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Introduction

The National Disability
Insurance Scheme (NDIS)
provides reasonable and
necessary funding to people
with a permanent and
significant disability to access
the supports and services
they need to live and enjoy
their life.

The purpose of this report is
to present information on
the experience of CALD NDIS
participants, and to compare
this experience to non-CALD
participants.

The term ‘CALD participants’
is used throughout the
following sections to refer
to participants of the NDIS
who were either not born in
Australia, New Zealand, the
United Kingdom, Ireland, the
United States of America,
Canada or South Africa,
and/or where the primary
language spoken at home is
not English.
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Key definitions

Access request:

A formal request

by an individual for

a determination of
eligibility to access the
Scheme.

Carer:

Someone who provides
personal care, support
and assistance to a
person with a disability
and who is not
contracted as a paid or
voluntary worker.

Early Childhood
Early Intervention
(ECEI):

An approach which
supports children
aged 0-6 who have
developmental

delay or disability
and their families/
carers. Depending

on individual
circumstances a child
may move through
the ECEI program

to become an NDIS
participant on either
an s.24 Permanent
Disability (PD) or s.25
Early Intervention (EI)
participant.

Supported
Independent
Living (SIL):

Supported
Independent Living
(SIL) is help with and/
or supervision of daily
tasks to develop the
skills of an individual to
live as independently
as possible.

Assistance provided

to a participant will

be included as part of
their plan depending
on the level of support
they require to live
independently in the
housing option of their
choice.
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Key measures

Average
committed
supports:

The average cost of
supports contained
within participant’s
plans, approved

to be provided to
support participant’s
needs. This amount is
annualised to allow for
comparison of plans
of different lengths.

In this report, average
committed supports
are the average
annualised committed
supports allocated to
active plans at 30 June
20109.

Average
payments:

Payments are made to
providers, participants
or their nominees for
supports received as
part of a participant’s
plan. In this report,
average payments
represent the average
cash and in-kind
supports paid over

the 2018-19 financial
year on active plans
at 30 June 2019. In-
kind refers to existing
Commonwealth

or State/ Territory
government programs
delivered under
existing block grant

funding arrangements.

Average
utilisation of
committed
supports:

Utilisation represents
the proportion of
committed supports

in participant plans
that are utilised.
Utilisation is calculated
as payments divided
by committed
supports. In this report,
average utilisation of
committed supports

is calculated for the
period beginning 1
October 2018 and
ending 31 March 2019.

Complaint rate:

Complaint rates are
calculated as the
number of complaints
made by people who
have sought access
divided by the number
of people who have
sought access. The
number of people who
have sought access
used in the calculation
takes into account the
length of time since
access was sought.
Complaints submitted
after 31 March 2019
have been excluded
from the report as the
results for the most
recent quarter may be
impacted by a lag in
data collection.

ndis

Exit rate;

Exit rates represent
the number of
participants that

have left the Scheme
as a proportion of

the amount of time
participants have been
active in the Scheme.
Reasons for exit include
death (mortality exits),
being found ineligible
or choosing to leave
the Scheme (non-
mortality exits). In this
report, exit rates are
annualised and reflect
the period beginning

1 January 2017 and
ending 30 June 2019.
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Culturally and Linguistically

Diverse strateqy

The Culturally and Linguistically Diverse
(CALD) Strategy is a public commitment
to give people with a disability from CALD
backgrounds the opportunity to benefit
from the NDIS on an equal basis with the
broader population.

The strategy is underpinned by the
following five priority areas:

1. Engage with communities

2. Make information about the NDIS
accessible

3. Increase community capacity and
broaden consumer choice

4. Improve our approach to monitoring
and evaluation

5. Enhance cultural competency within
the NDIA and its Partners in the
Community.

Source: www.ndis.gov.au/about-us/strategies/cultural-and-linguistic-diversity-strateqgy
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This report forms a part of the NDIA’s
commitment to:

« Continuously improve systems and
processes to collect, monitor and
evaluate information.

+ Take an analytical approach to
understanding the experience of
people from CALD backgrounds
compared to the experience of the
wider community.

« Improve the collection and analysis of
results from outcomes questionnaires
completed by participants to better
understand the links between
outcomes and key factors (such
as supports received, participant
characteristics and risk factors).
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Key points (1)

ndis

As of 30 June 2019, there were 24,023 CALD participants in the NDIS, making up 8.4% of all scheme participants.

Compared to non-CALD participants:

« asmaller proportion of CALD
participants are aged 0 to 14 (31% for
CALD compared to 38% for non-CALD)
and a greater proportion are aged 35
and over (47% for CALD compared to
35% for non-CALD).

« alower proportion of CALD participants
have an intellectual disability (19% for
CALD compared to 26% for non-CALD)
or autism (20% for CALD compared to
31% for non-CALD) as their primary
disability.

+ a higher percentage of CALD
participants live in major cities (88% for
CALD compared to 65% for non-CALD)

Supported Independent Living (SIL)
arrangements are included in the plans
of 3% of CALD participants, compared
to 8% for non-CALD participants. For
participants aged 25 and over, SIL
arrangements are included in the plans
of 5% of CALD participants, compared to
16% for non-CALD participants.

Compared to non-CALD participants, exit
rates for CALD participants are:

« Higher for ages 0 to 14, driven by higher
non-mortality exit rates

« Lower for ages 15 to 24, driven by lower
non-mortality exit rates

« Lower for ages 25 and over, driven by
lower mortality exit rates

Compared to non-CALD applicants to

the Scheme, a lower proportion of CALD

applicants to the Scheme have been

found eligible (76% of access decisions

for CALD applicants compared to

83% of access decisions for non-CALD

applicants).
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Culturally and Linguistically Diverse participants | 30 June 2019 | 7



Key points (2)

Average committed supports in active SIL participant plans Average committed supports in active non-SIL participant plans
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Compared to non-CALD participants, average committed supports for CALD participants are:

« Higher for participants with SIL arrangements included in their plans

« Higher for participants aged O to 24 and 65 and over without SIL arrangements included in their plans
« Lower for participants aged 25 to 64 without SIL arrangements included in their plans

Note: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group. Data is deemed insufficient if there are 10 or fewer participants in the category.
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Key points (3)

Compared to non-CALD participants,
CALD participants have approximately
2% higher average payments on active
plans.!

Compared to non-CALD participants,
CALD participants are utilising slightly
more of their plans (that is, utilisation of
committed supports is slightly higher).
CALD participants are utilising 68% of
their plans on average compared to 66%
for non-CALD participants.?

1 This is after standardising for mix of participants with SIL and the age of participants.
2 This is after standardising for the age of participants and remoteness.

ndis

Compared to non-CALD participants,
CALD participants have had a lower
complaint rate? for the duration of the
Scheme. At March 2019, the complaint
rate for CALD participants

is 4.7%, compared to 6.6% for non-CALD
participants.
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Key points (4)
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Upon entering the Scheme?, the key differences in outcomes for CALD and non-CALD participants are:

Children age 0 to 14: CALD participants Age 15 and over: CALD participants

generally have poorer outcomes are slightly more likely to be involved
compared to non-CALD participants. in a community, cultural or religious
In particular, CALD participants are group, however they are less likely to
considerably less likely to be able have a paid job or have friends other
to make friends outside the family, than family or paid staff compared
have a genuine say in decisions about to non-CALD participants. For CALD
themselves, and fewer attend school in participants aged 15 to 24, baseline

a mainstream class. outcomes are also consistently poorer

in the choice and control domain, and
CALD participants aged 25 and over

have worse health outcomes compared

to non-CALD participants.

In general, the families and carers of
CALD participants have poorer outcomes
at baseline compared to the families
and carers of non-CALD participants,
including being less likely to have a paid
job or being able to advocate for their
child or family member.

1 At the time participants enter the Scheme, the NDIS has not yet impacted on their outcomes. Consequently, the success of the Scheme should be judged
not on baseline outcomes, but on how far participants have come since they entered the Scheme, acknowledging their different starting points.
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Key points (5)
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After one year in the Scheme, the key changes in outcomes for CALD and non-CALD participants are:

Age 0 to starting school: There was a
greater increase in the percentage of
CALD participants who can tell their parent
or carer what they want compared to
non-CALD participants.

Age 25 and over: Both CALD and non-
CALD participants wanted more choice
and control in their life, and had similar
deteriorations in health outcomes. The
proportion of CALD participants who feel
safe in their home decreased by a higher
percentage compared to non-CALD
participants.

School age to 14: The parents and carers
of CALD and non-CALD participants
reported similar improvements in the
child’s level of independence, however
there was a larger decrease in the
percentage of CALD participants who
could make friends or spent time after
school with friends/in mainstream
programs. The percentage of CALD
participants attending school in
mainstream classes decreased less
than for non-CALD participants.

Families/carers of CALD participants had
a larger increase in paid employment
compared to the families/carers of non-
CALD participants.

Age 15 to 24: There was a larger
increase in CALD participants
volunteering compared to non-CALD
participants, but also larger increases in
the percentage of CALD participants
who want more choice and control in
their life and who don’t have any friends
other than family or paid staff.

The parents and carers of CALD
participants aged 0 to 14 were
generally more likely to perceive that
the NDIS had helped them at their first
plan review compared to non-CALD
participants. However, CALD participants
aged 25 and over had poorer
perceptions of the NDIS compared to
non-CALD participants
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Key points (6) ndis

After two years in the Scheme, the key changes in employment and social and community participation outcomes for
CALD and non-CALD participants are:

Age 15 to 24: CALD participants Age 25 and over: CALD and non-CALD In general, CALD participants’
reported a +18% improvement in social participants had similar improvements perceptions of whether the NDIS had
and community participation, which in social and community participation, helped them improved between their
was larger than the +12% improvement ~ and the percentage of participants in first and second year in the Scheme.
for non-CALD participants. Both CALD paid work remained broadly stable, However, the perceptions of the NDIS
and non-CALD participants had a +9% albeit at a higher rate for non-CALD by their families and carers generally
improvement in paid employment. participants (25%) compared to CALD remained the same.

participants (22%).
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Key figures (1)

CALD Non-CALD Difference
Key Statistics
People who have had their access met 26,605 281,981
Active participants 24,023 261,992
% of active participants in the Scheme 8% 92%
Access and eligibility
% Access decisions: Eligible 79% 86% T% @
% Access decisions: Ineligible 21% 14% 7% @
% Early Intervention 15% 18% 3% @
Characteristics of active participants in the Scheme
% Gender: Female 40% 37% 3% O
% Primary disability: Autism 20% 31% 10% @
% Primary disability: Intellectual disability 19% 26% 7% @
% Primary disability: Psychosocial disability 11% 9% 3% O
% Level of function: Low 31% 29% 3% O
% Remote or very remote 3% 1% 1% O
% Indigenous 8% 11% 3% @
% In Supported Independent Living (SIL) 3% 8% 5% @

@ Difference greater than 3% O Difference of 1% to 3% Difference less than 1%
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Key figures (2)

CALD Non-CALD Difference

Plans
Average committed supports: Overall (standardised for age and SIL) S$65,745 $66,295 -1%
Average committed supports: SIL (standardised for age) $316,501 $295,236 7% @
Average committed supports: Non-SIL (standardised for age) $46,597 $48,813 5% @
Average payments: Overall (standardised for age and SIL) $39,574 $38,675 2% O
Average payments: SIL (standardised for age) $205,764 $199,545 3% @
Average payments: Non-SIL (standardised for age) $25,202 $24,763 2% O
Utilisation: Overall (standardised for age and SIL) 68% 66% 2% O
Utilisation: SIL (standardised for age) 82% 84% 3% O
Utilisation: Non-SIL (standardised for age) 61% 57% % @
Participant experience
Exit rate: Overall 1.78% 1.76% 0.01%
Rate of participant complaints at 31 March 2019 4.70% 6.56% -1.86% O
Participant characteristics
% in paid employment after two years in the Scheme: age 15 to 24 19% 22% 4% @
% participating in SCC after two years in the Scheme: age 15 to 24 54% 42% 1% @
% in paid employment after two years in the Scheme: age 25+ 22% 25% 3% @
% participating in SCC after two years in the Scheme: age 25+ 47% 47% 0%

@ Difference greater than 3% O Difference of 1% to 3% Difference less than 1% SCC: Social, community and civic activities
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Proportion of CALD
participants in the NDIS
and prevalence of disability

Comparison of SDAC 2015, Census
2016 and Scheme experience
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SDAC classification of core activity limitation

The Survey of Disability
Ageing and Carers (SDAC)
is considered by the ABS to
be the most detailed and
comprehensive source of
disability data.

It collects information on
core activity limitations
related to communication,
mobility and self-care, along
with information on other
activity limitations.

To identify whether a person
has a particular type of
limitation, information

is collected on need for
assistance, difficulty
experienced, and use of aids
or equipment to perform
selected tasks associated
with each type of limitation.

ndis

Limitations are classified as
profound, severe, moderate
or mild. The charts in the
following slides are in
reference to people with
profound or severe core
activity limitations .

Source: Australia Bureau of Statistics, 2015, Disability, Ageing and Carers, Australia: Summary of Findings, cat. no. 4430.0, viewed 14 November 2019,
www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Previousproducts/4430.0Glossary12015?opendocument&tabname=Notes&prodno=4430.0&issue=2015

Proportion of CALD participants in the NDIS

and prevalence of disability
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Census classification of need for assistance

with core activities

For the purpose of calculating
prevalence, the Census

“Core Activity Need for
Assistance” is used, which

is an approximation for the
number of people with a
profound or severe core
activity limitation.

People with a profound or
severe core activity limitation
are defined as those people
needing help or assistance in
one or more of the three core
activity areas of self-care,
mobility and communication,
because of a disability,
long-term health condition
(lasting six months or more)
or old age.

Source: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016, Census of Population and Housing: Census Dictionary, cat. no. 2901.0, viewed 14 November 2019,
www.ausstats.abs.gov.au/ausstats/subscriber.nsf/0/4D2CE49C30755BE7CA2581BE001540A7/SFile/2016%20census%20dictionary.pdf

Proportion of CALD participants in the NDIS

and prevalence of disability
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Prevalence of disability by CALD status

Estimated prevalence of disability
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The Census 2016 and SDAC 2015
estimates of prevalence of disability

for people with a CALD background are
similar, except at age 0 to 14 where

8% there is a low volume of data for people
with a CALD background in the SDAC
2015.

6% The prevalence of disability for CALD
people generally decreases with age
from ages 0 to 34, and then increases
with age from 35 to 64.

Overall, the Census 2016 and SDAC
2015 show the prevalence of disability
amongst CALD people to be
approximately 0.7 and 0.8, respectively,
of the prevalence of disability amongst
non-CALD people.

8%

7%

55-64

Note: The SDAC prevalence estimates reflect the percentage of CALD and non-CALD people with a profound/severe core activity limitation. The Census prevalence
estimates reflect the percentage of CALD and non-CALD people with a need for assistance with core activities.

Proportion of CALD participants in the NDIS

and prevalence of disability
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NDIS expected proportion of CALD participants in the NDIS m

For planning and reporting purposes, the NDIA requires projections of CALD participants by geographical areq, such as Local
Government Area (LGA). The Census is therefore used as the basis for estimating NDIS CALD participant numbers as it is the only
source providing the required level of geographical subdivision.

The methodology for estimating the number of CALD participants in the NDIS by the ‘steady intake date’ as a proportion of all
NDIS participants can be summarised as follows:

From Census 2016, obtain a tabulation of the population by the core activity need for assistance variable, LGA, CALD status
(as per the definition in Key definitions), sex and age group.

Use the above tabulation to calculate the number of CALD and non-CALD people with need for assistance, for each LGA and
age group.

Of people with need for assistance, for each age group derive the proportion who are CALD as the ratio of the number of CALD
people with need for assistance, to the total number of people with need for assistance.

This proportion is considered a reasonable estimate of the proportion of NDIS participants who are expected to be CALD in each
age group and LGA.

Note: ‘Steady intake date’ refers to the point in time where new entrants into the Scheme primarily represents participants with new incidence of disability,
as opposed to participants transferring into the Scheme with existing disabilities.
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Proportion of participants in the NDIS who are CALD

Estimated proportion of participants in the NDIS who are CALD The proportion of participants in the
NDIS who are CALD broadly increases
350 : g : )
3% with age, which is consistent with the
30% 31%  SDAC 2015 and the Census 2016.
30% % . , .
2% 27% 2%" N The proportion of CALD participants
550; 26% has been less than expected across all
° \ 23% age groups.
21% 21% 2
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NDIS (actual) B NDIS (expected)  Z1SDAC 2015 Census 2016

Note 1: Information in the 2016 Census was used to estimate the number of CALD NDIS participants expected to approach the Scheme.

Note 2: The SDAC proportion reflects percentage of people with profound/severe core activity limitation who are CALD. Similarly, the Census proportion
reflects percentage of people who have need for assistance with core activities who are CALD. The SDAC and Census measures of disability are not necessarily
consistent with each other nor consistent with the conditions for eligibility for the NDIS.
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Access and eligibility

Comparison of CALD and non-CALD
participant experience
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Phasing process

Distribution of participants by pathway status

490 1,189
(1%) (2%)
26,605 7,315 3428
CALD (56%) (15%) (7%)
445 2,348
(1%) (5%)
5,170 14,359
(1%) (3%)

281,981 48,496 || 24,999 75,828
Non-CALD (59%) (10%) (5%) (16%) N\
N

4,992 23,918

(1%) (5%)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
M Eligible Ineligible [ Revoked/Ceased Closed In Progress Withdrawn M Cancelled Draft

A higher proportion CALD applicants are found to be ineligible compared to non-CALD applicants, and a lower proportion of CALD
applicants have had their access requests cancelled.

Note: The higher proportion of CALD applicants found ineligible is partly driven by the difference in age distribution between CALD and non-CALD applicants.
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Phasing progress - cancellations

Distribution of cancelled access requests by pathway status

1,108 2,954 1,325
28,780 21,142
(38%) (28%)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Non-CALD

B Cancelled - ARF not returned [ Cancelled - Evidence not prov.
M Cancelled - Phase in decline [1 Cancelled - Unable to Contact

Alarger proportion of CALD participants have cancelled access requests arising from “Evidence not provided” compared to non-CALD
participants.

Note: ARF refers to ‘Access request form’.
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Participant characteristics

Comparison of CALD and non-CALD
participant experience
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Active participants by:
Jurisdiction and access decision type

Distribution of participants by jurisdiction Distribution of participants by access decision type

45% 45%  90% 8.7% 9%
40% 40%  80% 8%
35% 35%  70% 7.0% 7%
30% 28% 30%  60% 6%
25% 25%  50% 5%
20% 20%  40% 4%
15% 15%  30% 3%
10% = 7y 10% 6% 10%  20% 2%
5% . E . 3% 5% 10% - 1%
0% — B_ Fm 0% 0% 0%
NSW  VIC QLD SA TAS NT ACT WA Early Intervention Disability
W CALD M Non-CALD CALD Percentage (secondary axis) W CALD Il Non-CALD CALD Percentage (secondary axis)
Compared to non-CALD participants, a smaller proportion Compared to non-CALD participants, a lower proportion
of CALD participants live in QLD, SA and WA, and a larger of CALD participants are accessing the Scheme via early
proportion live in NSW, VIC, NT and ACT. intervention. This is almost entirely driven by difference in

the age distribution of CALD and non-CALD participants.

Note: The distributions are calculated excluding active participants with a missing classification.
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Active participants by:
Age and gender

30% 15%
25% 12.1%
20% 10%
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CALD participants have tended to be older compared to non-
CALD participants. In particular, a significantly lower proportion
of CALD participants are aged 7 to 14 years and a higher
proportion are aged 35 and over.

Distribution of participants by gender

70% 10%

9.0% 9%

60%
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30% 4%
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10%
° 1%
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W CALD Il Non-CALD — CALD Percentage (secondary axis)

Compared to non-CALD participants, a higher proportion of
CALD participants are female.

Note: The distributions are calculated excluding active participants with a missing classification.

Participant characteristics
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Active participants by:
Disability type

Distribution of participants by primary disability
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Note: The distribution is calculated excluding active participants with a missing classification.

Compared to non-CALD participants, a
smaller proportion of CALD participants
have a primary disability type of
intellectual disability or autism, and

a higher proportion have a primary
disability type of psychosocial disability
or hearing impairment.

Participant characteristics
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Active participants by:
Level of function and SIL status

Distribution of participants by level of function Distribution of participants by SIL status

50% 10%  100% 35%
% 2% 9% 90%
45
’ 8.1% ’ ? 30%
40% 8% 80%
35% 7% 70% 25%
30% 6% 60% 20%
25% 5% 50%
20% 4% 40% 15%
15% 3% 30% 10%
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5% 1% 10%
0% 0% 0% 4 0%
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[ CALD B Non-CALD  — CALD Percentage (secondary axis) M CALD B Non-CALD ~ — CALD Percentage (secondary axis)
Compared to non-CALD participants, a smaller proportion of A smaller proportion of CALD participants have Supported
CALD participants have a high or medium level of function, Independent Living arrangements in their plans (3%)
and a larger proportion have a low level of function. compared to non-CALD participants (8%). For participants

aged 25 and over only, SIL arrangements are included in the
plans of 5% of CALD participants, compared to 16% for non-
CALD participants.

Note: The distributions are calculated excluding active participants with a missing classification.
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Active participants by:
Remoteness

Distribution of participants by remoteness Compared to non-CALD participants,

a higher percentage of CALD participants

100% 35% live in major cities and in very remote
90% 30.9% regions.
30%
80%
70% 25%
0,

60% 20%
50%
40% 15%

11%
30% 10%
20% 37% 6.0%

S 2.2% 5%
10% i - 17% 1.7%
0% - - — I OO/O
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very
Cities <50,000 between between less than Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000
and and
50,000 15,000
CALD Il Non-CALD CALD Percentage (secondary axis)

Note: The distribution is calculated excluding active participants with a missing classification.
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Exit rates

Compared to non-CALD participants,

exit rates for CALD participants are:

0, . .
6% — « Higher for ages O to 14, driven by
higher non-mortality exit rates
5% m « Lower for ages 15 to 25, driven by
lower non-mortality exit rates
4% - « Lower for ages 25 and over, driven by
- lower mortality exit rates
3%
2%
i i i i ﬂ
00/o i ﬂ -
Oto6 7tol4 15to018 19to24 25to34 35to44 45to54 55to 64 65+
["IMortality - CALD [COMortality - Non-CALD
M Non Mortality - CALD Il Non Mortality - Non-CALD

Note 1: Due to the low volumes and the reporting lag associated with exits from the scheme, caution should be exercised when interpreting these numbers.
Note 2: A non-mortality exit occurs when participant exits the scheme because they no longer meet the eligibility criteria or if they cease their participation.
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Complaint rates

Rate of participant complaints (cumulative) The complaint rate for CALD participants

has been consistently lower than
7% non-CALD participants over the last

— ten quarters.
6% / From June 2017 to December 2018,

the complaint rate for both groups has

5% increased with a slight downturnin
complaints for the latest March 2019

4% quarter.

3%

2%

1%

0%

Dec-16 Mar-17 Jun-17 Sep-17 Dec-17 Mar-18 Jun-18 Sep-18 Dec-18 Mar-19

CALD e Non-CALD

Note 1: The complaint rate is calculated as the number of complaints made to date divided by the exposure to date. Exposure to date represents the total
amount of time an access request has been active, measured in years, summed across all participants and people who have ever made an access request.
Note 2: Complaint rates have been standardised for the difference between the remoteness and age profiles of CALD and non-CALD participants and the
remoteness and age profiles of the total population.
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Average committed supports by: m

SIL status

Average committed supports in active participant plans CALD participants living in SIL have

slightly higher average committed
$350,000 supports compared to non-CALD
participants living in SIL.

»300,000 Q For participants not in SIL, the average
committed supports are similar for both
3250,000 CALD and non-CALD participants.
$200.000 Overall, average committed supports are
significantly higher for SIL participants
$150,000 than for non-SIL participants.
$100,000
A
$0 :
SIL Non-SIL
CALD Non-CALD
¥ CALD (Age-Standardised) Il Non-CALD (Age-Standardised)

Note 1: The age-standardised average committed supports have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD and non-CALD participants
and the age profile of the total population.
Note 2: Average committed supports are the annual committed supports allocated to active plans at 30 June 2019.
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Average committed supports by:

Age

Average committed supports in active SIL participant plans Average committed supports in active non-SIL participant plans

$450,000 $80,000
$400,000

. $70,000
$350,000 $60,000
$300,000 $50,000

$250,000
$200,000 240000
$150,000 »30,000
$100,000 520,000

$50,000 $10,000 I .

$0 $0

15 19 25

to 6 to 14 to18 to24 to34 to 44 to 54 to 64 to 6 to 14 to 18 to 24 to 34 to 44 to 54 to 64
W CALD M Non-CALD HCALD HNon-CALD
For participants living in SIL, average committed supports for For non-SIL participants, average committed supports for
CALD participants are slightly higher across all age groups CALD participants compared to non-CALD participants are:
compared to non-CALD participants. « Slightly higher for ages 0 to 24 and 65 and over.

« Slightly lower for ages 25 to 64.

Note: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group. Data is deemed insufficient if there are 10 or fewer participants in the category.
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Average committed supports by:

Disability type

Average committed supports in active SIL participant plans Average committed supports in active non-SIL participant plans

Acquired brain injury Acquired brain iNjury I ———
AT Autism

Cerebral Pl | Cerebral Palsy

Intellectual Disability
Psychosocial disability

Developmental Deloy m—

Global developmental delay
Hearing Impairment

Multiple Sclerosis e — —— — — —

Intellectual Disability
Psychosocial disability
Developmental Delay
Global developmental delay
Hearing Impairment
Multiple Sclerosis

Othe! p————————————— Other
Other Neurological Other Neurological
Other PhysiC o | Other Physical
Other Sensory/Speech Other Sensory/Speech
Spinal Cord Injury Spinal Cord Injury
Stroke — Stroke
Visual Impairment m—— Visual Impairment
$0 $150,000 $300,000 $450,000 $0 $40,000  $80,000  $120,000  $160,000
CALD  HENon-CALD CALD B Non-CALD
For participants living in SIL, average commmitted supports are For non-SIL participants, average committed supports by CALD
higher for CALD participants with an acquired brain injury or status are similar across each of the primary disability types.

other physical disability compared to non-CALD participants.

Note 1: Average committed supports have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age profile of
the total population.
Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Average committed supports by:
Remoteness

Average committed supports in active SIL participant plans

$800,000
$700,000
$600,000
$500,000
$400,000
$300,000
$200,000
$100,000
$0
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote  Very
cities  <50,000 between between less than Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000
and and
50,000 15,000
W CALD Il Non-CALD

For participants living in SIL, average committed supports for

CALD participants compared to non-CALD participants are:

« Similar in major cities.

* Higher in areas with a population greater than 50,000, and
remote and very remote areas.

Average committed supports in active non-SIL participant plans

$100,000
$90,000
$80,000
$70,000
$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000
S0 — — - - - - —
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very
cities  <50,000 between between lessthan Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000
and and
50,000 15,000
[WICALD HENon-CALD

For non-SIL participants, average committed supports for
CALD participants compared to non-CALD participants are
significantly higher in remote and very remote areas.

Note 1: Average committed supports have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age profile of

the total population.
Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Average payments by:
SIL status

Average payments in active participant plans Average payments for CALD participants

are slightly higher compared to non-

$250,000 CALD participants, across both SIL and
non-SIL.
$200,000 Q
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
“ )\ ||
SIL Non-SIL
CALD Non-CALD
¥ CALD (Age-Standardised) Il Non-CALD (Age-Standardised)

Note 1: Average payments have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age profile
of the total population.
Note 2: Average payments represent the average cash and in-kind supports paid over the 2018-19 financial year on active plans at 30 June 2019.
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Average payments by:

Age

Average payments in active SIL participant plans

$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$0
0 7 15 19 25 35 45 55 65+
to6 tol4 tol8 to24 to34 to4s tob54 tobs
W CALD HENon-CALD

For participants living in SIL, average payments for CALD
participants are slightly higher than non-CALD participants
across all age groups.

Average payments in active non-SIL participant plans

$50,000
$40,000
$30,000
$20,000
$10,000 . .

S0

0 7 15 19 25 35 45 55 65+
to6 tol4 to18 to24 to34 to4ss to54 tobh
W CALD B Non-CALD

For non-SIL participants, average payments for CALD
participants compared to non-CALD participants are:

« Slightly higher for ages 0 to 24 and 65 and over.
« Slightly lower for ages 25 to 64.

Note: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group. Data is deemed insufficient if there are 10 or fewer participants in the category.
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Average payments by:

Disability type

Average payments in active SIL participant plans Average payments in active non-SIL participant plans

Acquired Brain Injury
Autism

Cerebral Palsy

Intellectual Disability
Psychosocial disability
Developmental delay
Global developmental delay
Hearing Impairment
Multiple Sclerosis

Other

Acquired Brain Injury
Autism

Cerebral Palsy

Intellectual Disability
Psychosocial disability
Developmental delay
Global developmental delay
Hearing Impairment
Multiple Sclerosis

T Other
Other Neurolog!cal Other Neurological
Other Physical Other Physical m———
Other §enl$0W/§'lI)e?Ch Other Sensory/Speech
Spinal Cord Injury Spinal Cord Injury
Stroke Stroke
Visual Impairment Visual Impairment S—
$0 $100,000 $200,000 $300,000 $0 $100,000 $200,000 $300,000
CALD  HNon-CALD CALD  ENon-CALD
For participants living in SIL, average payments are higher for For non-SIL participants, average payments by CALD status are
CALD participants compared to non-CALD participants where similar across each of the primary disability types.

the participant’s primary disability type is autism or other
physical disability.

Note 1: Average payments have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age profile of the total population.
Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Average payments by:
Remoteness

Average payments in active SIL participant plans

$350,000
$300,000
$250,000
$200,000
$150,000
$100,000
$50,000
$0
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very
cites  <50,000 between between lessthan Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000
and and
50,000 15,000
M CALD Il Non-CALD

For participants living in SIL, average payments for CALD
participants compared to non-CALD participants are:

* Higher in remote areas.
« Lower in areas with population between 15,000 and 50,000.

Average payments in active non-SIL participant plans

$30,000
$25,000
$20,000
$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$0
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very
C|t|es <50,000 between between less than Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000
and and
50,000 15,000

[WCALD M Non-CALD

For non-SIL participants, average payments for CALD
participants compared to non-CALD participants are:

« Slightly higher in major cities, very remote areas and areas
with population between 5,000 and 15,000.

« Lower across all other remoteness categories.

Note 1: Average payments have been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / Non-CALD participants and the age profile of the total population.

Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Utilisation of committed supports m

Average utilisation of committed supports in active participant plans CALD participants living 'n SII—_ have
slightly lower average utilisation of

30% average committed supports compared
80% to non-CALD participants living in SIL.
For participants not in SIL, average
70% utilisation of committed supports is
60% higher for CALD participants compared
to non-CALD participants.
>0% Standardising for age has little impact
40% 7 on the average utilisation of committed
supports.
30% 7
20%
10% \
0% \ - \
SIL Non-SIL
/| CALD Non-CALD
¥ CALD (Age-Standardised) Il Non-CALD (Age-Standardised)

Note: For the current slide and all following slides, average utilisation of committed supports is shown for the period beginning 1 October 2018 and ending 31
March 2019 and has been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age profile of the total population.
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Utilisation of committed supports by:
Plan number

Average utilisation of committed supports in active non-SIL participant plans For both CALD and non-CALD

participants, utilisation generally
80% increases with plan number.

70% Compared to non-CALD participants,

CALD participants have slightly higher

60% utilisation at earlier plan numbers, and
slightly lower utilisation at later plan

50%
numbers.

40%

30%

20%

10%

0% - - — - —
1 2 3 4 5+

Overall (Cash
and in-kind
attributable to Cash attributable to cash-only participants
individual
participants)

[ CALD HNon-CALD

Note 1: Average utilisation of committed supports has been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the
age profile of the total population.

Note 2: For utilisation by plan number, participants receiving in-kind supports are excluded as it is not possible to accurately separate in-kind payments

and committed amounts between plans. Only utilisation for non-SIL participants are shown due to insufficient data for SIL participants. The overall level of
utilisation includes in-kind supports and is not directly comparable to utilisation by plan number.
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Utilisation of committed supports by:

Age

Average utilisation of committed supports in active SIL Average utilisation of committed supports in active non-SIL
participant plans participant plans

90%

80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% - - - - - - -
0 7 15 19 25 35 45 55 65+

to6 told tol8 to24 to34 to4s to54 tob4h

[WCALD M Non-CALD

For participants living in SIL, average utilisation of committed
supports for CALD participants compared to non-CALD
participants is:

« Slightly lower for ages 35-54 and 65+
« Similar for all other ages

Note: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.

80%

70%

60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

0 7 15 19 25 35 45 55 65+

to6 tolsd 1018 to24 to34 to4s to54 tob4h
[WCALD HENon-CALD

For non-SIL participants, average utilisation of committed
supports is generally higher for CALD participants compared to
non-CALD participants across all age groups.
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Utilisation of committed supports by:

Disability type

Average utilisation of committed supports in active SIL
participant plans

Acquired Drain inUry |
PULE -
Carabral Palsy | —— e
Intellectual Disability  |—
Psychosocial disability I ————
Developmental Delay
Global developmental delay
Hearing Impairment
Multiple Sclerosis
Other
Other Neurological
Other Physical
Other Sensory/Speech
Spinal Cord Injury
Stroke
Visual Impairment

0% 20% 40%
M CALD M Non-CALD

60% 80% 100%

For participants living in SIL, average utilisation of committed
supports for CALD participants compared to non-CALD
participants is slightly lower for most primary disability types.

Average utilisation of committed supports in active non-SIL
participant plans

AcCqUIred Drain INUry |
AU ST
Cerebral Palsy |
Intellectual Disability e ——
Psychosocial disability ——
Developmental Delory |
Global developmental delay I ——
Hearing Impairment —
Multiple Sclerosis
Ot |
Other Neurological e ——
Other Physical n———
Other Sensory/Speech [
SPINGl Cord INUry I —
Stroke ——
ViU L PGy e N |

0% 20% 40% 60%
[WCALD  ENon-CALD

80% 100%

For non-SIL participants, average utilisation of committed
supports for CALD participants compared to non-CALD
participants is higher for all primary disability types, especially
so for participants with a primary disability of autism.

Note 1: Average utilisation of committed supports has been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age

profile of the total population.
Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Utilisation of committed supports by:
Remoteness

Average utilisation of committed supports in active SIL Average utilisation of committed supports in active non-SIL
participant plans participant plans

100% 70%
90%

? 60%
80%

70% 50%

[0

60% 40%
50%

40% 30%

30% 20%
20%

0,
10% 10%
0% 0%
Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very Major Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Remote Very
cities <50,000 between between lessthan Remote cities <50,000 between between lessthan Remote
15,000 5,000 5,000 15,000 5,000 5,000
and and and and
50,000 15,000 50,000 15,000
W CALD M Non-CALD W CALD Il Non-CALD

CALD participants living in remote or very remote areas have lower average utilisation compared to non-CALD participants, and the
difference is greatest for SIL participants living in very remote areas.

Note 1: Average utilisation of committed supports has been standardised for the difference between the age profile of CALD / non-CALD participants and the age
profile of the total population.
Note 2: Results are not shown if there is insufficient data in the group.
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Methodology for analysing
outcomes
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Measures of participant outcomes

Baseline outcomes

Measures how participants and their
families and carers are going at their
point of entry into the NDIS.

Information on outcomes is collected
during pre-planning for participants who
entered the Scheme from 1 July 2016 to
30 June 2019. Of these participants,
baseline outcomes were recorded for
99% of CALD and non-CALD participants.

Longitudinal outcomes

Describes how outcomes have changed
for participants between their point of
entry into the NDIS and after their first
year in the Scheme. For participants
aged 15 and over, changes in
employment and social and community
participation outcomes are also
considered after their second year.

Longitudinal outcomes are reported for
participants who entered the Scheme
between 1 July 2016 and

30 June 2018.

ndis

Has the NDIS helped?

Measures whether participants think
that the NDIS has helped in areas
related to specific outcome domains.

This information has been collected
after the first and second plan reviews
for participants who entered the
Scheme between 1 July 2016 and

30 June 2018.
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Outcome domains m

Outcomes are analysed to understand how participants and their families and carers are progressing in different areas (domains)
of their lives. The domains that are relevant to the participant differ by age group:

Children Children Young adults Adults

15 to 24 25 and over

Domain name 0 to before starting school
starting school toage 14

4
4
4
4

Daily living (DL)
Choice and control (CC)
Relationships (REL)

Social, community and civic participation (S/CP)

AR SANENEAN

Lifelong learning (LL)
Health and wellbeing (HW)
Home (HM)

Work (WK)

IR
IR
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Outcomes and mainstream services

Mainstream services are the
government systems providing services
to the Australian public, including
health, mental health, education,
justice, housing, child protection and
employment. The NDIS supports people
with a disability to access mainstream
services, but is not intended to replace
them.

Some of the domains included in the
outcomes framework, such as home,
health and wellbeing, lifelong learning
and work may reflect participant’s
experiences with mainstream services
that are not the primary responsibility
of the NDIS. However, they are included
in the measurement of outcomes to
provide a fuller picture of participants’
circumstances.
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Participants from birth to before starting school: m
Baseline outcomes

Selected key baseline indicators Parents and carers of CALD participants

generally reported worse outcomes for

80% 72% their child at baseline compared to the
(]

70% 68% 67% parents/carers of non-CALD participants.

9 64% . .
€0% 53% 2 In particular, CALD participants were
S0 considerably less likely to be able to
° make friends with people outside
40% the family compared to non-CALD
30% participants.
20%
10%
0%
Has concernsin  Child is able to Child can make  Child participates Of these,
6 ormoreareas  tell them what friends with in age % who are
of child’s he/she wants people outside appropriate welcomed or
development the family community/ actively included
cultural/religious
activities
DL cc REL S/cP S/cp

& CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants
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Participants from birth to before starting school: m
Longitudinal outcomes

Change in selected key indicators? After one year in the Scheme, there

was a considerable improvement in the
percentage of CALD participants who

o Has concerns in 6 or more areas 4.6% could tell their parents/carers what they

e of child’s development || 7.0% want, and this increase was higher than
for non-CALD participants.

Y Child is able to tell them what 162%  There was also an increase in the

he/she wants | 13.0% percentage of parents/carers of CALD

participants who had concerns about

= Child can make friends with people 3.5% their child’s development, but to a lesser

= outside the family | 5.0% extent compared to non-CALD parents/
carers.

8 Child pgrticipates in age appropr.iqte 3.0%

& community/ cultural/religious activities . 1.2%

o Of these, % who are welcomed 45%

[~ 4

or actively included _ 4.8%

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%

CALD Participants Bl Non-CALD Participants

1At least some of the change may be normal age-related development as children are one year older at review.
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Participants from birth to before starting school:

Has the NDIS helped?

Proportion of participants who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions

100% 95%
o0y, 1%52% R 92%ggy01%92%
80% 76%
70%
63%
60% 61% 61% 8%§°
50%
40%
30%
20%
10% 7
0% R N R\ N\
Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS
improved your improved your increase your improved how improved how
child’s child’s access to child’s ability to your child fits your child fits into
development?  specialist services? ~ communicate into family life? community life?
what they want?
DL DL cc REL S/CP
[& CALD Participants: Year 1 B Non-CALD Participants: Year 1
CALD Participants: Year 2 Non-CALD Participants: Year 2

For the parents and carers of CALD
participants, perceptions of the NDIS
have improved between year one and
year two with regards to improving
their child’s development and
communication, but deteriorated in the
other areas.

In general, perceptions of the NDIS were
similar between CALD and non-CALD
participants, with the exception that
non-CALD participants were more likely
to perceive that the NDIS had helped
with their child’s ability to communicate.
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Participants from starting school to age 14:
Baseline outcomes

Selected key baseline indicators

80%
9 66%
70% o 62%
60%
50%
41%
40%
30% 24% 28%
20%
10%
0%
Childis Child is Child has a Child can
developing becoming genuine make friends
skills appropriate more say in decisions with people
to their ability independent about outside the
and themselves family
circumstances
DL DL cc REL
I CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants

10% 12%

Child spends
time with friends
without an
adult present

REL

36%

Child spends time
after school/
weekends with
friends and/or
in mainstream
programs

S/CP

72% 75%

Of these,
% who
are welcomed

or actively
included

S/CP

62%

Child attends
school in
mainstream
class

LL

At baseline, parents/carers of CALD participants reported worse outcomes compared to non-CALD participants across each of the
outcome domains. In particular, CALD participants were considerably less likely to have a genuine say in decision making, make
friends with people outside the family, and attend school in a mainstream class.
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Participants from starting school to age 14: m
Longitudinal outcomes

Change in selected key indicators After one year in the Scheme, the

parents and carers of CALD participants
o o ) reported an improvement in their child’s
Child is developing skills appropriate to 1.2% .
2 their o‘l))ili?y and ciffumpstances -0.4% [l !evgl of |pdependence thO’F was broadly
in line with non-CALD participants.

o . .

a Child is becoming more independent T n o‘;}f % However, CALD participants also

experienced a deterioration ina
o Child has a genuine say in decisions -0.8% number of areas including the ability to
o about themselves I 15% make friends, and the amount of time
. Child can make friends with people -1 g% spent with friends or in mq_nstreom
w outside the family 05% [l programs. I_\Ion—CALD pqrtloponts

generally did not experience the same
o Child spends time friends without 0.4% level of deterioration in outcomes, with
o an adult present 02%1 the exception of attending school in a
o Child spends time after school/weekends -1.9% mainstream class.
& with friends and/or in mainstream programs -01% |
= Of these, % who are welcomed -0.8%
n: or actively included -0.1% |

-1.5%

» . . .
= Child attends school in mainstream class -20% I

3% 2% -1% 0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5%
CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants
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Participants from starting school to age 14:

Has the NDIS helped?

Proportion of participants who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions

0,
70% 639 65%
(J
60% w
49%50%
50% we%  W1% “8%, 600 N
40% 6% %
30%
20%
10%
0%
Has the NDIS helped Has the NDIS Has the NDIS
your child to become  improved your child’s  improved your child’s
more independedent?  access to education? relationships with
family and friends?
DL LL REL

¥ CALD Participants: Year 1
CALD Participants: Year 2

B Non-CALD Participants: Year 1
Non-CALD Participants: Year 2

For the parents and carers of CALD
participants, perceptions of the NDIS
have improved by a small amount
between year one and year two in all
outcome domains with the exception of

. social and community participation.

2%43%§7

45% The parents/carers of CALD participants

were also considerably more likely to
perceive that the NDIS had improved
their child’s access to education
compared to the parents/carers of
non-CALD participants.

N

Has the NDIS
improved your
child’s social and
recreational life?

SICP
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Participants aged 15 to 24
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Participants aged 15 to 24:
Baseline outcomes (1)

Selected key baseline indicators

90%
80%
70%
60%
50% 44% 42%
40% 36% 35% 36% 349%
29%
30% 1%
20% 19% o
10%
0%
Happy with Chooses who Chooses what Has been given Wants more Has no friends Has been actively
their level of supports them theydoeachday the opportunityto choice and control  other than family involved ina
independence/ participateina in their life or paid staff community/cultural/
control self-advocacy religious group
group meeting in the last 12 mths
cc cc cc cc cc REL S/CP
¥ CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants

Slightly more CALD participants reported that they were actively involved in a community, cultural or religious group in the last
12 months compared to non-CALD participants. For the choice and control and relationship domains, CALD participants reported
poorer outcomes for all questions compared to non-CALD participants.
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Participants aged 15 to 24:
Baseline outcomes (2)

Selected key baseline indicators

30% 83% gooy 84% 84%

80%
70% 68% 68% 68% 69%
60%
50%
40%
30% 29% _3gi6
0 18%
20% 13% s 13%
0%
Happy with Feels safe or very Rates their health Did not have any  Currently or previously Has a paid job Is a volunteer
their home safeintheirhome  asgood, verygood  difficulties accessing  attended school in
or excellent health services a mainstream class
HM HM HW HW LL WK WK
¥ CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants

CALD participants reported slightly better outcomes in the home domain at baseline compared to non-CALD participants.
Health and learning outcomes were consistent for both groups, but CALD participants were less likely to have a paid job or
be a volunteer.
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Participants aged 15 to 24:

Longitudinal outcomes

Change in selected key indicators

After one year in the Scheme,
CALD participants reported larger

o] Happy with their level of independence/control -0.6% M 11% mproyements in social OnC! community
1 0% participation and volunteering
S Chooses who supports them T . 13% compared to non-CALD participants.
S Chooses what they do each day &o;&g% They also had lorggr‘lncreoses in the
Has been diven th . - . : percentage of participants who want
S as been 9'¥,‘$2tseelf?ggv"gﬁgz';ygEgupp"g'ggpt?,fg By | more choice and control in their life, and
, .
S Wants more choice and control in their life . EposefWh$ don't h(;JVf ?__Py friends other
: an ramity or paid startt.
o Has no friends other than family or paid staff 2.3% yorp
= yore 11% The increase in the percentage of
5 Has been actively involved in a community/ 9.9% ici i idi
5 cultural/religious group in the last 12 mths I 6.1% ) portl(tz)lporétls m. d .[l)OI(]Icl JOEAOLtS/GGZjOHE
s Ha with their home A 0.1% wdas brod .)./Slml arror ana non
T PPy -1.3% CALD participants.
% Feels safe or very safe in their home'z"'%_o's% B
i -1.6%

E Rates their health as good, very good or excellent _1-7%?-

Did not have any difficulties accessing 1.7%
% health services 9%
- Currently or previously attended schoolina  -1.4%
- mainstream class  -1.7% I
S Has a paid job _%%"0/2,
; Is a volunteer mo 8°1A':8%

4% 2% 0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12%

CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants
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Participants aged 15 to 24:
Has the NDIS helped?

Proportion of participants who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions

0
70% 63964% 67%65%

DS 56%>87 7“ 57% 550p8%
53% 53%>"

N 47%

60%

50%
40%

30%
23% 21%

17%
9% ..18% -

20% 18%  16%16%

10%

0% ZN\\ Z\ N Z N 7N % N
Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has your Has your Has your Has your Has the NDIS
helped you helped you with helped you to involvement involvement involvement involvement helped you be
have more daily living meet more with the NDIS with the NDIS with the NDIS with the NDIS more involved?
choices and more activities? people? helped you improved your helped you to helped you find
control over your to choose a health and well learn things you a job that's
life? home that's right being? want to learn or right for you?
for you? to take courses
you want to take?
cc DL REL HM HW LL WK S/ICP

¥ CALD Participants: Year 1 Il Non-CALD Participants: Year 1 CALD Participants: Year 2 Non-CALD Participants: Year 2

CALD participants’ perceptions that the NDIS has helped them have improved between year one and year two in all outcome
domains with the exception of finding a home and employment.

In general, perceptions of the NDIS were fairly similar for both CALD and non-CALD participants for each of the outcome domains
and review years.
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Participants aged 25 and over
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Participants aged 25 and over:
Baseline outcomes (1)

Selected key baseline indicators

90% 81%
(]
80% 77% 74% 75%
70% 65% 64%
60% 58% 55%
50%
40% 35%
30% 28%
20%
10%
0% — — — — — E— — —
Chooses who Chooses what Has been given Wants more Has no friends  Has been actively Happy with Feels safe
supportsthem  theydoeachday the opportunity choice and control other than family involved ina their home or very safe
to participate ina in their life or paid staff  community/cultural/ in their home
self-advocacy religious group in
group meeting the last 12 mths
cc cc cc cc REL S/CP HM HM

M CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants

CALD participants reported better outcomes in the social participation domain but worse outcomes in the relationships and
home domains compared to non-CALD participants. CALD participants were also more likely to chose who supports them and
choose what they do each day, but were less likely to have been given the opportunity to participate in a self-advocacy meeting
and wanted more choice and control in their life.
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Participants aged 25 and over:
Baseline outcomes (2)

Selected key baseline indicators

70% 67% 66%
60%
50% 47%
42% 40%
40%
0,
30% 229% 23%
20% 13%
12% J
0%
Rates their health Did not have any Participates in Of those who Unable to do course/ Has a paid job Is a volunteer
as good, very good  difficulties accessing  education, training participate, % training in the last
or excellent health services or skill development who dosoin 12 months
mainstream settings
HW HW LL LL LL WK WK
¥ CALD Participants Il Non-CALD Participants

CALD participants reported poorer health outcomes at baseline compared to non-CALD participants, and were also slightly less
likely to participate in education or have paid employment.
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Participants aged 25 and over:
Longitudinal outcomes

Change in selected key indicators

Chooses who supports them

Chooses what they do each day

Has been given the opportunity to participate
in a self-advocacy group meeting

Wants more choice and control in their life

Has been actively involved in a community/ cultural/
religious group in the last 12 mths

Happy with their home
Feels safe or very safe in their home

Rates their health as good, very good or excellent

Did not have any difficulties accessing health services

LL HW HW HM HM S/CP REL CC CC CC CC

Participates in education, training or skill development

Of those who participate, % who do so in
mainstream settings

Unable to do course/training in the last 12 mths

Has a paid job

WK WK LL LL

Is a volunteer

Has no friends other than family or paid staff

0.1%
10.2%

0.5%
-0.3%0
-0.2%
-0.3%0
4.1%
I 5.0%

0.7%
M 0.5%

4.5%
[ 5.2 %

0.3%
-0.5% M

-2.5%
-1.1% s

-1.8%
-1.9% I
1.6%
N 1.9%
1.2%
I 1.3%

-2.9%
-1.9% IE—
0.0%
-1.3%
-0.6%
-0.9%

-0.3%
10.2%

4% -3% -2% -1% 0% 1% 2% 3% 4% 5% 6%

CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants

After one year in the Scheme, CALD
participants increased their rates of
community participation by +5%,

which is broadly in line with non-CALD
participants. Similarly, the percentage of
participants who want more choice and
control in their life increased by similar
rates for both groups.

The proportion of CALD participants
who feel safe or very safe in their home
decreased by a higher percentage
compared to non-CALD participants,
while both groups had similar decreases
in the percentage of participants who
rate their health as good, very good or
excellent.
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Participants aged 25 and over:

Has the NDIS helped?

Proportion of participants who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions

80% 19%
74% LN

0,
70% 64"/97%69 N 66%

60% 59% 56% 58%59Y
§ 53%
50% \
40%
0,
30% 25%28%5°29 3
20% 1‘:_"%)20%5019%
10%
0% N N >, \
Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has your Has your Has your Has your Has the NDIS
helped you have  helped you with helped you to involvement with  involvement with involvement involvement with  helped you be
more choices and daily living meet more the NDIS helped the NDIS improved  with the NDIS the NDIS helped ~ more involved?
more control over activities? people? you to choose a your health helped you to you find a job
your life? home that'sright ~ and wellbeing?  learn things you that's right for
for you? want to learn you?
or to take courses
you want to take?
cc DL REL HM HW LL WK S/CP
¥ CALD Participants: Year1 Bl Non-CALD Participants: Year 1 CALD Participants: Year 2 Non-CALD Participants: Year 2

CALD participants’ perceptions that the NDIS has helped them have improved between year one and year two in all outcome
domains with the exception of finding a home and employment.

Across both years, CALD participants were less likely to perceive that the NDIS had helped them compared to non-CALD participants
for all of the outcome domains.
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Participants aged 15 and over

Employment and community
participation
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Participants in work

The NDIA is acutely aware Of.the Proportion of participants in paid employment
benefits that employment brings to

participants and tracks employment 30%
outcomes to see whether the NDIS has
helped participants to find paid work.

6%

25% 25% 24%
The percentage of CALD participants in 22%
paid work increased from a baseline of

10% to 19% in year two for those aged 20%
15 to 24. Non-CALD participants aged
15 to 24 had a similar sized increase in
employment rates from 14% at baseline

to 22% in year two.

23%
21%

2
22%

20%

15% 14%

The percentage of participants aged 25 10%
and over who are in paid work remained
stable between baseline and year 2,
albeit at a slightly higher rate for non-
CALD participants (25%) compared to
CALD participants (22%). 0%

Overall, the percentage of participants
in paid employment has increased
from 20% to 21% for CALD participants, WCALD M Non-CALD
and from 23% to 24% for non-CALD

participants.

5%

22%|

Baseline Year 2 Baseline Year 2 Baseline Year 2
15 to 24 25 and over 15 and over
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Participants in community and social activities m

The number of pa rtiCiPG nts e‘n‘g‘ogi.ng Proportion of participants in community and social activities
in community and social activities is

one of the key measures for ensuring 60%
quality experiences and outcomes for 54%
participants.

0,
47%47% 48% oo

37%369, 37%
I3G/. I 05%

Baseline Year 2 Baseline Year 2 Baseline Year 2
15to 24 25 and over 15 and over

50%
For all CALD participants aged 15 and
over, there was a considerable increase
in community and social participation 40%
from a baseline of 37% to 48% in year
two. The corresponding increase for
non-CALD participants was similar, from
35% at baseline to 46% in year two.

36%

30%

The increase was largest for CALD 20%
participants aged 15 to 24, from 36%
at baseline to 54% in year two. This was
larger than the corresponding change
for non-CALD participants aged 15 to 24,
of 31% to 42%. 0%

10%

W CALD B Non-CALD
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Families and carers of participants
aged O to 14
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Families and carers of participants aged 0 to 14:
Baseline outcomes

Selected key baseline indicators

100%
90% 87%
79%
80% . 74% 729
70%
60% 59%
52% .
50% L4% 43% 47% oot 44%
40% 2
0,
30% 2ov 23%
20%
0% .
Receiving Carer Receiving Carer Has a paid job Is able to advocate Has friends Feels very or Rates their
Payment Allowance for their child/ and family they somewhat health as good,
family member see as often as confident in very good
they like supporting their or excellent
I CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants child's development

The families and carers of CALD participants generally had poorer outcomes at baseline compared to the families and carers of non-
CALD participants, particularly with respect to being able to advocate for their child and supporting their child’s development.

Families/carers of CALD participants were also slightly less likely to have a paid job, and were less likely to receive either the Carer
Payment or Carer Allowance.
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Families and carers of participants aged 0 to 14:
Longitudinal outcomes

After one year in the Scheme, the

Change in selected key indicators

percentage of families and carers of
CALD participants who had a paid job

Receiving Carer Payment -o'gz’o ” increosed 2.9%, compored t0a2.1%
increase for the families and carers of
. 7.1% non-CALD participants. There was also
Receiving Carer Allowance I 0% a significant increase in the percentage
of families/carers receiving carer
. 2.9% allowance, and this was similar for both
Has a paid job - 2.1% groups.
Is able to advocate for their child/ 1.6% The families/carers of CALD participants
family member B 06% generally had larger improvements in
outcomes at year one compared to
Has friends and family they see as 2.1% families/cares of non-CALD participants,
often as they like -1.3% Il including confidence in supporting their
Feels very or somewhat confident in 4.4% Child,s developmen_t, advocating f.or their
supporting their child's development B 21% child, and having frlerjds and family they
see as often as they like. However, both
Rates their health as good, -2.8% groups had a similar deterioration in
very good or excellent  -3.3% [ the percentage of families/carers who

-6%

4% 2% 0% 2% 4% 6% 8%

CALD Participants Bl Non-CALD Participants

rate their health as good, very good or
excellent.
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Families and carers of participants aged 0 to 14:

Has the NDIS helped?

For the families and carers of CALD
participants, perceptions of the NDIS

Proportion of families and carers who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions

80% . 74% 75%7494 have not changed significantly between
0 0 70% 71%70% 09 year one and year two, except for a
70% 67% 68%67% 69 . o
39 decrease in the percentage of families/
60% carers who perceive that the NDIS has
50% 4% isoe mprovgd their capacity to advocate for
4 their child.
40% 9%~ 38% . -
In their first year, the families and carers
30% of CALD participants were more likely to
20% perceive that the NDIS had helped them
compared to non-CALD participants.
10% This differential generally narrowed in
0% N N N N N the second year, however the families/
Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS Has the NDIS carers of CALD participants remained
improved your improved the level  improved your improved your improved your more like[y to perceive that the NDIS
capacity to of support for your access to services, ability/capacity to health and had h elped them improve their health
advocate (stand family? programs and help your child wellbeing? .
up) for your child? activities in the develop and and We“bemg-
community? learn?

% CALD Participants: Year 1
CALD Participants: Year 2

B Non-CALD Participants: Year 1
Non-CALD Participants: Year 2
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Families and carers of participants
aged 15 and over
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Families and carers of participants aged 15 and over:
Baseline outcomes

Selected key baseline indicators

100%
90%
80%
71%
70%
60% 59% 60%
o 48% o,
°0% 4% £1% 2% oo 42%
40% 34% 36%
30% 26% 25%
20%
10%
0% . .
Receiving Carer Receiving Carer Hasapaidjob  Is able to advocate Has friends Feels in control Rates their
Payment Allowance for their child / and family they ~ selecting services  health as good,
family member see as often as very good
they like or excellent

¥ CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants

Similarly to child participants, the families and carers of CALD participants aged 15 and over generally had poorer outcomes
compared to the families and carers of non-CALD participants. The largest differences related to being able to advocate for their
child or family member, and feeling in control when selecting services.

Families/carers of CALD participants also had lower rates of paid employment and were less likely to receive the Carer Allowance
compared to non-CALD participants.
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Families and carers of participants aged 15 and over:
Longitudinal outcomes

Change in selected key indicators

[v)
Receiving Carer Payment I 0.2% 3.9%
. (
. 3.5%
Receiving Carer Allowance _ 2.7%
. 1.4%
Has a paid job . 0.8%
Is able to advocate for their child/ -4.5%
family member -1.1% -
Has friends and family they see as 0.0%
often as they like M 10%
Feels in control selecting services 0.8%
-0.4% JJ
Rates their health as good, -3.4%
very good or excellent -2.9%

-8%

6% 4% -2% 0% 2% 4% 6%
CALD Participants

B Non-CALD Participants

After one year in the Scheme, the
percentage of families and carers of
CALD participants who had a paid job
increased 1.4%, compared to a 0.8%
increase for the families and carers of
non-CALD participants. There was also
a larger increase in the percentage of
families/carers of CALD participants
receiving the Carer Payment.

The deterioration in the proportion of
families and carers who are able to
advocate for their child / family member
was considerably larger for the family/
carers of CALD participants, whereas
the deterioration in those who rate their
health as good, very good or excellent
was similar for the families/carers of
CALD and non-CALD participants.
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Families and carers of participants aged 15 and over:

Has the NDIS helped?

Proportion of families and carers who responded ‘yes’ to the ‘Has the NDIS helped?’ questions For the families and carers of CALD
participants, perceptions of whether the
70% " NDIS have helped with access to the
. 609 61%61%3 63%63% community improved between year one
60% 559%57% N\ and year two, and remained steady for
50%  47% 47%46%5% the other questions.
400t In generol, perceptipns of the NDIS are
° 36%,40,36% similar for the families and carers of
30% 32% both CALD and non-CALD participants.
§ However, the families / carers of CALD
20% participants were more likely to perceive
that the NDIS had helped them improve
10% their health and wellbeing in both year
0% N \ N N one and year two, and thg families /
Has the NDIS helped Has the NDIS Has the NDIS helped Has the NDIS carers of non-CALD participants were
youtoknowyour  improved the level of  you to access services, improved your more likely to perceive that the NDIS
rights and advocate support for your programs and activities health and wellbeing? had helped them know their rights and
effectively? family? in the community?

advocate effectively in year 2.

[¥ CALD Participants: Year 1~ Il Non-CALD Participants: Year 1
CALD Participants: Year 2 Non-CALD Participants: Year 2
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Participant satisfaction
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Participant satisfaction - new survey method

A new participant satisfaction survey has been developed to
better record the experience of NDIS participants and their
families and carers at different stages of the participant
pathway.

It began roll-out on 1 September 2018 and will become the
primary tool for analysing participant experience. The new
survey is designed to gather data at the four primary stages of
the participant pathway:

* Access

* Pre-planning

* Planning

* Plan Review

Generally CALD participants have similar satisfaction rates to
non-CALD participants at the pre-planning, planning and plan

review stages of the pathway. The satisfaction rates at the
access stage are slightly higher for CALD participants.

Proportion of participants who agreed with statements about the

different stages of the NDIS journey in 2018-19 Q4

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Was the person from the NDIS respectful? 6%
* I, 04%
Are you happy with how coming into 84%
the NDIS has gone? | EG_—— 7%

Do you understand what will happen 75%

next with your plan? | 69%
Did you understand why you needed 94%
to give the information you did? | 96%

Did the person from the NDIS understand 94%
your disability affects your life? | 87%
Are you clear on what happens next 76%
with your plar | 75%
Did you understand why you needed 94%
to give the information you did? | IR 9 6%

Did the person from the NDIS understand 90%
how your disability affects your life? I 85

Are you clear on what happens next 77%
with your plan? | 7%
0,
Did you feel prepared for your plan review? _832{;%

Did the person from the NDIS understand 82%
how your disability affects your life? | 78%

Is your plan helping you to make 82%
progress towards your goals? |G 527,

Planning Pre-Planning Access

Plan Review

CALD Participants B Non-CALD Participants
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