Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 30 June 2020 (exposure period: 1 October 2019 to 31 March 2020)
District: Adelaide Hills (phase in date: 1 July 2013) | Support Category: All

Participant profile

| All Participants

Distribution of active participants with an approved plan

by aae aroup

by primary disability

by level of function

by remoteness ratina by Indiaenous status

by CALD status

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 120%
006 - Acquired brain injury ™ 1 (High) M o 90% 100%
Major Cities 80%
Autism e — 2 (High) |
Cerebral Palsy ™ 70% 80%
710 14— y 3 rign) = " 60%
Developmental Delay ™, Population > 50,000 F 60%
" y 4 (igh) = 50%
15t0 1 [— Down Syndrome & 40% 20%
5 (High; i
Global Developmental Delay | (Hioh) Populaion beveen 0%
191024 ., Hearing Impairment 6 (Medium) i ' 20% 20%
" 10%
- Intellectual Disability  m—_ 7 (Medium) — Population between PO — .I 0% = —
251034 M- ) ) ' 5,000 and 15,000 1 o 9 5 = 9 = g
Multiple Sclerosis ¥ 8 (Medium) = 3 2 2 £ 2 2 k]
Psychosocial disability Bees § 5 2 8 ° Q z
s5t0as sychosocial disability 9 (Medium) | Population less l ) g z = 5 g
. . S
Spinal Cord Injury | 10 (Medium) M— than 5,000 £ E 4
451054 L Stroke | 11 (Low) : ide Hi
Visual Impairment & 12 ow) Remote | = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
551064 M Other Neurological ™ ———
13 (Low) =
Other Physical 1 Very Remote | This panel shows the distribution of active participants with
65+ 14 (Low) /ed pla
l Other Sensory/Speech ™ (tow & edplan an approved plan who have each participant characteristic.
Other ! 15 (Low) . 215 he figures shown are based on the number of participants
Missing Missi - Missing Benchmark® 364.879 as at the end of the exposure period
issing Missing % of benchmark 0%
= Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* * The benchmark is the national distribution
Service provider indicators
ber of registered and active providers that provided supports in a category
by age aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0 20 40 60 80 100 0 50 100 150 0 50 100 0 50 100 150
250 250
Acquired brain injury  E—— i —
os I ! A tJ . —— Lo maor cites - | N 200 200
utism 2 (High) 1
Cerebral Pal — .
7014 I erebral Paisy 3 (High) E— 150 150
Developmental Delay . Population > 50,000 _
4 (High) —
15t0 18 | Down Syndrome ~ m— 100 100
High) IE— "
Global Developmental Delay = 5 (High) Populauondbetv\/een _
i 15,000 and 50,000 50
; ; I
191024 I Hearing Impairment 6 (Medium) 50
P —— Disability 7 (Medium) Population between 0 L 0 - —
© Multiple Sclerosis ~ mmm 8 (Medium) IE—— 5,000 and 15,000 H E g g 3 3 g g
2 2 s @ g )
Psychosocial disability i g g 1 s o Q @ S
351044 4 v 9 (Medium) m Popuiaton fess £ g 3 = 5 3 =
Spinal Cord Injury = 10.. ———— than 5,000 = b z =
S
w505 I Sike 8 11 (o) — 2
Visual Impairment  ® Remote
. 12 (Low) |—
ey | Other Neurological  m—
13 (L I
Other Physical — m— (tow) Very Remote
o5+ N Other Sensory/Speech = 14 (Low) - — Registered active service providers “This panel shows the number of registered service
TY/SP Adel: roviders that have provided a support to a participant with
Other 1 15 (Low) each participant characteristic, over the exposure period
Missing . . Missing
Missing Missing % of benchmark H
* The benchmark is the national number
Average number of participants per provider
by age aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0 2 4 6 8 0 5 10 0 2 4 6 0 5 10 8 10
Acquired brain injury S 1 (High) o 7 9
0t 6 s ] Major Cities h s
Autism  S— 2 (High) — 6 7
710 14— Cerebral Palsy il 3 (High) — 5 6
Developmental Delay S . Population > 50,000 -
y Y 4 (High) — 4 5
15t0 18 - Down Syndrome ™., 3 4
5 (High) IS
Global Developmental Delay == (i Popuaton between I . 3
- i i 6 (Medium) S 15,000 and 50,000 »
19t0 24 Hearing Impairment ~ — 1 i I
R — 7 (i) — Popuiton between . . | ul
25103, [— i ) ' I
o Multple Scerosis = 8 (Medium)  I— 5,000 and 15,000 3 P = 2 q q 3 o
S " 2 £ =1 2 S 5 s 2
351044 - Psychosocial disability B 9 (Medium) — Populaton loss ‘ H 5 g $ R 3 ¢ 2
Spinal Cord Injury == 10 (Medium) — than 5,000 2 'g z S z
<
sstose M, Svake [ 11 (Low) m— 2
Visual Impairment = 12 (Low) m— Remate oy u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
_____— ]
551064 M—-_ Other Neurological ==,
. 13 (Low)
Other Physical === (tow) Very Remote
14 (Low) |
65+ - Other Sensory/Speech ———— (Low) = Participants per provider This panel shows the ratio between the number of active
Other 15 (LOW) s - participants, and the number of registered service
Missing - Missing roviders that provided a support, over the exposure period
Missing Missing i
Relative to benchmark 0.67x i
= Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* *The benchmark is the unweighted national average
Provider concentration
by age aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80%  100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 90% 120%
Acauired brain injury  E—— 1 (High)  — 80%
Autism ~ S—— 2 (High) e — 7o%
I . 60% 80%
Tio1s [ Cerepral Palsy 3 (High)  ——
eveipmentl ey M —— > popuaion » 50000 E— s o
igh)
5 (High) e —— i
Global Developmental Delay (High) Figp;éaol'gs dbgg”oe;on _ Zg: 0%
191024 _ Hearing Impairment e —— 6 (Medium) [E———— : ' 10% 20%
. o
Intellectual Disabilty ~E——— 7 (Medium) | — Population between o% o%
25003 — . . . —
© Multiple Sclerosis  E—— 8 (Medium) I — 5,000 and 15,000 4 ] 2 2 9 3 3 2
k] 2 < < © a
isability - E—— ) e —— i g 3 4 2 5 &
5510 41— Psychosocial disability 9 (Medium) Population less _ |3 3 4 g © Q z s
i j I — i g H 2 2
Spinal Cord Injury 10 (Medium)  — than 5,000 £ £ z 2 z
I —
451051 Stroke 11 (Low) E— 2
Visual Impairment — — [P — Remote I u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
55to 64 — Other Neurological
I —
Other Physical | —— 13 (Low) e
I
65+ _ Other Sensory/Speech — ———— 14 (Low) Provider concentration This panel shows the proportion of payments paid to
Other T — 15 (Low) Adelaide Hills providers over the exposure period that is represented by
issi Missing the top 5 providers
Mi -
issing Missing Missing Benchmark* PSPl
Relative to benchmark 1.28x H
u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* *The benchmark is the unweighted national average
Provider grow
by age aroup by primary disal by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 25% 25%
o0 F Acquired brain injury s 1 (High) s
Autism  m=____ 2 (High) ejor Cies 20% 20%
——
Cerebral Pal; .
71014 h erebral Palsy s 3 (High) — 15% 15%
Developmental Delay s 4 (High) Population > 50,000 ‘
———
15013 - Down Syndrome s 10% 10%
5 (High) s i
Global Developmental Delay s (High) Population between =
di — 15,000 and 50,000 5% 5%
191024 Hearing Impairment s 6 (Medium) °
Intellectual Disabilty B 7 (Medium) E— Population between
2503 . 5,000 and 15,000 I o o
o Multiple SCIEroSiS s 8 (Medium) s ' " H H 3 2 ] ] 3 2
it . € e s 2 g g 8 8
351044 ‘ Psychosocial disability ~Se— 9 (Medium)  —— Population less _% .& g 2 [8) Lé) g g
Spinal Cord Injury e —— 10 (Mediym) — than 5,000  EEEE 2 2 z s z
<
451054 Stroke s 11 (Low) 2
Visual Impairment s 12 (Low) — ROt m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
CITT — Other Neurological ™=
13 (Low) e
Other Physical e
ose ML i 14 (Low) Madhdial This panel shows the proportion of providers for which
—— .
Other Sensory/Speech  » Provider growth payments have grown by more than 100% compared to
Other 15 (LOW) s ) Adelaide Hills 11% the previous exposure period. Only providers that received
Missing o Missing Benchmark* 19% more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have
Missing Missing " been considered
Relative to benchmark 0.59x
u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* * The benchmark is the unweighted national average
Provider shrinkage
by age aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness ratina by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 10% 20% 30% 0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 20% 20%
Acquired brain injury S 1 (High) s 18% 18%
Autism 2 (High)
14% 14%
= i
Tro1, [— Cerebral Palsy 3 (High) E— 12% 12%
Developmental Dela PO > 50000
p Y — 4 (High) 10% 0%
151018 Down Syndrome s h 8% 8%
5 (High) s )
Global Developmenial DEle). s - — JE e S " "
) 6 (Medium 15,000 and 50,000 4% 4%
19t0 24 Hearing Impairment  sssmm—m (Me ) 2% 2%
Intellectual Disability —E————— 7 (Medium)  s— Population between
25103 — ury E— 5,000 and 15,000 I 0% o
Multiple Sclerosis —————— 8 (Medium) [e—— g 8 § g 3 = 2} a 2 =
A ] 2 2 g 3 ] g g 3
3510 44 -_ Psychosocial disability s 9 (Medium) s Population less g g g £ [8) (é) g £
Spinal Cord INjUry  ss— 10 (Medium) — than 5,000  EEEEEE—— E g z g 2
<
15105 — Stroke  mm— 11 (Low) E— E
Visual IMpairment s 12 (Low) — Remote m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
551064 M Other Neurological Se—
Other Physical 13 (LOW) s
er Physical  —— 14 (Low) T— Ve Remole This panel shows the proportion of providers for which
65+ = Other Sensory/Speech  ssmmm Provider shrinkage payments have shrunk by more than 25% compared to the
Other 15 (LOW) s ) previous exposure period. Only providers that received
Missing Vissi Missing more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have
Missing issing N
9 Relative to benchmark 1.19x been considered
= Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* * The benchmark is the unweighted national average




Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 30 June 2020 (exposure period: 1 October 2019 to 31 March 2020)
District: Adelaide Hills (phase in date: 1 July 2013) | Support Category: All | All Participants

Plan utilisation

Payments and total plan budaget not utilised ($m)
by aae aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness ratina by Indiaenous status by CALD status
0 2 4 6 8 0 10 20 10 15 0 10 20 30 35 40
Acquired brain injury 0 1 (High) ]
0to6 jor Citi 30 35
Autism  m—) 2 High) major Cities I \ " N
25
71014 Cerebral Palsy W 3 (High) [ . h
Developmental Delay 1 4 (High) Population > 50,000 20 2
15t0 18 [ Down Syndrome Bl S (High 15 15
Global Developmental Delay | (High) Population between m 0
191024 6 (Medium) 15,000 and 50,000 10
024 .. Hearing Impairment s
Disability | 7 (Medium) Population between — — 5
. : — —
251034 % Multiple Sclerosis 8 (Medium) 5,000 and 15,000 ° 2 2 ® 2 ’ =] 9 3 g
3 3 2 £ =} =} 2 £
251044 Psychosocial disability m 9 (Medium) Population less I g g g 2 i (‘5 g 2
Spinal Cord Injury 1 10 (Medium) than 5,000 g g k] = § 2 =
= £ z
451054 Stoke 11 (Low) H
Visual Impairment 1 12 (Low) Remote z
I
s5t0 64 |- Other Neurological OPlan budget not utilised ($m) ®Total payments ($m) mTotal payments ($m)  EPlan budget not utilised ($m)
- 13 (Low) NN
Other Physical m0 (Low) Very Remote
4 e
65+ ML Other Sensory/Speech | 14 (Low) This panel shows the total value of payments over the
Other 1 15 (Low) o Total plan budgets exposure period, which includes payments to providers,
Missing o . Missing 34.88 participants and off-system (in-kind and YPIRAC). Total
Missing Missing 11,978.68 plan budgets for the exposure period that has not been
 benchmark utilised is also shown
mTotal payments ($m)  ©Plan budget not utilised ($m) mTotal payments ($m) EPlan budget not utilised ($m) mTotal payments ($m)  OPlan budget not utilised ($m) mTotal payments ($m) Plan budget not utilised ($m) % of benchmart 0% . .
* The benchmark is the national total
Plan utilisation
by age aroup by primary disabil by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 50% 100% 150% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 90%
0106 _ Acquired brain injury 1 (High) Maor Cities _ 80% 80%
Autism  E— 2 (High) M 70% 70%
70 14— Cerebral Palsy - N 3 (High) — v 60% 60%
Developmental Delay S 4 (High) T——— Population > 50,000 = 50% 50%
151010 [GCG—S———— Down Syndrome  S— 5 (High) 40% 40%
7 i
Global Developmental Delay ' S— zgpgé%nondb;t;/\geo? _ 30% 30%
— o e —— e
19t0 24 Hearing Impairment ~ —__ R 20% 20%
Intellectual Disabiliy —— 7 (Medium) Psoglggtioréhlesmozeogn 10% 10%
25003 — ; ; jum)  — 1000 and 154
© Muliple Sclerosis ~ Fmmm—" 8 (Medium) o, w - > o = o g >
Psychosocial disability ~— 9 (Medium) Population less s s £ s 2 2 g -
3510 44— . . ; than 5,000 g g z E © P z 2
Spinal Cord Injury 10 (Medium) 2 2 5 s I 2 s
z
S
Visual Impairment ~ Se— 12 (Low) — 2
m Utilisation = Benchmark* m Utilisation = Benchmark*
5510 64— Other Neurological - S, 13 (Low) E—
g Very Remote
I
Other Physica 14 (Low) E—
65+ _ Other Sensory/Speech [ 15 (L
Other  T— (Low) Missing This panel shows plan utilisation over the exposure period,
Missing ) Missing which includes payments to providers, participants and off-
Missing system (in-kind and YPIRAC)
u Utilisation = Benchmark* u Utilisation = Benchmark* u Utilisation = Benchmark* u Utilisation = Benchmark® Relative to benchmark 1.00x i* TR e e s orh
e benchmark is the national average, adjusted for the
Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of participants to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain limitations mix of SIL / SDA icil and plan number
Outcomes indicator on choice and control
by age aroup by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 60% 0%
Acquired brain injury S 1 (High) s 80%
0to6 i Major Cities _ 50%
Autism ~S— 2 (High) e — To%
I i
7t014 Cerebral Palsy 3 (High) — 40% 60%
Developmental Delay Population > 50,000 - 50%
§ Y 4 (High) E— a0%
151010 — Down Syndrome B, . 40%
5 (High) — i
Global Developmental Delay (High) Fi«;pgé%llondbggﬂggg - 20% 30%
i i e ,000 and 50,
19t024 ‘ Hearing Impairment ~ —— 6 (Medium) 10% 20%
Intellectual Disability ~H—_____ 7 (Vedium) S Population between 10%
03 — Multiple Sclerosis  E———— 8 (Medium) —— 5,000 and 15,000 0% o o - o 0% a a - o
: i 3 3 2 < 3 3 2 2
I I — i
351044 _ Psychosocial disability 9 (Medium) Population less — 5 S E 3 S 3 2 2
Spinal Cord Injury e — 10 (Medium) — than 5,000 2 2 = = £ 5 =
2 2 z 2 z
I - z
Visual Impairment e — Remote z
5106 — Other Nevrologics|  em—— i ('I:°W) e —— = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
W)
Other Physical ~——— (tow) Very Remote
14 (Low) |— Proportion of participants who reported that
o5+ _ Other Sensory/Speech the This panel shows the proportion of participants who
Other S 15 (Low) i reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they
Missing Missin Missi issing choose who supports them
g issing
Relative to benchmark 1.02x
m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* * The benchmarkis the national average, adjusted for the

mix of SIL / SDA participants
Has the NDIS helped you have more choices and more control over your life?
by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 80% 80%
Acquired brain injury S 1 (High) s 7 709
ows Autism  S— ' Vejor Ces EEG— o o
utism 2 (High) 60% 60%
] i
7014 Cerebral Palsy 3 (High) — 50% 50%
Developmental Dela Population > 50,000 —
’ Y 4 (i) — 0% 0%
5 (High) E— Population b 0% 0%
Global Developmental Delay 1gpgoﬁg\ond gm()n — 20% 20%
; jum) — 000 and 50
19t024 _ Hearing Impairment ~ Se— 6 (Medium)
. 10% 10%
Intellectual Disability S—— 7 (Medium) S Population between % 0%
so [ Multile Sclrosis  — 8 (edium) E— 5000 and 15,000 g g H 2 g 3 3 g
3 3 % 3 < I k| 2
— — ' § g g ] 5 &
351044 _ Psychosocial disability 9 (Medium) Population less - .qg)’ 5 g ; [3) g g ;
Spinal Cord Injury ~Se— 10 (Medium) Se— than 5,000 2 _'g 2 S 2
| s
s5105, — stoke 11 (Low) E— 2
Visual Impairment 12 (Low) — Remote = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* = Adelaide Hills = Benchmark*
51064 [— Other Neurological S
Other Physical 13 (Low)
er Physica 14 (Low) — Very Remote Proportion of participants who reported that
65+ _ Other Sensory/Speech the NDIS has helped with choice and control This panel shows the proportion of participants who
Other e—— 15 (Low) Adelaide Hills 58% reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the
o - Missing - NDIS has helped with choice and control
Missing Missing Missing Benchmark
Relative to benchmark 0.83x
u Adelaide Hills m Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* m Adelaide Hills = Benchmark* u Adelaide Hills ® Benchmark* * The benchmark is the national average, adjusted for the
mix of SIL / SDA participants
Support category summary
Active participants Registered active Participants Provider Provider Provider Total plan Outcomes indicator on Has NDIS helped with
Support category with approved plans providers per provider concentration growth shrinkage budgets ($m) Payments ($m) Utilisation choice and control choice and control?
Core
Consumables 1,104 36 30.7 [ ] 81% 0% 0% 0.74 0.29 39% 52% 59%
Daily Activities 1,100 57 193 81% 7% 17% 19.97 16.41 82% 51% 59%
Community 1,100 45 24.4 76% 11% e 11% 4.50 222 49% 51% 59%
Transport 1,005 15 67.0 ® 96% 0% 0% 0.52 0.46 90% 50% 59%
Core total 1,119 78 14.3 78% 2% 12% 25.72 19.38 75% 51% 59%
Capacity Building
Daily Activities 1,208 110 11.0 78% 0% 35% L ] 5.70 3.01 53% 51% 59%
Employment 56 7 8.0 100% 0% 33% L ] 0.41 0.29 72% 35% 74% e
Social and Civic 45 9 5.0 100% 0% 0% 0.12 0.04 36% 40% L ] 56% e
Support Coordination 395 52 7.6 71% 0% 0% 0.72 0.34 47% 43% 62%
Capacity Building total 1,213 146 8.3 70% 4% 22% 7.80 4.24 54% 51% 59%
Capital
Assistive Technology 276 32 86 91% 38% [ ] 13% 1.06 0.92 87% [ ] 68% [ ] 61%
Home 68 8 8.5 100% 0% 0% 0.28 0.12 41% 34% 62%
Capital total 311 35 8.9 87% 30% 10% 1.34 1.03 7% 59% 61%
Missing 0 0 0.0 0% 0% 0% 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0%
All support categories 1,215 197 6.2 72% 11% 18% 34.88 24.71 71% 52% 58%
Note: Only the major support categories are shown.
Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of participants to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain S.
Indicator definitiol
Active participants with approved plans Number of active participants who have an approved plan and reside in the district / have supports relating to the support category in their plan
Registered active providers Number of registered service providers that have provided a support to a participant within the district / support category, over the exposure period
Participants per provider Ratio between the number of active participants and the number of registered service providers
Provider concentration Proportion of provider payments over the exposure period that were paid to the top 10 providers
Provider growth Proportion of providers for which payments have grown by more than 100% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered
Provider shrinkage Proportion of providers for which payments have shrunk by more than 25% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered
Total plan budgets Value of supports committed in participant plans for the exposure period
Payments Value of all payments over the exposure period, including to providers, to p; ipants, and off-system payments (in-kind and Younger People In Residential Aged Care (YPIRAC))
Utilisation Ratio between payments and total plan budgets
Outcomes indicator on choice and control Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they choose who supports them
Has NDIS helped with choice and control? Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the NDIS has helped with choice and control
[ 4 The green dots indicate the top 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively well under the metric under consideration
[ ] The red dots indicate the bottom 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively poorly under the metric under consideration
Note: For some metrics — ‘qood’ performance is considered a higher score under the metric. For example, high utilisation rates are i a sign of a ioning market where icif have access to the supports they need.
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Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 30 June 2020 (exposure period: 1 October 2019 to 31 March 2020)

District: Adelaide Hills (phase in date: 1 July 2013) | Support Category: All |

Plan utilisation

Participants in Supported Independent Living (SIL)

Payments and total plan budaget not utilised ($m)
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by primary disability by level of function by remoteness ratina

by Indiaenous status

by CALD status
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Support category summary
Active participants Registered active Participants Provider Provider Provider Total plan Outcomes indicator on Has NDIS helped with
Support category with approved plans providers per provider concentration growth shrinkage budgets ($m) Payments ($m) Utilisation choice and control choice and control?
Core
Consumables 60 8 75 [ ] 100% [ ] 0% 0% 0.07 0.02 32% 16% 69%
Daily Activities 61 17 36 97% 0% 17% L ] 10.22 9.68 95% [ ] 15% 69%
Community 61 17 36 94% 14% 0% 0.88 0.49 55% 15% 69%
Transport 59 10 5.9 100% 0% 0% 0.08 0.04 56% 12% 69%
Core total 61 29 21 93% 6% 11% 11.24 10.23 91% 15% 69%
Capacity Building
Daily Activities 61 17 36 93% 100% L ] 0% 0.25 0.08 31% 15% 69%
Employment 13 4 33 100% 0% 0% 0.10 0.08 83% 23% e 100% e
Social and Civic 0 0 0.0 0% 0% 0% 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0%
Support Coordination 61 18 34 91% 100% L] 0% 0.16 0.07 46% 15% 69%
Capacity Building total 61 40 15 76% 25% 0% 0.66 0.31 46% 15% 69%
Capital
Assistive Technology 16 5 3.2 100% 0% 0% 0.08 0.06 79% 13% 67%
Home 42 2 210 [ 4 100% 0% 0% 0.20 0.05 25% [ 4 17% ° 50% [ 4
Capital total 46 7 6.6 100% 0% 0% 0.28 0.11 40% 15% 67%
Missing 0 0 0.0 0% 0% 0% 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0%
All support categories 61 60 1.0 91% 5% 10% 12.19 10.67 88% 15% 69%
Note: Only the major support categories are shown.
Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of participants to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain S.

Indicator definitiol

Active participants with approved plans

Registered active providers
Participants per provider
Provider concentration
Provider growth

Provider shrinkage

Total plan budgets
Payments
Utilisation

Outcomes indicator on choice and control
Has NDIS helped with choice and control?

Note: For some metrics — ‘qood’ performance is considered a higher score under the metric. For example, high utilisation rates are

Number of active participants who have an approved plan and reside in the district / have supports relating to the support category in their plan

Number of registered service providers that have provided a support to a participant within the district / support category, over the exposure period
Ratio between the number of active participants and the number of registered service providers
Proportion of provider payments over the exposure period that were paid to the top 10 providers

Proportion of providers for which payments have grown by more than 100% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered
Proportion of providers for which payments have shrunk by more than 25% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered

Value of supports committed in participant plans for the exposure period

Value of all payments over the exposure period, including payments to providers, payments to participants, and off-system payments (in-kind and Younger People In Residential Aged Care (YPIRAC))

Ratio between payments and total plan budgets

Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they choose who supports them
Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the NDIS has helped with choice and control

The green dots indicate the top 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively well under the metric under consideration
The red dots indicate the bottom 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively poorly under the metric under consideration

market where

a sign of a

have access to the supports they need.




Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 30 June 2020 (exposure period: 1 October 2019 to 31 March 2020)

District: Adelaide Hills (phase in date: 1 July 2013) | Support Category: All

Participant profile

| Participants not in Supported Independent Living (Non-SIL)

Distribution of active participants with an approved plan
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by CALD status
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Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 30 June 2020 (exposure period: 1 October 2019 to 31 March 2020)
District: Adelaide Hills (phase in date: 1 July 2013) | Support Category: All | Participants not in Supported Independent Living (Non-SIL)
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Has the NDIS helped you have more choices and more control over your life?
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Support category summary
Active participants Registered active Participants Provider Provider Provider Total plan Outcomes indicator on Has NDIS helped with
Support category with approved plans providers per provider concentration growth shrinkage budgets ($m) Payments ($m) Utilisation choice and control choice and control?
Core
Consumables 1,044 35 29.8 [ ] 82% 0% 0% 0.67 0.27 40% 57% 58%
Daily Activities 1,039 47 221 82% 9% e 23% 9.76 6.73 69% 56% 58%
Community 1,039 40 26.0 76% 6% 6% 3.62 1.74 48% 56% 59%
Transport 946 8 1183 [ 4 100% [ 4 0% 0% 0.44 0.42 96% [ 4 56% 59%
Core total 1,058 68 15.6 77% 3% 13% 14.48 9.15 63% 56% 58%
Capacity Building
Daily Activities 1,147 100 115 79% 0% 35% L ] 5.46 2.93 54% 56% 59%
Employment 43 6 72 100% 0% 33% [ ] 0.31 0.21 69% 39% L] 72% L]
Social and Civic 45 9 5.0 100% 0% 0% 0.12 0.04 36% 40% 56% e
Support Coordination 334 46 7.3 69% 0% 0% 0.56 0.27 48% 50% 61%
Capacity Building total 1,152 128 9.0 72% 4% 23% 7.14 3.94 55% 57% 58%
Capital
Assistive Technology 260 29 9.0 91% 38% L ] 13% 0.98 0.86 88% 74% e 60%
Home 26 6 4.3 100% 0% 0% 0.08 0.07 85% 65% 67%
Capital total 265 30 8.8 89% 30% 10% 1.06 0.92 87% 74% 60%
Missing 0 0 0.0 0% 0% 0% 0.00 0.00 0% 0% 0%
All support categories 1,154 170 6.8 69% 13% 19% 22.69 14.04 62% 57% 58%
Note: Only the major support categories are shown.
Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of participants to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain S.
Indicator definitiol
Active participants with approved plans Number of active participants who have an approved plan and reside in the district / have supports relating to the support category in their plan
Registered active providers Number of registered service providers that have provided a support to a participant within the district / support category, over the exposure period
Participants per provider Ratio between the number of active participants and the number of registered service providers
Provider concentration Proportion of provider payments over the exposure period that were paid to the top 10 providers
Provider growth Proportion of providers for which payments have grown by more than 100% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered
Provider shrinkage Proportion of providers for which payments have shrunk by more than 25% compared to the previous exposure period. Only providers that received more than $10k in payments in both exposure periods have been considered
Total plan budgets Value of supports committed in participant plans for the exposure period
Payments Value of all payments over the exposure period, including to providers, to p; ipants, and off-system payments (in-kind and Younger People In Residential Aged Care (YPIRAC))
Utilisation Ratio between payments and total plan budgets
Outcomes indicator on choice and control Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they choose who supports them
Has NDIS helped with choice and control? Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the NDIS has helped with choice and control
[ 4 The green dots indicate the top 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively well under the metric under consideration
[ ] The red dots indicate the bottom 10% of districts / support categories when ranked by performance against benchmark for the given metric — in other words — performing relatively poorly under the metric under consideration
Note: For some metrics — ‘qood’ performance is considered a higher score under the metric. For example, high utilisation rates are i a sign of a ioning market where icif have access to the supports they need.
tric. For example, a low provider concentration is considered a sign of a competitive market.




