government contribution of 30% 
($18 million); local government contribution of 10% ($6 million); Aboriginal corporations’ contribution of 
5% ($3 million); and industry contribution of 4% ($2.3 million). Of the $58.7 million, government (state, 
federal and local) received 69% ($40.5 million) while Aboriginal corporations received 20% ($11.7 million). 
Government contracted out $11 million of the $40. 5 million and was responsible for delivering the remaining 
$29.4 million. Of the $58.7 million spent on Roebourne, 25% ($14.7 million) was specifically for Aboriginal 
people. The report found there continued to be poor outcomes for Aboriginal people in Roebourne despite 
high levels of spending due to the “scatter-gun approach to spending, with fragmented service delivery, 
inadequate coordination and significant wasted effort.”70 There was also under-reporting of Industry and 
Aboriginal Corporation funding.71
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Figure 15 shows total direct state and territory 
expenditure on Indigenous Australians under the COAG 
National Indigenous Reform Agreement categories. The 
category with the highest percentage of Indigenous-
specific expenditure was home environment ($752 
million), followed by safe and supportive communities 
($598 million) and then healthy lives ($467 million). 

However, the fact that home environment has the highest 
percentage of expenditure is largely due to the amount 
of money the Northern Territory government spends on 
housing, which at $286 million, is almost half of the total 
state and territory spend (see box below for a further 
breakdown in the Northern Territory’s spending on 
Indigenous housing). Other states, such as New South 
Wales, Victoria and ACT, spent a larger percentage of 
their total Indigenous-specific expenditure on other 
categories, such as safe communities. 

Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service 
Provision (SCRGSP), 2014. 2014 Indigenous Expenditure Report. 
Canberra available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/
indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-report-2014/
indigenous-expenditure-report-2014.pdf data from Table P.2 “State 
or Territory Government real expenditure by high level expenditure 
category, by Indigenous-specific and mainstream sub-components 
(2012-13 dollars)” available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/
ongoing/indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-
report-2014#data-tables accessed 10 August 2016

Figure 15: Direct state and territory Indigenous-
specific expenditure by category

Box 5: Remote Housing in the Northern Territory

The 2016-17 Northern Territory Budget suggests that the government will spend $351.42 million delivering 
remote and regional housing initiatives across the Territory (some of this is under a National Partnership 
Agreement and over five years). This includes:

•	 	$210.9 million to continue to construct new, and upgrade existing, housing in remote Indigenous communities 
across the Territory under the National Partnership agreements on Remote Housing and Northern Territory 
Remote Aboriginal Investment;

•	 $2 million to construct new dwellings in Elliott and Kalkarindji;

•	 $25.3 million to construct additional housing and associated works in Arlparra;

•	 	$81.7 million to provide property and tenancy management for remote Indigenous public housing, including 
$62.1 million under the National Partnership Agreement on Remote Housing;

•	 $2.37 million to provide accommodation options for visitors to Alice Springs; and

•	 	$1 million to establish a Northern Territory Remote Housing Development Authority to provide improved 
housing services in remote communities.

•	 	In addition, the 2016-17 Budget continues the Homelands Program, providing $21.3 million to support the 
delivery of housing and maintenance services for people living on homelands.

•	 	The 2016-17 Budget also provides $1.5 million to continue the Remote Home Ownership program and $5.35 
million to continue the Homelands Extra Allowance program.72

Failure of Indigenous housing policy in the Northern Territory

Housing programs in the Northern Territory have been marred by problems since their inception, some 30 
years or more ago. Specific examples of government incompetency and waste include:

•	 	The fact that more than $2 billion of federal funding to Indigenous housing associations in the Northern 
Territory between 2001 and 2006 under the Community Housing and Infrastructure Program could not be 
accounted for.73

•	 	The government spent $672 million in the first 15 months of the Strategic Indigenous Housing and 
Infrastructure Program in the Northern Territory, but not one house was built in that time.74

Recent news stories suggest that problems with Indigenous housing continue, with the town of Elliot not 
receiving any new housing since 2000.75
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More detailed information on the breakdown of state 
and territory government spending on Indigenous-
specific programs shows how funding is distributed 
under each of these categories. As Figure 16 illustrates, 
while the Northern Territory overall spends the most of 
all the states and territories on the home environment, 
Queensland spent more on housing services. The 
Northern Territory’s largest area of expenditure was 
for community and environmental services ($203 
million). However, given that $211 million will be 
spent constructing new homes under a new National 
Partnerships Agreement, the Northern Territory may 
now be spending more on housing than Queensland.

Similarly, analysis of the safe communities’ expenditure 
shows that New South Wales, Victoria and Queensland 
spent more on community support and welfare (under 
programs like the Koori intensive support program76), 
than the Northern Territory and Western Australia, 
where the greatest areas of expenditure were for public 
order and safety.

Unlike the distribution of funding under the IAS, very 
little state and territory funding was spent under the 
economic participation category (only $17 million), with 
the ACT, South Australia, Tasmania and Queensland, 
allocating none in this category. This suggests less 
duplication in funding between the federal government 
and state and territory governments than there is 
for other categories, such as health.  Indeed, further 
analysis of the economic participation category 
identified two sub-components: labour/employment 
services and social security support.  No states and 
territories allocated any Indigenous-specific funding 
under social security support, as income support is seen 
as the responsibility of the federal government.  Clearer 
demarcation in responsibilities for other categories of 
expenditure could help to resolve some of the overlap 
in program and service delivery between the federal and 
state and territory governments. 

Figure 16: Direct state and territory government 
Indigenous-specific expenditure on home 
environment – sub categories

Figure 17: Direct state and territory government 
Indigenous-specific expenditure on safe 
communities– sub categories

Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service 
Provision (SCRGSP), 2014. 2014 Indigenous Expenditure Report. 
Canberra available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/
indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-report-2014/
indigenous-expenditure-report-2014.pdf data from Table P.2 “State 
or Territory Government real expenditure by high level expenditure 
category, by Indigenous-specific and mainstream sub-components 
(2012-13 dollars)” available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/
ongoing/indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-
report-2014#data-tables accessed 10 August 2016

Source: Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service 
Provision (SCRGSP), 2014. 2014 Indigenous Expenditure Report. 
Canberra available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/ongoing/
indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-report-2014/
indigenous-expenditure-report-2014.pdf data from Table P.2 “State 
or Territory Government real expenditure by high level expenditure 
category, by Indigenous-specific and mainstream sub-components 
(2012-13 dollars)” available at http://www.pc.gov.au/research/
ongoing/indigenous-expenditure-report/indigenous-expenditure-
report-2014#data-tables accessed 10 August 2016
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Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and programs listed on the Australian Indigenous 
HealthInfoNet.

Figure 18: Number of state and territory 
government programs by categoryNumber of state and territory 

Indigenous programs

The desktop review identified a total of 236 state- 
and territory-administered programs. While some of 
these programs may receive federal funding, they are 
developed and implemented by the state and territory 
governments. Just over 40% (n=98) of these programs 
were health and wellbeing programs, with the next 
highest category being crime related programs (n=46). 
This finding is in contrast to the allocation of funding 
under the COAG National Indigenous Reform Agreement 
categories discussed above, but mirrors the findings of 
the desktop review for federal government programs, 
where the largest category of programs were also health 
and wellbeing programs.

The discrepancy between the number of programs 
identified in the desktop review and the amount of 
funding under each category points to there being a 
large number of health and wellbeing programs with low 
levels of funding. As discussed previously, this is likely to 
place a large administrative burden on the government 
departments managing the programs, for very little 
potential benefit. More detailed analysis of the nature of 
the health and wellbeing programs will be undertaken in 
a subsequent report. 

In summary, analysis of the state government 
expenditure on Indigenous programs is less detailed than 
the federal government section because detailed data on 
Indigenous programs and grant recipients is either not 
easily accessible or not publicly available.  To improve 
accountability and transparency of Indigenous funding, 
all state and territory government departments should 
provide detailed information on Indigenous expenditure 
and specific program costs; including the distribution 
of any government grants to NGOs to deliver state and 
territory programs and the cost of administering the 
programs. The standard of information contained in the 
Western Australian review of Indigenous expenditure 
in Roebourne and surrounding communities would be 
immensely useful at a state-wide level. 
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Of the 43,153 registered charities in Australia, 8,577 
charities/not-for-profits provided services to Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander people.77  The combined 
annual income of these 8,577 charities is $50.9 billion, 
of which approximately 40% came from government 
grants.78 However, this includes some very large not-
for-profits, such as universities. Due to the nature of the 
reporting requirements, it is not possible to determine 
how much of the non-Indigenous charities’ and not-for-
profits’ income or expenses is allocated to supporting 
Aboriginal people. However, it is likely to be in excess of 
hundreds of millions of dollars.

Of the 8,577 charities providing services and support to 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, the sector 
providing the most support was education and research, 
followed by religion, then development and housing 
(see Figure 19 Note: these are categories used by the 
Australian Charities and Not-for-Profit Commission). 
These figures reflect the concern with Indigenous 
education outcomes in the not-for-profit sector, and 
the involvement of large NGOs with religious affiliations 
in delivering Indigenous programs and services; for 
example: Wesley Mission, Mission Australia and St 
Vincent de Paul.  Other sectors providing support reflect 
the Indigenous population’s need for better housing, 
health and social services. The only sector that seems 
unusual in relation to Australian Aboriginals is the 
International sector — but this comprised only 0.3% of 
the charities registered.79

Data from the Australian Charities and Not-for-Profit 
Commission suggests there are 738 Indigenous-specific 
charities.80 These charities received $1.2 billion in yearly 
government grants (a much higher percentage of their 
annual income than other charities), $62 million from 
donations and bequests, and $162 million in other 
income. 81

Non-government programs

Figure 19: Charities providing services and 
support to Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people by sector

Source: Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission data 
explorer tool available at http://australiancharities.acnc.gov.au/
visualisations/explore-sector-detail/ accessed 10 August 2016

Figure 20: Percentage of income of Indigenous 
charities/not-for-profits

Source: Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission 2014 
Annual Information Statement dataset available at http://data.gov.
au/dataset/acnc2014ais accessed 10 August 2016
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Analysis of the Australian Charities and Not-for-profits 
dataset found that Indigenous charities tended to reflect 
the size of the Indigenous population of each state — 
for example New South Wales has the largest Aboriginal 
population and the most Indigenous charities.82 

ORIC publishes an annual report on the Top 500 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander corporations. 
The latest report states the combined income of those 
corporations for 2013–14 was $1.74 billion, of which, 
39.5% came from government funding.87 The largest 
sector was health and community services, in which 
207 (41.4%) of the top 500 Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Island Corporations operated.88

This finding was also reflected in the desktop review, 
which found the majority (56%) of NGO programs were 
health and well-being programs (n=447). A number 
of these health programs appear to be of questionable 
benefit, because they are of limited duration; for 
example, one-off programs to promote healthy eating 
or tobacco cessation. 

Source: Australian Charities and Not-for-profits Commission 2014 
Annual Information Statement dataset available at http://data.gov.
au/dataset/acnc2014ais accessed 10 August 2016

Figure 21: Number of Indigenous charities by 
state and territory

As discussed above, the majority of NGOs†† receive 
government funding to deliver Indigenous programs. 
However, there are a few organisations, such as Ganbina, 
who rely solely on philanthropic and corporate funding 
and do not seek any funding from the government.83  In 
2014, businesses and organisations with Reconciliation 
Action Plans spent $54.7 million on Indigenous education 
scholarships alone.84  

In addition to the Indigenous-specific charities listed with 
the Australian Charities and Not-for-Profit Commission, 
there are a number of Aboriginal not-for-profits listed with 
the Office for the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations 
(ORIC) — these include Aboriginal Community Controlled 
Health Organisations and Social Enterprises.†††  
The Australian Charities and Not-for Profit Commission 
has a Memorandum of Understanding with ORIC, which 
means that these Aboriginal charities are not required 
to submit an Annual Information Statement to the  
ACNC despite being registered with them for tax 
concessions.85 Further complication arises from the IAS 
funding requirement that all organisations receiving 
grant funding of $500,000 (GST exclusive) in any 
single financial year must be incorporated under the 
Corporations (Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander) 
Act  2006 instead of state and territory Incorporation 
Association Acts like Northern Territory Associations Act 
2003. Although this is a welcome requirement, having 
separate agencies overseeing Aboriginal organisations 
makes it harder to track which organisations have filed 
their annual reports.86

††  A Non-government organisation (NGO) is any non-profit or charitable service which is organised on a local, national or international level. 
Reference to ‘NGO programs’ refers to programs either developed and delivered by an NGO or delivered by an NGO.

†††  A social enterprise is a business created to provide a social purpose.

Source: Government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites and programs listed on the Australian Indigenous 
HealthInfoNet.

Figure 22: Number of NGO programs by each 
category

The high number of health and wellbeing programs across 
all levels of government and the NGO sector suggests a 
need for more in-depth analysis of the range and types 
of health programs (and potential areas of duplication). 
For example, the existence of a large number of health 
programs by itself does not indicate duplication, as 
they may be local health programs to serve a particular 
community need, or targeted programs aimed at a 
particular niche group. Further analysis of the types 
of NGO programs will be undertaken in a subsequent 
report.
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Of the 1082 programs identified in this review, only 
88 (8%) have been (or are in the process of being) 
evaluated.‡‡ It is hard to judge a program by its results, 
or even know what measures will work, when program 
outcomes are not being collected. Multiple issues with 
the methodologies used in the evaluations were also 
identified, including: limited information on performance 
data to measure the effectiveness of programs; 
difficulties in attributing outcomes to programs because 
of a lack of comparative data; and over-reliance on 
anecdotal evidence. There have been attempts to assess 
the effectiveness and efficiency of Indigenous programs 
through the use of Cost Benefit Analysis (CBAs) and 
Social Return on Investment (SROIs). However, only 
one CBA actually provided measurable objectives and 
many of the SROIs of Indigenous programs did not 

consider potential equity or distributional issues, or 

provide explanations about the discount rate and key 

assumptions used. A full review of the 88 Indigenous 

program evaluations (including the CBAs and SROIs) will 

be undertaken in a subsequent report. What evidence 

exists on the outcomes of Indigenous programs suggests 

many programs are poorly designed and implemented — 

without a proper needs assessment or any overarching 

program design or strategy — and as a result there 

is substantial overlap and inefficiency.89  Indigenous-

specific funding is being wasted on programs that do not 

achieve results because they are not subject to rigorous 

evaluation.

Assessing the programs

‡‡   Evaluation here refers to program evaluations conducted during or after the implementation of a specific program. It does not refer to prior 
evidence which may exist from evaluations of similar programs.

Recommendation: 

•  All programs receiving taxpayer funding should be subject to independent evaluations. At the same time, 
governments and organisations should cease collecting data that does not make a valuable contribution 
towards improving the level of knowledge about the effectiveness of programs.
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Poor design

A review of Aboriginal economic and employment 
programs in NSW found many of the programs were 
designed to deliver only short-term interventions or to 
achieve certain isolated outcomes. 90 Examples included 
programs providing apprenticeships or employment 
opportunities. In many cases, once positions had been 
created, no further assistance or follow-up support 
was provided to either ensure apprentices complete 
their qualifications and secured employment, or that 
newly hired employees remained in their jobs for a 
certain period of time.91 Overall, the review found the 
development of the Aboriginal economic development 
and employment programs across NSW appeared to be 
“opportunistic and un-coordinated.”92 There was no clear 
or consistent overarching strategic framework that linked 
individual initiatives to the needs of Aboriginal people; 
and as a result there were gaps in service delivery as 
well as overlaps and duplication in service provision in 
other areas.93

The importance of undertaking a proper needs 
assessment and developing overarching strategies 
before implementing programs was also highlighted 
in a recent evaluation of the NSW Connected 
Communities program — a program for disadvantaged 
schools in NSW, many of which have large Aboriginal 
populations.94  The NSW Government spent $60 million 
under the Connected Communities program to try and 
improve the education outcomes of students from 15 
of the most disadvantaged schools and communities in 
NSW.95 However, the evaluation found there had been 

little to no improvement in attendance rates, student 
behaviour and NAPLAN results in these 15 communities. 
In addition, some of the senior government officials 
involved in implementing the program were found 
to be unsure of their roles and various aspects of the 
Connected Communities program.96

There are many similar examples of bureaucratic 
shortcomings in designing and implementing Indigenous 
programs. Another example is the Indigenous Home 
Ownership program. An audit of the program by the 
Australian National Audit Office (ANAO) in December 
2015 found the program was not meeting its objectives 
in providing a timely and efficient home loan service 
for disadvantaged Indigenous Australians.97 Most of the 
loans were also administered to people who could have 
qualified for a mainstream loan. Consequently the ANAO 
concluded that: “a government run loan program is not 
the most efficient mechanism to support Indigenous 
home ownership outcomes.”98 In their response to the 
report, IBA agreed with most of the recommendations 
made by the ANAO, except for the question about 
whether a government agency is best suited to deliver 
the program.99 In another Indigenous Business Australia 
(IBA) loan program for businesses only 75 loans were 
approved in 2013-2014 — approximately one loan for 
every person employed to run the program.100 Such  
inefficient top-down government controlled measures 
only tend to further disempower Aboriginal people. 

Programs are unlikely to meet the Indigenous 
community’s needs without sufficient involvement of 
Aboriginal people in the program design and delivery.

Recommendations: 

•  Existing evidence on the effectiveness of programs and interventions should be used to inform the design 
and implementation of any new programs.

•  Aboriginal people and communities should be involved in the design, implementation and delivery of 
programs wherever possible (see box on Empowered Communities for an example of a possible approach 
to take).
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No assessment of need

Research on Indigenous health by the Centre for 
Independent Studies in 2009 found a lack of strategic 
planning had led to an uncoordinated maze of health 
programs.103 Many of the Indigenous programs 
have evolved over time in response to a perceived 
need, and as a result they often duplicated existing 
programs. Since there was no overall coordination, 
nor a requirement for an evidence-base for funding, 
programs were delivered simply because funding could 
be secured from one or another of the federal or state 
programs. In some cases, there was no consultation 
with the communities concerned or recognition of 
their needs before a program was implemented.104 For 
example, a remote community in East Arnhem Land was 
provided with suicide prevention training even though 
the community had no experience of suicide.105 Not only 
was the community not consulted about the need for 
suicide training, some of the young men had already 
been flown to a regional suicide prevention training 
session in another community at considerable cost two 
years previously.106

While some communities are provided with programs 
or services they do not need, others are missing out 
on essential programs and services. For example, 
in Western Australia there is a desperate need for 
suicide prevention initiatives, but $17.8 million in funds 
earmarked for Indigenous suicide prevention programs 
has not been used.107 A recent review of West Australian 
health programs found the way resources were allocated 
across different health programs did not match levels 
of need.108 For example, nutrition education and food 
security, as well as alcohol education and rehabilitation 
programs, were found to be grossly underfunded.109  
Similarly, in the Northern Territory, money allocated for 
remote communities has instead been spent in Darwin.110 
According to the grants commission formula of assessed 
need, 68% of the $3.4 billion in GST revenue given to 
the Northern Territory should have been spent in remote 
areas, but the territory government allocated only 53% 
— a difference that amounted to $500 million in funding.

Box 6: Empowered Communities

The need for greater involvement by Indigenous people in the design and implementation of programs and 
allocation of funding for services, underpins the proposals in the Empowered Communities Design Report, 
published in 2015. The report argues that as long as Indigenous communities are dependent on government 
“…to pick their favoured programs…and determine resource allocations” there will not be the broad scale 
change needed to improve Indigenous outcomes.”101 The Empowered Communities network consists of eight 
Indigenous groups across Australia: North East Arnhem Land; inner Sydney; the Central Coast of New South 
Wales; the Murray Goulburn region of Victoria; the Cape York Peninsula; East Kimberley; West Kimberley; 
and the Ngaanyatjarra Pitjantjatjara Yankunytjatjara Lands in the Central Desert region. The network and 
the subsequent report were supported by a $5 million grant from the Department of the Prime Minister and 
Cabinet.  

In their report, the Empowered Communities network identify five systemic problems in Indigenous affairs, 
many of which have been covered in this report. Namely:

•	 Expenditure growth without outcomes

•	 A supply-driven approach

•	 Industries of dependence

•	 Red tape and a plethora of disconnected programs

•	 No transparency of funding flow 

The Empowered Communities network argues that among the reforms needed to address these problems are: 
greater transparency over all regional and local spending; pooled funding to support place-based development 
agendas, linking incentives to results; and an Indigenous Policy Productivity Council (IPPC) to scrutinise policy 
and programs that impact on Indigenous Australians. 

The Empowered Communities pooled funding proposal involves providing pooled funding on a regional basis to 
reduce the silos and inflexibility involved in having funds tied to specific programs and agencies. The allocation 
of pooled funds would be subject to negotiation between governments and Indigenous leaders, while a system 
of performance-based funding is expected to incentivise reform.  The IPPC would be a statutory body based 
on the existing Empowered Communities network, with responsibility for negotiating regional investment 
decisions based on proposals and strategies submitted by Indigenous people from each of the eight regions.  
Over time, the report suggests the IPPC could merge into a national mechanism for Indigenous governance 
— similar perhaps to the former Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Commission — but exactly how the IPPC 
will work is not clear.102 

Recommendations: 

• All funding for Indigenous programs must be allocated on the basis of need, not just Indigeneity. 

• A needs assessment must be undertaken before designing and implementing any new programs.
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Recommendations: 

•  To improve accountability and transparency of taxpayer funding, information on funding of Indigenous 
programs needs to be made publicly available, particularly at the state level and in the not-for-profit sector.

•  Indigenous programs must be linked to outcomes. All program activities must be measured against agreed 
performance standards and all organisations must:

 - formally account for how the money has been spent;

 - provide evidence of the program’s impact; and

 - assess and report on whether the program is meeting its intended objectives. 

•  Funding agreements must be flexible enough to allow money to be redirected from unsuccessful programs 
and activities to programs and initiatives achieving results.

• State and federal duplication in the provision and delivery of Indigenous programs must end.

Overlap and waste

The National Commission of Audit’s review of Indigenous 
programs in 2014 found that the shared responsibility 
between the Commonwealth and the States under 
National Partnership Agreements had led to confusion 
and abrogation of responsibilities, including cost shifting 
and other difficulties.111 While states are primarily 
responsible for education, housing, community safety 
programs and services, the Commonwealth government 
also provided programs, resulting in multiple programs 
from both levels of government. 

For example Roebourne in Western Australia with a 
population of 1,150 was found to have 67 local service 
providers and over 400 programs funded by both the 
federal and state governments.112 Such examples not 
only resulted in duplication, and unnecessary complexity, 
but also meant there was very little transparency and 
accountability of Indigenous program delivery.113 The 

situation in Roebourne led to the Western Australian 
government introducing regional services reform in 
May 2015 to better meet the needs of Aboriginal people 
in regional and remote Western Australia. Strategic 
Regional Advisory Councils have been established in 
the Kimberley and Pilbara regions to enable greater 
engagement between government, communities, 
service providers and industry.114

A recent episode of ABC’s Four Corners revealed 44 
organisations delivering Indigenous programs are being 
investigated by compliance officers at the Department 
of Prime Minister and Cabinet’s Indigenous Affairs Group 
for misuse of funds, with evidence that in one case a 
former project manager had allegedly invoiced a remote 
Western Australian community for $3 million worth of 
work that was never carried out.115  
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Conclusion 

In conclusion, spending more money on programs 
to combat Indigenous disadvantage will not lead to 
improved outcomes, as long as programs continue to be 
implemented without any evidence of their effectiveness. 

As this report has shown, there are multiple sources of 
funding for Indigenous-specific programs. Total spending 
on Indigenous programs is estimated to be at least $5.9 
billion a year, comprised of:

•	 federal government expenditure of $3.28 billion;

•	 	State and territory government expenditure of $2.35 
billion; and

•	 	Indigenous not-for-profit sector ‘own source’ income 
of $224 million.

However, the figures for the not-for-profit sector does 
not include income from non-Indigenous charities, and 
the total spend by the not-for-profit sector on Indigenous 
programs is likely to be in the order of hundreds of 
millions — if not billions — of dollars. 

The difficulty experienced in trying to track the maze of 
Indigenous funding and expenditure demonstrates why 
the government is unable to accurately account for what 
has happened to that funding. 

Information on funding of Indigenous programs, 
particularly at the state level and in the not-for-profit 
sector needs to be made publicly available.

Without more accountability and transparency, it is 

impossible to know whether the lack of progress in 
improving Indigenous outcomes is because there is not 
enough money relative to need, or whether the funding 
for Indigenous programs and services is being wasted.

While Indigenous Advancement Strategy (IAS) funding 
is broadly aligned with the Indigenous population and 
need, with 54% of funding dedicated to remote and 
very remote regions, there is very little strategy or 
coordination involved in the design and implementation 
of programs.

Mapping of total federal, state and territory and non-
government/not-for-profit Indigenous programs, 
identified 1082 current Indigenous-specific programs:

•	 49 federal government programs; 

•	 236 state and territory programs; and 

•	 	797 programs delivered by non-government 
organisations (though many are funded in part or 
full by government). 

The failure of so many government and NGO programs 
can be attributed to the sheer number of service 
providers — including government agencies, Indigenous 
organisations, not-for-profit NGOs and for-profit 
contractors —operating in the sector, all with competing 
aims and objectives. 

Not surprisingly, duplication and waste are rife; as evident 
by the example of Roebourne in Western Australia, 
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which had a population of 1,150 but has 67 local service 
providers delivering more than 400 programs. 

To reduce the administrative burden in managing 
Indigenous programs, the government should consider 
ending state and federal duplication in the provision 
and delivery of Indigenous programs. Although 
addressing high levels of Indigenous disadvantage 
has been identified as a national priority, there needs 
to be stricter demarcation of responsibilities between 
the federal and state and territory governments. For 
example, state governments should be fully accountable 
for state government responsibilities such as health 
and education outcomes, while federal governments 
are responsible for federal responsibilities such as  
income support. 

The fact that only 88 of the 1082 Indigenous-specific 
programs identified in this review have been evaluated 
is a damning indictment of the administration of  

Indigenous programs and funding. Programs should not 
continue to be funded without evidence of any outcomes.

At the same time, government and organisations should 
cease collecting data that does not make a valuable 
contribution towards improving the level of knowledge 
about the effectiveness of programs. 

To achieve community-buy in and better results, 
Aboriginal people and communities should be involved 
in the design, implementation and delivery of programs 
wherever possible. However, funding must be delivered 
on the basis of need and not just on the basis of 
Indigeneity. 

If Indigenous people are ever to benefit from the 
considerable public and private investment into 
Indigenous affairs, the government has to cease funding 
and delivering programs without any evidence of their 
efficacy and without any consultation with Indigenous 
communities. 
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The methodology used to map the total number of 
Indigenous programs involved a desktop review of 
government websites, major philanthropic and NGO 
websites, and analysis of  IAS funding recipients 
and programs listed on the Australian Indigenous 
HealthInfoNet. The Australian Indigenous HealthInfoNet 
is a website that aims to make research and other 
knowledge about Indigenous health readily available.116  
Although the focus is health related research, a broad 
range of programs and projects are listed on the website.

It was difficult to ascertain precisely the total number 
of Indigenous programs due to the multiple service 
providers involved and the complexity of the funding 
agreements — making it hard at times to determine 
whether a program was a federal, state, or NGO program. 
The holistic nature of many Indigenous programs also 
made it difficult to categorise some of the programs, 
as many could fall into more than one category; for 
example: healing camps could be categorised as both a 
health program and a cultural program. 

In collating the number of programs, it was also difficult 
at times to differentiate between programs, services 
and projects. In many cases, the terms ‘program’ and 
‘project’ were used interchangeably. However, for the 
purposes of this report, research projects (such as 
controlled trials) and one-off projects such as creating 
an art installation were excluded from the analysis. 
Some of the states’ and territories’ provision of services 
to Indigenous people is delivered as sub-components 
of broader mainstream programs and are therefore not 
included in the program count.117 

The Indigenous HealthInfoNet lists more than 2468* 
different Indigenous programs. However, this figure 
includes 444 mainstream programs with Indigenous-
specific content that were not analysed, as the focus 
of this research was Indigenous-specific programs only.  
Overall, 2024 Indigenous programs from the Indigenous 
HealthInfoNet were assessed to see whether they were 
still current and whether they had been evaluated — of 
these, 1060 were found to be still current. An additional 
22 programs were discovered during the review of 
government and NGO websites and from the IAS 
funding data.  The fact that this report only includes 
programs where information about the program is 

Appendix A: Methodology

publicly available is a limitation, and it may be that the 
number of programs identified in this report is just the 
tip of the iceberg.

Methodology for determining 
remoteness and areas of disadvantage

The allocation of grant recipients by remoteness was 
based on the author’s own calculations using the 
Australian Statistical Geography Standard (ASGS) 
Remoteness Areas Classification 2011. It is important 
to note that this method of allocating a Statistical Local 
Area (SLA) to a rural or remote zone is not perfect. Places 
such as Alice Springs and the area around Darwin, for 
example, are classified as remote.

The top five most disadvantaged postcodes and SLAs 
came from the 2015 ‘Dropping off the Edge report’ 
that uses a range of different indicators to determine 
levels of disadvantage.118  Information on disadvantage 
in the report is at the postcode level for three states 
(NSW, Victoria and ACT) and at the SLA level for all 
the other states and territories, with the exception of 
Tasmania, where the Local Government Area (LGA) is 
used instead.119 

Methodology for calculating charity 
spend

The methodology used for calculating the charity spend 
was based on data available from the Australian Charities 
and Not-for-profits Commission (ACNC) website http://
www.australiancharities.acnc.gov.au. The website has 
an Explorer tool that enables the data to be filtered and 
sorted by sector and beneficiary group to determine the 
number of charities providing support to the Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander population. The website also 
provides a link to the Australian Charities and Not-for-
profits Commission 2014 Annual Information Statement 
dataset. This data was sorted to identify the number 
of charities providing support to Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander people. Each of these 9000 or so charities 
were then coded depending on whether or not they were 
an Indigenous organisation, with that categorisation 
determined by the purpose of the charity, and its name.  

* The number of programs on the website is regularly updated – this is the number on the website at the time the research was conducted.
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Appendix B: List of current programs that have been evaluated

Name of program Provider of program Link to evaluation report

AIME AIME http://files.aimementoring.com/pdf/aime-2013-kpmg-
report.pdf

Jawun Jawun http://jawun.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Jawun-
Executive-Summary-Extract-REVISED-8Dec15.pdf

Ganbina Ganbina Ganbina – ‘Agents of Change’.

Measuring the Value of Ganbina’s  Programs Full Report

March 2016 http://www.ganbina.com.au/

Aboriginal mental health 
worker program ‘working 
both ways’ 

Beyond Blue Robinson G, Harris A (2005)

Aboriginal mental health worker program: final evaluation 
report.

Welfare Reform program Queensland Department 
of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander and 
Multicultural Affairs -

https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/
documents/03_2013/cywr_evaluation_report_v1.2_0.pdf

Indigenous Youth 
Leadership Project 

Catholic Education http://www.tsv.catholic.edu.au/about-tceo/our-
departments/indigenous-education/indigenous-youth-
leadership-project/

Army Aboriginal 
community assistance 
program 

Department of Prime 
Minister and Cabinet and 
the Australian Army

http://www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Uploads/
Documents/2010%202011_audit_report_no19.pdf

Creative Recovery Australasian Centre for 
Rural and Remote Mental 
Health

http://www.acrrmh.com.au/assets/Uploads/Creative-
Recovery-Livelihoods-Report-Web3.pdf but link broken

Community justice group 
program

Queensland Department 
of Justice 

http://www.courts.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_
file/0008/372752/evaluation-community-justice-group-
program.pdf

Deadly thinking 
workshops

Beyond  Blue http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/key-resources/
bibliography/?lid=25626

Panyappi program Metropolitan Aboriginal 
Youth Family Services

https://sphcm.med.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/
sphcm/Muru_Marri/Panyappi_case_report.pdf

Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander cannabis 
interventions (NCPIC) — 
stage 4 

Central Australian 
Aboriginal Alcohol 
Programmes Unit

Miller K, Rowse T (1995) 
CAAAPU: an evaluation. 
Darwin: Menzies School of Health Research - no online 
access to report

Money Mentors Program 
(NAB)

National Bank Social return on investmenthttps://www.nab.com.au/
content/dam/nabrwd/About-Us/corporate-responsibilty/
docs/nab-imm-sroi-report_151013_final.pdf

Public Awareness 
Programme (NAIDOC 
activities) 

Federal Government A review but could not find copy - http://www.obrienrich.
com.au/OBrienRich-indigenous.html#volounteer

National empowerment 
project

Funded by the 
Commonwealth 
Department of Health 
and Ageing

http://media.wix.com/ugd/396df4_51dac3e704c844bd8b
17bdf4f8dd1f6d.pdf 

Animal management 
workers program 

Animal Management 
in Rural and Remote 
Indigenous Communities 
(AMRRIC)

http://www.amrric.org/sites/default/files/AMRRIC%20
report_final%20for%20print_0.pdf

Care for kids’ ears Australian Government 
Department of Health & 
Ageing 

http://www.careforkidsears.health.gov.au/internet/cfke/
publishing.nsf/Content/C7CEFDB7197ADBCCCA257C4600
796FFB/$File/CareforKidsEars-EvaluationReport.pdf

Deadly Choices Institute of Urban 
Indigenous Health

http://www.lowitja.org.au/sites/default/files/docs/
Deadly-Choices-Evaluation-Report-v2.pdf
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Boomerang parenting 
program 

Aboriginal Perinatal 
and Infant Social and 
Emotional Wellbeing 
Consultant

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.3109/10398562.
2010.499435?journalCode=iapy20

The Djirruwang program Charles Sturt University http://www6.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/
content/404ref.htm but link broken

Indigenous Youth 
Development Program 

Charles Darwin University http://www.cdu.edu.au/government/
documents/4.6leadershipjun05.PDF

Indigenous Housing and 
Infrastructure program 

Federal government https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/
documents/05_2012/sihip_review.pdf

School-based and Full-
Time Indigenous Trainee 
Programs

National Bank SROI https://www.nab.com.au/content/dam/nabrwd/
About-Us/corporate-responsibilty/docs/140819_
indigenous-employment-sroi.pdf

Circle sentencing NSW Department of 
Justice 

http://www.bocsar.nsw.gov.au/Documents/CJB/cjb115.
pdf

Indigenous Home 
Ownership Program

IBA audit https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/
indigenous-home-ownership-program

CAAAPU alcohol and 
other drug programs

Jalaris Aboriginal 
Corporation

Yes but says no on website, I found this evaluation on 
google: http://www.communityprojects.com.au/wp-
content/uploads/Jalaris/Jalaris%20Kids%20Future%20
Club%20Evaluation%202007-2010.pdf

Angkwerre-iweme 
(traditional healing) 
project 

Akeyulerre Inc http://www.akeyulerre.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/2013/01/2010_akeyulerre_evaluation_report.pdf

Alcohol and other drugs 
Indigenous communities 
project 

Amity Community 
Services 

http://www.amity.org.au/wp-content/uploads/AOD-
Evaluation_Report_2011.pdf

Community Colleges 
Aboriginal driving 
programme

ACE Community Colleges 
and Aboriginal Land 
Council 

http://www.lawlink.nsw.gov.au/lawlink/cpd/ll_cpd.nsf/
vwFiles/On%20the%20Road%20Executive%20Summary.
pdf/$file/On%20the%20Road%20Executive%20
Summary.pdf

Aboriginal health in 
Aboriginal hands

Rural and Remote Health http://www.rrh.org.au/publishedarticles/article_
print_281.pdf

Deadly teeth Portland District Health http://www.swarh2.com.au/pdh/news/deadly-teeth-
project-report

Alive and kicking goals! 
Suicide prevention 
project

AKG and Men’s Outreach 
Services 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/18387357.
2015.1123514

Bayulu and Muludja 
waste management 

Waste Authority 
WA Department of 
Environment and 
Conservation

http://www.wasteauthority.wa.gov.au/media/files/
grant_projects/CGS_R2_10_Centre_Appropriate_
Technology_8763.pdf and http://static1.squarespace.
com/static/5450868fe4b09b217330bb42/t/546c354ae4b
05ac1106fa823/1416377674157/Pleshet-Elvin-Orbiting-
in-Place-2013.pdf

Deadly ears, the 
Queensland state-wide 
Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander ear health 
program 

Queensland Hospital 
and Health Service and 
Queensland Department 
of Health 

https://www.health.qld.gov.au/deadly_ears/docs/final-
eval-report.pdf

Sporting chance 
programme

Australian Government 
Department of Education

See pdf on link http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/key-
resources/programs-projects?pid=1481

My heart my family our 
culture

Heart Foundation of 
Western Australia 

http://trove.nla.gov.au/website/result?q=My+heart+m
y+family+our+culture+final+report+2010&x=0&y=0 
and http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/key-resources/
programs-projects?pid=754

Nyoongar outreach 
service

Nyoongar Outreach 
Services

Yes, but couldn’t find on internet .http://www.
healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/key-resources/programs-
projects?pid=713
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Disability operations and 
brokerage 

Waltja Tjutangku 
Palyapayi Aboriginal 
Corporation (funding 
from the NT Department 
of Health and Families)

‘Doing good work with families’ https://www.waltja.
org.au/wp-content/uploads/2014/11/2011-Aged-and-
Disability-Review1.pdf

Central Australia youth 
link up service (CAYLUS) 

Tangentyere Council http://www.health.nt.gov.au/library/scripts/
objectifyMedia.aspx?file=pdf/59/99.pdf&siteID=1&str_
title=The%20Chronicle%20-%20March%202011.pdf

Victorian Aboriginal 
spectacle subsidy scheme 
(VASSS)

Australian College of 
Optometry

http://docs2.health.vic.gov.au/docs/doc/Victorian-
Aboriginal-Spectacle-Subsidy-Scheme-Evaluation-
Report-2012

EON Healthy Homes Edge of Nowhere 
Foundation

http://eon.org.au/media/FlippingBook/Evaluation/
catalogue.html

EON Training and 
education program

Edge of Nowhere 
Foundation

http://eon.org.au/media/FlippingBook/Evaluation/
catalogue.html#/4/

EON edible gardens Edge of Nowhere 
Foundation 

http://eon.org.au/media/FlippingBook/Evaluation/
catalogue.html#/4/

EON healthy eating Edge of Nowhere 
Foundation 

http://eon.org.au/media/FlippingBook/Evaluation/
catalogue.html#/4/

EON thriving communities 
program

Edge of Nowhere 
Foundation 

http://eon.org.au/media/FlippingBook/Evaluation/
catalogue.html#/4/

Rekindling the spirit Rekindling the spirit http://epubs.scu.edu.au/cgi/viewcontent.
cgi?article=1922&context=educ_pubs

Our men our healing Healing Foundation http://healingfoundationorgau/wordpress/wp-content/
uploads/2015/11/Our-Men-Our-Healing-Evaluation-
Report-Executive-Summary-2015pdf

Family and community 
healing program

North Adelaide Health 
Service

http://healthbulletin.org.au/wp-content/
uploads/2009/10/bulletin_brief_report_kowanko.pdf

Building a perinatal 
service model for a 
Western Australian 
Aboriginal community

WA Department of Health 
and WA Perinatal Mental 
Health Unit

http://kemh.health.wa.gov.au/health_professionals/
WHCSU/documents/executive_summary.pdf

Moorditj djena — strong 
feet

North Metropolitan Health 
Service

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1753-
6405.12268/pdf and http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/
doi/10.1111/1753-6405.12268/abstract;jsessionid=4F9D
90339C31E83FAE7244B2F8E7C29A.f01t02

Safe and sober support 
service

Central Australian 
Aboriginal Congress Inc

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/journal/10.1111/
(ISSN)1465-3362

Let’s start: parent-child 
program

Let’s start program and 
Menzies School of Health 
and Research

http://pandora.nla.gov.au/pan/133167/20150116-0737/
ccde.menzies.edu.au/sites/default/files/lets-start-
evaluation-report.pdf

Filling the gap Organisation: Filling the 
Gap (NGO)

http://sphcm.med.unsw.edu.au/sites/default/files/sphcm/
Centres_and_Units/Word_of_Mouth_Filling_Gap.pdf

Tiwi Islands youth 
development and 
diversion unit

Tiwi Islands youth 
development and 
diversion unit

http://www.aic.gov.au/media_library/publications/
special/005/Indigenous-Youth-Justice-Programs-
Evaluation.pdf

Drink driver education Amity Community 
Services 

http://www.amity.org.au/wp-content/uploads/Drink-
Drive-Dying-for-a-Drink.pdf 

National strategy for 
food security in remote 
Indigenous communities

The Commonwealth of 
Australia and the States 
and Territories

http://www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Files/
Audit%20Reports/2014%202015/Report%202/
AuditReport_2014-2015_2.PDF

Fixing houses for better 
health projects (Housing 
for health)

Healthabitat as part of 
Department of Families, 
Housing, Community 
Services and Indigenous 
Affairs

http://www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Uploads/
Documents/2010%202011_audit_report_no21.pdf and 
http://www.health.nsw.gov.au/environment/aboriginal/
Documents/housing_health_010210.pdf

Family Violence 
Partnership Program 
(FVPP)

Department of Finance 
and Deregulation  (Office 
of Evaluation and Audit) - 
Indigenous Programs

http://www.anao.gov.au/~/media/Uploads/Documents/
evaluation_of_the_facsia_family_violence_programs_
family_violence_regional_activities_program_%20_
family_violence_partnership_program_report.pdf
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Aboriginal community 
justice groups 
Queensland

Department of Justice 
Queensland 

http://www.courts.qld.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_
file/0008/372752/evaluation-community-justice-group-
program.pdf

Young person’s 
opportunity program 
(YPOP)

Drug and Alcohol Office 
of Western Australia

http://www.dao.health.wa.gov.au/DesktopModules/
Bring2mind/DMX/Download.aspx?Command=Core_Downl
oad&EntryId=238&PortalId=0&TabId=211

School nutrition program Department of Education 
and Training

http://www.education.gov.au

Tackling Indigenous 
smoking

Department of Health 
and Ageing

http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/
Content/indigenous-tis-hlp-review

Tri-state STI/HIV project Department of Health 
and Ageing

http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/Publishing.nsf/
Content/tristateev/$FILE/tristateev.pdf

Good quick tukka: cook 
it, plate it, share it

Queensland Aboriginal 
and Islander Health 
Council (QAIHC)

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/21370_21370.pdf

Women’s development 
project

The Fred Hollows 
Foundation

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/23392_23392.pdf

Wurli-Wurlinjang diabetes 
day program

Wurli-Wurlinjang Health 
Service

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/23684_23684.pdf

Healing program: healthy 
eating activities (and) 
lifestyles (for) Indigenous 
groups

Northern NSW Local 
Health District

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/24332_24332.pdf

Marapai Ngartathati Murri 
Women’s Group and 
Yurru Ngartathati Men’s 
Group Indigenous justice 
program

North West Queensland 
Indigenous Catholic 
Social Services 
(NWQICSS)

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/26664_26664.pdf

East Arnhem scabies 
control program

One Disease http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/27857_27857.pdf

Strong women, strong 
babies, strong culture

Department of Health http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/29025_29025.pdf

Yarning it Up - Don’t 
Smoke it Up

South Metropolitan 
Population Health Unit

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/29700_29700_final-report.pdf

Stronger futures in the 
Northern Territory

Department of Social 
Services

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/30503_30503.pdf

No germs on me hand 
and face washing social 
marketing campaign

Menzies School of Health 
Research

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/30676_30676.pdf

Family Wellbeing Program The Lowitja Institute 
(Department of Industry, 
Innovation and Science)

http://www.healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/uploads/
resources/548_548.pdf

Quick meals for Kooris Central Coast Health http://www.healthpromotion.com.au/Documents/
Aboriginal_Health/QM4K.pdf

Youth Koori court Magistrates Court of 
Victoria

http://www.indigenousjustice.gov.au/db/
publications/272393.html (see on http://www.
healthinfonet.ecu.edu.au/key-resources/programs-
projects?pid=1487). 

Queensland Indigenous 
alcohol diversion program 
(QIADP)

Legal Aid Queensland http://www.premiers.qld.gov.au/publications/categories/
reports/assets/alcohol-diversion-recidivism-study.pdf

Give up smokes for Good Government of SA (Drugs 
and Alcohol Services)

http://www.publish.csiro.au/paper/HE14066 (abstract)

Vibe Australia Vibe Australia http://wwwdeadlyvibecomau/wp-content/
uploads/2014/03/Evaluation-of-the-Vibe-Australia-Suite-
of-Products_KMPG_November-2013pdf

Indigenous hip hop 
projects

Indigenous hip hop 
projects and Beyond Blue

http://wwwraggahmedcom/assets/OurWork/Publications/
BYBresearchbookpdf and http://wwwpublishcsiroau/
paper/HE12924



34  |  Mapping the Indigenous program and funding maze

Family Violence Regional 
Activities Program 
(FVRAP)

Department of Families, 
Housing, Community 
Services and Indigenous 
Affairs

https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/
documents/05_2012/fvrap_final_report.pdf

Petrol sniffing strategy Department of Health 
and Ageing

https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/
documents/05_2012/pss_review.pdf  and https://www.
dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/04_2013/
petrol_sniffing_strategy_evaluation_report.pdf

Growing strong: feeding 
you and your baby

Queensland Health https://www.health.qld.gov.au/ph/Documents/
hpu/31524.pdf

Bulgarr Ngaru fruit and 
vegetable program and 
market garden 

Bulgarr Ngaru Medical 
Aboriginal Corporation

https://www.mja.com.au/system/files/
issues/199_01_080713/bla10445_fm.pdf

Indigenous Broadcasting 
Programme 

Commonwealth 
Government

A review — see http://irca.net.au/sites/default/files/
public/documents/PDF/Government_Docs/broadcasting-
review.pdf

Remote areas essential 
services program

Department of Housing https://audit.wa.gov.au/wp-content/uploads/2015/05/
report2015_08-AbServices.pdf

Strong fathers strong 
families

Carbal Medical Centre http://www.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/
Content/0B45B5011865395FCA257D090006FBEF/$File/
Final%20Report%20Strong%20Fathers%20Strong%20
Families%20Programme%20Descriptive%20Analysis.PDF

Yuendumu mediation and 
justice committee

Yuendumu mediation and 
justice committee

http://www.centraldesert.nt.gov.au/sites/centraldesert.
nt.gov.au/files/attachments/yuendumu_cba_0.pdf
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