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Appendix C.1 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Baseline
indicators - entry year 2019/20 - aggregate

Appendix C.1.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

B80%
80% |
60% —|
A40% —
20% 12%

2% 0% 0% 1% 1% 1% 1%
0% 1 1 1 1 1 ]
Mother Father Grand- Grand- Sister Brother  Spouse/ Other Carer Other
mother father partner family
member

7428 responses; 27 missing

Are you currently working in a paid job?

Is it permanent or casual?

54%
80% | 78%
50% 46%
40% 60% |
30%
40%
20%
20%
10% |
0% - 0% -
Yes No Permanent Casual

7455 responses; 0 missing

What are the typical hours per week worked (range)?

4002 responses; 41 missing

Are you currently studying?

56% 93%
5004'() = 800& -
A40% —
30% 60%
30%
A40% |
20%
10% - 10% 20%
0% 3% 2% 5%
0% , 0% —  m—
0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more i i
butlessthan lessthan15 lessthan 30 hours Yes, full time Yes, parttime No
8 hours hours hours

3968 responses; 75 missing

6864 responses; 591 missing



Appendix C.1.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any government
benefits

34%

30% |

19%

20% |

10%

0% -
Carer payment Carer allowance

7455 responses; 0 missing

Appendix C.1.3 - Rights and advocacy

| am able to identify the needs of my family member with
disability and my family and know how to access available
services and supports to meet those needs

44%
41%
40% —|
30% |
20% - 16%
10% |
0% -
Yes

| have some | have a great
difficulty deal of difficulty

7389 responses; 66 missing

I am able to advocate (stand up) for my family member: | am
able to speak up if we have issues or problems with accessing

supports
68%
60% —|
A40% |
23%
20%
9%
0% -
Yes I have some  |have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

7384 responses; 71 missing

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
80% | 77%
60% |
A40% —
20% - 17%
1 =
0% -  m—
Yes | have some | have a great
difficulty deal of difficulty

362 responses; 0 missing



Appendix C.1.4 - Families feel supported

I have friends and family that | see as often as I like

53%

50% — 47%
40% |
30% |
20% -|
10%

0% -

Yes Mo

7455 responses; 0 missing

| have people who | can ask to support my family member
with disability as often as | need

69%
60% —|
40% |
’ 31%
20% —
0% -
Yes Mo

7455 responses; 0 missing

I have as much contact with other families of people with
disability as | would like

54%

50% |

40% —|

30% |

20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes No

362 responses; 0 missing

| have people who | can ask for practical help as often as |

need
61%
60% —|
40% —
20%
0% -
Yes No

7455 responses; 0 missing

| have people who | can ask for emotional support as often
as | need

52%
50% —

40% |

30% |

20% |

10% —

0% -

Yes No

7455 responses; 0 missing



Appendix C.1.5 - Access to services

| feel that the services my family member with disability and
my family use listen to me

60% -
40%
20% | .

Not very much Not at all

7123 responses; 332 missing

1 work in partnership with professionals and service
providers to meet the needs of my family member with

disability
68%
60% —
A0% |
22%
20% . 10%
- 1

| have some
difficulty

| have a great
deal of difficulty

362 responses; 0 missing

The services my family member with disability and my family
receive help us to plan for the future

64%

60%

36%

40% |

20%

0% -
Yes Mo

362 responses; 0 missing

| feel in control in selecting services and supports that meet
the needs of my family member with disability and my
family

Ml

| have some | have a great
difficulty deal of difficulty

40% —|

30% |

20% -

10% |

0% -

7203 responses; 252 missing

The services my family member with disability and my
family receive meet our needs

84%

80%

60% |

40% -

20% |

0% -
Yes Mo

7455 responses; 0 missing



Appendix C.1.6 - Families help their young person become independent

I know what my family can do to enable my family member

with disability to become as independent as possible

50% |

40% -

48%
I 16%

36%
30%
20% -
10% |
0% -
Yes

| have some
difficulty

| have a great
deal of difficulty

7323 responses; 132 missing

| enable/support my family member with disability to interact
and develop strong relationships with non-family members

42%
40%
30% |
20% |
10% —
0% -
Yes

39%

| have some
difficulty

19%

I have a great deal

of difficulty

7305 responses; 150 missing

| enable/support my family member with disability to make
more decisions in his/her life

12%

1

54%
50% —|
40% - 34%
30% |
20% —
10% |
0% -
Yes | have some
difficulty

| have a great
deal of difficulty

7313 responses; 142 missing

Appendix C.1.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of

their family

I recognise the strengths and abilities of my family member

86%

80% —

60% —

40% —|

20% |

0% -
Yes

11%

| =
=

| have some
difficulty

| have a great
deal of difficulty

362 responses; 0 missing

|1 can see how my family member is progressing

6%

—

71%
60% —|
40% —
23%
20% -
0% -
Yes | have some
difficulty

10

| have a great
deal of difficulty

362 responses; 0 missing



Appendix C.1.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

In general, my health is Thinking about what happened last year and what | expect
for the future, | feel
35%
A40% |
30% —
20% |
12%
10% —|
0% - ,
: Delighted Pleased Mostly Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible  Dont
Excellent Verygood Good Fair Poor satisfid dissatished know
7378 responses; 77 missing 362 responses; 0 missing
| feel that having a family member with a disability has made | feel that my family member gets the support he/she needs
it more difficult for me to meet the everyday costs of living
41%
A40% | 38% 36% A40% |
30% | 30% 29%
20% 7 15% 20% 16%
10%
10% - 10%-| 8% 6%
2%
0% - 0% -
Strongly  Agree Neufral Disagree Strongly Strongly  Agree Neufral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree agree disagree
362 responses; 0 missing 362 responses; 0 missing
| feel that the services and supports have helped me to Family who provide informal care to my family member with
better care for my family member with disability disability are able to work as much as they want
45% 52%
50% | 48%
A40% —
A40% —|
30% —
30%
20%
20%
10%- O 10% |
3%
0% - 0% -
Strongly  Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Yes No, they would like to
agree disagree work more
362 responses; 0 missing 7243 responses; 212 missing

11



Appendix C.1.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

The barriers to working more are (choose one or more)

91%
80% —|
60% —|
A40% —
26%
20% 16% 17%
0% - . . l
Situation of family Availability of jobs Available jobs do Other
member with not have sufficient
disability flexibility (e.g. of
hours)

3704 responses; 0 missing
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Appendix C.2 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Baseline
indicators - entry year 2019/20 - by participant characteristics

Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

% of respondents
who are the
participant's parent

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

Overall
overal - [ 7455 | | 92% | | sa%
Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 5079 [ ]100% [ 55%
Father - [l 884 C——————1100% [ 63%
Other - [J] 345 | 0% /] 29%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 3855 | ] 95% | ] 56%
1810 21 - [ 2505 | ]91% | ] 53%
22 or above - [} 1095 [ 188% [——]49%
Gender
Female - [ 2778 [ ] 92% | ] 54%
Male - [ 4568 | ] 93% | | 54%
Disability Type
Autism - I 3747 [ ] 95% [ ] 57%
Cerebral Palsy -] 193 [ ] 95% [ ] 55%
Down Syndrome -[| 115 [ ] 95% [ ] 51%
Hearing Impairment - [l 755 [ ] 94% [ ] 67%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1850 [ 187% [C——]45%
Other Neurological -[] 146 [ ]192% [ ] 60%
Other -[| 132 8% [CCC50%
Psychosocial disability -[l] 276 [ 188% [CC—14%%
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Othver Physical i 163 [ ]191% [ ] 53%
Visual Impairment -] 78 [ ] 95% [ ] 56%
Level of function
High - [ 1578 | ] 92% | ] 62%
Medium - [N 4280 | ] 92% | ] 55%
Low - [ 1597 | ] 93% | ] 46%

13

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a
permanent position

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

[ | 78% | | 86%
I— U S— -

[ ] 89% | ] 96%
I— ) LR I— 0

[ ] 79% | ] 86%
[ ] 78% | ] 87%
[ ] 75% | ] 86%
[ ] 78% | ] 86%
[ ] 78% | ] 87%
[ 1 79% [ ] 86%
/e T 87%
T es% [CCCCCCTTT81%

[ 1 79% | ] 89%
| I— L e— LT
72 T 85%
[ ] 85% [ ] 92%
s T 86%
| ] 84% [ ] 84%
7% 8%

[ ] 79% | ] 88%
[ ] 78% | ] 86%
[ ] 76% [ ] 85%




Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status
CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1633
VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525
WA - I 1643
SA-H 400
TAS -0 119
ACT -1 51
NT -1 80

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6148

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

% of respondents
who are the
participant's parent

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a

of those in a paid

job, % who work 15

hours or more per

permanent position week

7% [C33% [ ] 75% | ] 83%
[ ] 94% | ]156% | ] 78% | ] 86%
| | 89% | | 41% | ] 76% | | 85%
[ ] 93% | ]156% | ] 78% | ] 87%
1 90% [ 5% CC76% [C—————186%

[ 1 94% I 1 53% e 79% 1 86%

I 1 94% [ 1 54% e 77% e 87%

I 193% I ] 55% o 80% [ 85%
CC——190% C—51% CCC75% [ 90%
CC———87% C—143% CCC 74% [ 86%

[ ] 96% [ 171% [ ] 89% I 1 100%
C—179% [CC—164% I 1 88% I 1 94%

[ ] 94% | ] 55% [ ] 80% | | 87%
| ] 92% | ] 52% I ] 78% | ] 87%
[ ] 89% | ] 54% [ ] 75% | ] 81%

| | 51% | [E T s b2U S — )
| | s0% | EVS e LU m— L
— T PR | 77% | ] 91%
[ ] 92% | ] 52% [ ] 78% | ] 86%
[ ] 94% | ]163% | ] 78% | ] 88%
[ ] 93% [ 157% | ] 79% [ 1 87%
[ ] 92% [ ] 48% [ ] 76% | ] 84%
[ ] 87% [ [57% [CCe9% [CC_178%
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Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

% of respondents

% of families or

who are the carers who are in a
participant's parent paid job

| I— - LU — T
[ 90% [T 50%

[ ] 98% [ ] 68%
[ ] 96% | ] 61%

[ ] 96% [ ] 62%
[ ] 94% | ] 55%

[ ]91% | ] 52%
[ 89% [ 46%

[ ] 95% [ ] 60%

[ ]91% | ] 51%

[ ] 94% | ] 58%

[ ] 96% |[ ] 63%

Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Overall

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979 [0 7%

Father - ] 884
Other - [J] 345

Age Group

17 or less - [ 3855
18 to 21 - [ 2505
22 or above - [} 1095

0 4%
O 10%

0 7%
06%
0 6%

15

of those in a paid
job, % who are

employed in a
permanent po:

sition

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

| 175% | ] 83%

| 177% | ] 86%

[ ] 81% [ ] 89%
[ ] 80% [ ] 87%
| ] 78% | ] 87%
| ] 80% | ] 86%
[ 177% | ] 86%
[ ] 78% | ] 87%
| 1 79% | ] 87%
| 177% | ] 86%

[ ] 80% |[ ] 88%
[ ] 79% [ ] 89%




Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who are
currently studying

Gender
Female - [ 2778 0 7%
Male - NN 4568 [J7%
Disability Type
Autism - [ 3747 8%
Cerebral Palsy -] 193 0 6%
Down Syndrome =[] 115 0 5%
Hearing Impairment - [Jll 755 O 7%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1850 0 6%
Cther Neurological -] 146 0 5%
Other =[] 132 0 4%
Psychosocial disability -[l] 276 O 7%
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical ' 163 0 3%
Visual Impairment =] 78 O 6%
Level of function
High - [ 1578 0 7%
Medium - [N 4280 O 7%
Low - [ 1597 O 7%

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jjj 503 O 9%

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952 [] 7%

CALD Status
CALD -] 678 [ 10%

Non-CALD - | 6767 [] 6%

State/ Territory

NSW — I 1633 0O 8%
VIC - I 2002 0 5%

QLD - 1525 a7%
WA — I 1643 O 7%
SA - 400 0 6%

TAS-1119 0 4%

ACT-151 0 10%
NT -1 80 0 4%
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Appendix C.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who are
currently studying

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 5125 [ 6%

o oontein | 772 Oew
betwean 15000 and 50000) - 647 Oe%
between 5000 and 15000) ~ B 27 07%

regens pousion [ 517 Oo%

Remote/Very Remate -I 111 |] 2%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [N 6148 [] 7%

Benefit from EI - [l 1301 [0 6%
Scheme Entry Type
New - NN 5259 [07%
State - [ 2052 0e%
Commonwealth - || 144 O 7%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 1621 0 7%
Plan Managed - [N 3334 06%

Self Managed Fully - [ 1657 06%
Self Managed Partly - [l 843 O 9%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [N 1728 0 7%
$15-30,000 - [N 2335 0 7%
$30-50,000 - N 1736 0 7%

Over $50,000 - [N 1656 0 6%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [l 820 O 7%

Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996 06%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963 0 8%
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675 0 8%
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Appendix C.2.2 - Government benefits
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979

Father - ] 884
Other - [J] 345

Age Group
17 or less - [ 3855

180 21 - [ 2505
22 or above - [} 1095

Gender

Female - [ 2778
Male - [N 4568

Disability Type

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -] 146
Other -] 132

Psychosacial disability -l 276

Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical 163
Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function
High - [ 1578
Medium - [N 4280
Low - [ 1597

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

[ ]19%

] 19%
O 15%
CJ22%

[118%
119%
C121%

]18%
[ 20%

1 19%
1 20%
1 30%
O 7%
[ 23%
1 22%
1 19%
1 20%
13%
13%

[ 12%
119%
[ 26%

CJ26%

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952 [] 19%

18

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

o P

[ 36%
[ 26%
[ 23%

/37%
T 31%
£ 31%

[32%
5%

C//37%
1 33%
C158%
1 15%

1 36%
1 27%
1 30%
1 26%
1 31%
/1 24%

[ 2s5%
T 34%
—

T s7%
— 2



Appendix C.2.2 - Government benefits
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

CALD Status
CALD -] 678 ] 16% [ 24%
Non-CALD - [N 6767 [] 19% 3%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 1633 117% /1 31%

VIC — I 2002 3 20% = 34%

QLD —m 1525 1 21% | — 11 )

WA - I 1643 —119% /1 33%

SA - 400 117% /3 30%
TAS -1 119 = 19% = 30%
ACT -1 51 0 6% /1 24%
NT -1 80 1 15% = 13%
Remoteness
veiorcises - [N 5125 [] 8% [ 3%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772 D 21% : 33%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000, ~ B 647 C]22% 3%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279 |:I 2% III 3%%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517 D 22% : 39%
Remote/Very Remate -I 111 D 12% |:| 16%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 6148 [ ] 20% [ 36%
Benefit from EI - [l 1301 ] 12% [ 23%
Scheme Entry Type
New - NN 5259 [] 16% [ 31%
State - [N 2052 [126% 1 42%
Commonwealth - || 144 117% ] 21%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 1621 [120% [C33%
Plan Managed - [N 3334 CJ21% [ 35%

Self Managed Fully - [l 1657 [ 14% C32%
Self Managed Partly - [l 843 ]19% [ 36%
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Appendix C.2.2 - Government benefits
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [ 1728 1 13% 1 27%
$15-30,000 - I 2335 C117% 1 35%
$30-50,000 - [ 1736 C121% 1 34%

Over $50,000 - [ 1656 C125% 1 38%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [l 820 1 14% [ 26%
Capacity Building 0-75% - N 49%6 [ 21% 1 36%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [lll 963 1 16% 1 29%
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675 1 13% 1 34%

Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 5979 [ 44% I—
Father - [l 884 2% 6%
Other - [l 345 3% /) 59%

Age Group
17 or less - [ 3855 | I 7.0 | — T
18 to 21 - [ 2505 ] 42% | —
22 or above - [} 1095 CC——J4% |

20



Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Gender

Female - [ 2778
Male - [N 4568

Disability Type

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -[] 146
Other -] 132

Psychosacial disability -l 276

Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical 163
Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function
High - [ 1578
Medium - [N 4280
Low - [ 1597

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status
CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1633
VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525
WA - I 1643
SA-H 400
TAS -0 119
ACT -1 51
NT -1 80

% of families or
carers who are able

to identify the needs

of their family and
family member with
disability and know
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

4%
4%

C 4%
C—53%
C51%
C63%
] 40%
C/51%
1 40%
C33%
) 48%
C51%

Cse%
Ca%
C38%

C——J39%
[— 0

CJ27%
Cas%

C—143%
/1 36%
1 45%
C—152%
1 49%
/1 46%
C—51%
1 14%

21

% of families or
carers who are able
to advocate (stand
up) for their family
member with
disability

— R
I—

CC67%
/T 78%
/T 70%

| I— )
/T 63%
/T 70%
[ 71%
[/ 55%
 I— e
[ 69%

| I— LT
I— 7L
I—

—
—

4%
0%

/1 68%
 I—

| e—
/1 72%

| e—

| I— 5

| —— )
/1 32%



Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6148

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

% of families or
carers who are able
to identify the needs
of their family and
family member with
disability and know
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

] as%

—
—

—
3%

I— -0
5%

I—
[C44%
4%

C42%
C—137%
 I— 11
C——152%

CC—57%
C—43%
C—137%
C—137%

CC—57%
C—139%
4%
C—151%

22

% of families or
carers who are able
to advocate (stand
up) for their family
member with
disability

—
—

—

—
[ e
—

(I—
I—

I—
6%
I—

Cea%
/6%
I— 0
1 74%

 I—
/0 70%
—
[/ 58%

/T 78%
 — 0
I— 2
1 74%



Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 362

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 282
Father - [l 53
Other -] 27

Age Group
17 or less - [ 199
1810 21 - [ 116
22 or above - [ 47

Gender

Female - [ 130

Male - [ 226

Disability Type

Autism -- 169

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological l 26

Hearing and _
Other Sensory Disability . 39

Intellectual disability & _-
Down Syndrome 102

OTher-l 26
Level of function
High - I 90
Medium - [ 191
Low - [ 81
CALD Status
CALD -l 45

Non-CALD - [ 311

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

Cm»
8%
7%

Ceo%
C73%
I

—————178%
7%

| I—
7%
I—

—
7%
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Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW -l 61
VIC - I 112
QLD - I 107
SA -| low count
ACTNVICITAS/WA - Il 69

Remoteness
wajor cities - [ N 241

-B37

_l 35

Regional (population
greater than 50000)

Regional (population
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population

between 5000 and 15000) '| low count
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - [ 33

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 306

Benefit from EI - [} 55

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 223
State - [N 131

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 97
Plan Managed - [ 126
Self Managed Fully - [l 85
Self Managed Partly - [l 53

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 98
$15-30,000 - [ 111
$30-50,000 - [ 66
Over $50,000 - M 87

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

 I—
C——73%
C—81%

) 74%

I
I—

| I— LT
C78%

7%
C——77%
I—
C——172%

C83%
C176%
[ es%
[ J83%
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Appendix C.2.3 - Rights and advocacy
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 34
Capacity Building 0-15% -l 32
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 59
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 102
Capacity Building 60-100% - I 134

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

" 176%
C——69%

C———76%
/] 79%
C178%

Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979
Father - ] 884
Other - [J] 345

Age Group

17 or less - [ 3855
18 to 21 - [ 2505
22 or above - [} 1095

Gender

Female - [ 2778
Male - [N 4568

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd
like

I— L
Cs2%
C—52%

I— L
Cam%
] 50%

C——147%
4%

25

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

—
I— 0
/1 40%

[ 39%
3%
/3%

£/ 40%
I—

% of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have
people they can ask people they can talk
to support their to for emotional

family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need
needed

s P s P

[ 31%  I— -
T 32%  — 11
o 31% T 47%

[ 32%  I— -
[ 30% CCC51%
1 29% T 52%

/s2% C—53%
0 31% /5%



Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Disability Type

Psychasocial disability -] 276
Spinal Cord Injury /
Other Physical

Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status

State/ Territory

Total respondents

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -[] 146

High - [ 1578
Medium - NN 4280
Low - [ 1597

CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

NSW - I 1633

VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525

WA - I 1643

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd
like

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

 I— i) /1 33%
1 48% /1 39%
 I— i) C/37%

[ 1 75% [ ] 69%
C——149%  — .
 — i) 133%
[ 46% /T 40%
[ 36% [/ 28%
] 48% ] 44%
[C———156% | — -1
[Cles% [CCCTTT58%
C147% [ 36%
C31% O 26%
s [39%
I i [ 38%
I— [ 30%
Cas% [ 40%
5% 1 42%
1 41% 1 31%
1 46% o 41%
C—148% 1 39%
8% [E=—=151%
C50%  E==13%%
C—53% C147%
— L) [ 36%

26

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
to support their
family member with
disability as often as
needed

3 25%
/133%
1 31%
[ 63%
1 31%
1 31%
1 27%

1 18%
/0 38%
[ 45%

 I— 3 L
[ 29%
1 18%

[ 34%
[ 30%

1 22%
[ 32%

=/ 35%
= 25%
= 33%
/1 31%
=/ 39%
/1 31%
=1 35%
/3 23%

% of families or
carers who have
people they can talk
to for emotional
support as often as
they need

[ 49%
 I—
[ 55%
T 75%
/O 51%
[/ 54%
[ 51%
 —
[ 58%
[ 59%

I—
5%
[/ 43%

/0 52%
/5%

[—
—

| I— 11
 I— )
T 54%
1 53%
CCC163%
/1 54%
1 75%
1 48%



Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

% of families or
carers who have

friends they can see

as often as they'd
like

[ 148%
(I T
[ 151%
—
[ Ja%
—

Disabilty Met - NG 6148 [ ] 45%

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

5%

a9
I—
4%

Cs3%
] 43%
5%
[ 145%

[ 6e3%
C—50%
C—143%
C—131%

O 59%
4%
C—55%
[ 158%

27

% of families or
carers who have

people they can ask
for practical help as

often as they need

3%
4%
] a%
] 42%
%
[ s0%

] 36%
—

I— T
[ 34%
T 36%

/2%
1 36%

I—
[/ 40%

C56%
1 38%
[/ 35%
1 25%

C53%
T 34%
/0 47%
C/47%

% of families or
carers who have

people they can ask

to support their

family member with
disability as often as

needed

[ 29%
3%
[ 3%
[ 3%
[ 36%
CC4m%

[ 28%
T 48%

[ 33%
1 28%
[ 24%

[ 36%
1 27%

[ 34%
1 32%

[ 50%
1 31%
[ 26%

1 17%

/O 48%
[ 26%
1 39%
1 39%

% of families or
carers who have
people they can talk
to for emotional
support as often as
they need

—
—
—

—
—

" 50%
—

I— R
T 49%
/5%

T 54%
T 48%
[ 60%
[/ 55%

T 6s%
T 54%
[/ 49%
4%

T 6s%
T 48%
 — 1
I—



Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 362

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 282
Father - [l 53
Other -] 27

Age Group
17 or less - [ 199
1810 21 - [ 116
22 or above - [ 47

Gender

Female - [ 130

Male - [ 226

Disability Type

Autism -- 169

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological l 26

Hearing and _
Other Sensory Disability . 39

Intellectual disability & _-
Down Syndrome 102

OTher-l 26
Level of function
High - I 90
Medium - [ 191
Low - [ 81
CALD Status
CALD -l 45

Non-CALD - [ 311

% who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

I—
] 40%
4%

a9
C]45%
[ 40%

I— -0
[—

[ s0%
[ J3%
[ e
—
[ ]s0%

I—
Cam%
C38%

[—
7%

28



Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW -l 61
VIC - I 112
QLD - I 107
SA -| low count
ACTNVICITAS/WA - Il 69

Remoteness
wajor cities - [ N 241

-B37

S

Regional (population
greater than 50000)

Regional (population
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population

between 5000 and 15000) '| low count
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - [ 33

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 306

Benefit from EI - [} 55

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 223
State - [N 131

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 97
Plan Managed - [ 126
Self Managed Fully - [l 85
Self Managed Partly - [l 53

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 98
$15-30,000 - [ 111
$30-50,000 - [ 66
Over $50,000 - M 87

% who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

C143%
C—49%
T 49%

1 46%

46%

U1l

41%

H

63%

I

39%

4%
5%

Ca%
Cs2%

4%
C47%
C48%
CJa%

[ 48%
4%
C—139%%

C—147%

29



Appendix C.2.4 - Families feel supported
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 34
Capacity Building 0-15% -l 32
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 59
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 102
Capacity Building 60-100% - I 134

% who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

C153%
C—47%
C34%
C53%
1 46%

Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979
Father - ] 884
Other - [J] 345

Age Group

17 or less - [ 3855
18 to 21 - [ 2505
22 or above - [} 1095

Gender

Female - [ 2778
Male - [N 4568

% of families or
carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to
them

Cer%
I— 0
6%

e
Ce6%
C—Je6%

—Je%
6%

30

% of families or
carers who feel in
control selecting the
services and
supports for their
family member with
disability

[ 20%
3%
[ 30%

[ 20%
[/ 40%
T 36%

£/ 40%
T 39%

% of families or
carers who say that
the services their
family member with
disability and their
family receive meet
their needs

] 16%

[ 16%
= 17%
O 9%

[ 16%
= 15%
= 15%

= 17%
[ 15%



Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Disability Type

Psychasocial disability -] 276
Spinal Cord Injury /
Other Physical

Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status

State/ Territory

Total respondents

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -[] 146

High - [ 1578
Medium - NN 4280
Low - [ 1597

CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

NSW - I 1633

VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525

WA - I 1643

% of families or
carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to
them

% of families or
carers who feel in
control selecting the
services and
supports for their
family member with
disability

C——165% [CC38%
CC————72% [CC45%
C——70% [CCTTO42%

[ ] 81% [ ] 62%
C——e64% [C35%
[ 164% [ 40%
Ces% [CCTO37%
C—e1% [[CO21%
) 74% [CCT146%
CC,,68% [ 45%

| ] 75% | 152%
C————les% [C37%
[CJe2% [C]33%
C——dse% [C33%
C———des% [CTT]40%
C——Jeow [CJ22%
C——lesw [T 41%
———————162% [C—37%
C—————165% [T 32%
C—————169% [CC—/44%

[ 171% I 1 46%
C——————169% [C—37%
C——163% [C—136%

[ ] 71% [ ] 55%
C—165% [C318%

31

% of families or
carers who say that
the services their
family member with
disability and their
family receive meet
their needs

= 1%

1 18%

=1 17%
/] 45%
= 13%

=1 14%

O 1%

O 8%

=1 21%
1 19%

[ 30%
& 12%
O 1%

1 13%
[ 16%

[ 15%
[ 16%

O 18%
0 12%

= 15%
3 19%
/17%
0 12%

=1 18%
O 8%



Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6148

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

% of families or
carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to
them

—
—
—
—

—
—

(—

% of families or
carers who feel in
control selecting the
services and
supports for their
family member with
disability

[ 39%
[ 3e%
CCJs%
[ ]38%
[CC39%
3%

E37%

| | 76%

| ] 52%

Cer%
I—
I— L

CC 6%
 — 2

[ 20%
[ 38%
32%

C37%
O 31%

[ ] 75%

| ] 53%

| ] 72%

[ ] 49%

| 1 77%

| 1 54%

 — -
6%
C——J61%

39%
33%
C31%

| ] 80%

| ] 57%

6%
C—es%
C———172%

32

/T 35%
T 44%
O 46%

% of families or
carers who say that
the services their
family member with
disability and their
family receive meet
their needs

] 16%
O 14%
[ 18%
O 12%
[ 15%
] 14%

1 13%
[ 30%

[ 16%
= 15%
O 1%

1 20%
1 1%

1 18%
1 19%

/1 29%
1 13%

O 1%
O 10%

/1 35%
= 12%
1 17%
1 16%



Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 362

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 282
Father - [l 53
Other -] 27

Age Group
17 or less - [ 199
1810 21 - [ 116
22 or above - [ 47

Gender

Female - [ 130

Male - [ 226

Disability Type

Autism -- 169

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological l 26

Hearing and _
Other Sensory Disability . 39

Intellectual disability & _- 102
Down Syndrome

OTher-l 26
Level of function
High - I 90
Medium - [ 191
Low - [ 81
CALD Status
CALD -l 45

Non-CALD - [ 311

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with
disability

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the
future

— N w—

C e T 61%
| ] 81% | |1 70%

C——se% [T 78%

| ]70% | ] 61%
[ Jee% [ 68%
[ Jes% [T 64%

C———Jes% [T 61%

| 170% | | 66%

— A —
| | 73% | | 62%
[ | 72% | | 69%

—

—

| ] 74% [ ] 67%
Ceaw [CC]63%
6% [T 63%

—Je%
(I—

g
(—

33



Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW -l 61
VIC - I 112
QLD - I 107
SA -| low count
ACTNVICITAS/WA - Il 69

Remoteness
wajor cities - [ N 241

-B37

S

Regional (population
greater than 50000)

Regional (population
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population

between 5000 and 15000) '| low count
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - [ 33

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 306

Benefit from EI - [} 55

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 223
State - [N 131

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 97
Plan Managed - [ 126
Self Managed Fully - [l 85
Self Managed Partly - [l 53

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 98
$15-30,000 - [ 111
$30-50,000 - [ 66
Over $50,000 - M 87

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with
disability

Cea%
C——67%

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the
future

T 67%
T 69%

[ ] 73%

[ ] 65%

[ ] 72%

[ ] 52%

[ | 83%

(I
Cer%

e
I—

Cs7%
6%

—
T es%

I—
[ e6%

T 6s%
6%

[ ] 79%

[ ] 66%

| ] 75%

[ ] 62%

6%

6%

[ ] 71%

[ ] 63%

— 1

— 1

| ] 72%

[ ] 71%
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Appendix C.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 34
Capacity Building 0-15% -l 32
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 59
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 102
Capacity Building 60-100% - I 134

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with
disability

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the
future

[ 1 76% [ ] 65%
[ ] 75% I
C——e1% [CC//63%
[ es% [CCC59%

1 68% [CC——165%

] 78%

Appendix C.2.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979
Father - ] 884
Other - [J] 345

Age Group

17 or less - [ 3855
18 to 21 - [ 2505
22 or above - [} 1095

Gender

Female - [ 2778
Male - [N 4568

% of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable
what their family can and support their
do to enable their family member with
family member with disability to make
disability to be as more decisions in
independent as their life

possible

e s

C37% | — -1
[CJ34% i 52%
[J25% [C146%
[C36% | —
[CJ36% C—55%
[ J35% [C53%
[ J38% [/ 57%
[C35% I— 0

35

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong
relationships with
non-family members

[ 2%
[ 42%
[ 33%

[ 43%
I— 0
g 41%

/) as%
I— L0



Appendix C.2.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Disability Type

Psychasocial disability -] 276
Spinal Cord Injury /
Other Physical

Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status

State/ Territory

Total respondents

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -[] 146

High - [ 1578
Medium - NN 4280
Low - [ 1597

CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

NSW - I 1633

VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525

WA - I 1643

% of families or
carers who know
what their family can
do to enable their
family member with
disability to be as
independent as
possible

[C132%
C—151%
1 39%
C64%
C33%
1 39%
[ 28%
[118%
4%
] 38%

[ s2%
C33%
[C128%

3%
T 36%

1 22%
C37%

[ 34%
1 28%
 m— 10
C—143%
1 39%
1 34%
C—143%
117%

36

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to make
more decisions in
their life

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong
relationships with
non-family members

1 52% 1 36%
60w [CCCCCO053%
C/51% 1 45%

[ ] 78% [ 1 72%
 I— 110 T 39%
6% [ 55%
/O 58% /1 50%
C37% 3 28%
CCC165% [T 59%
C—/53% 1 57%
[ e6% []58%
54 [ 40%
I— T [ 34%
4% 37%
I - U I
[ 39% [ 29%
I TR — T
1 52% 1 43%
1 49% 1 36%
1 59% [ 45%
CC59%% [ 47%
1 55% 1 43%
C61% [ 42%
1 61% [ 51%
1 38% /3 22%



Appendix C.2.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6148

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

% of families or
carers who know

what their family can

do to enable their
family member with
disability to be as
independent as
possible

[ 135%
3
[ 139%
[ 36%
[CJao%
3%

C—133%
T s0%

[C35%
Cd37%
1 29%

1 38%
1 29%
4%
C143%

CC—52%
C35%
C—29%
[ 26%

 I— 117
C—131%
4%
 I—

37

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to make
more decisions in
their life

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong
relationships with
non-family members

s [
s [ 4%
s e
i TS —
o s [ «e%
i S
[ s51% [ 39%
e [ 57%
5% [ 42%
[CC53% I—
C47% [ 38%
 I— -7 w—
T 47% [ 36%
— ST w— -1
63w [T 52%
e C59%
I— -7 w— ()
O 50% 3%
[ 43% O 33%

[ ] 72% | ] 66%
 I— L [ 36%
60w [ 50%
— 3 LR w— )



Appendix C.2.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their

family

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 362

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 282
Father - [l 53
Other -] 27

Age Group
17 or less - [ 199
1810 21 - [ 116
22 or above - [ 47

Gender

Female - [ 130

Male - [ 226

Disability Type

Autism -- 169

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological l 26

Hearing and _
Other Sensory Disahility . 39

Intellectual disability & _- 102
Down Syndrome

Dther-l 26
Level of function
High - I 90
Medium - [ 191
Low - [ 81
CALD Status
CALD -l 45

Non-CALD - [ 311

% who have no
difficulties in seeing
their family member
progressing

% who have no
difficulties in
recognising the
strength and
abilities of their
family members

[ | 86% | | 71%
[ ] 87% [ ] 68%

[ ] 87% | ] 81%
7% [T 81%
[ ] 88% | ] 73%
81w [CC]70%
[ ] 87% | ] 68%
[ ] 88% | ] 69%
[ ] 85% [ ] 72%

e [ ]72%
e [CJe%
[ 1o [ 0%
—
)&%

ES

| 190% | | 74%

] 69%
I—

—

I

1 71%

C———171%

| | 88% |

38



Appendix C.2.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their

family

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW -l 61
VIC - I 112
QLD - I 107
SA -| low count
ACTNVICITAS/WA - Il 69

Remoteness
wajor cities - [ N 241

-B37

S

Regional (population
greater than 50000)

Regional (population
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population

between 5000 and 15000) '| low count
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - [ 33

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 306

Benefit from EI - [} 55

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 223
State - [N 131

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 97
Plan Managed - [ 126
Self Managed Fully - [l 85
Self Managed Partly - [l 53

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 98
$15-30,000 - [ 111
$30-50,000 - [ 66
Over $50,000 - M 87

% who have no
difficulties in seeing
their family member
progressing

% who have no
difficulties in
recognising the
strength and
abilities of their
family members

CC e CCTTTTT172%
[ ss T/ 73%
[ ] 91% [ 171%

—: T —

— L w—

| 2% |

— S —

| 65%

| 94% | | 76%
e [ 69%
[ ] 96% | | 84%
[ ] 88% | ] 70%
[ ] 83% | ] 74%
7% [T 63%
[ ]87% | ] 67%
[ ] 92% [ ] 78%
[ ] 89% | ] 87%
[ 190% | ] 77%
[ ] 88% | ] 64%
[ 7e% [T 67%
[ 8d% ] 78%
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Appendix C.2.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their

family
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

% who have no
difficulties in seeing
their family member
progressing

% who have no
difficulties in
recognising the
strength and
abilities of their
family members

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [l 34 [ 85% [CC——179%
Capacity Building 0-15% -l 32 [ ] 91% [ ] 91%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 59 s [CC———173%
Capacity Building 30-60% - Il 102 [ ] 86% | ] 62%
Capacity Building 60-100% - I 134 [ ] 87% [ 1 71%

Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

% of families or % of families or
carers who rate their carers who provide
health as excellent, informal care to the
very good or good  family member with
disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

— Y R

Mother - I 5979 [ 164% [ 147% ] 92% [ 15%
Father - [l 884 [ 170% | ] 53% CC88% []16%
Other - [J] 345 C——__163% [__—___152% CC7% [C22%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 3855 [ es% [C_147% T 91% [ 16%
18to 21 - [ 2505 C———166% [——149%% CC190% [ 15%
22 or above - [l 1095 C—161% [C__—_151% 1 90% [ 16%
Gender
Female - [ 2778 [ ]ee% [____]48% ] 91% [ 15%
Male - NN 4568 [ es% [C]48% T 1% [ 16%

40



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Disability Type

Psychasocial disability -] 276
Spinal Cord Injury /
Other Physical

Visual Impairment -] 78

Level of function

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jjj 503

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5952

CALD Status

State/ Territory

Total respondents

Autism - I 3747
Cerebral Palsy -] 193
Down Syndrome -[| 115
Hearing Impairment - [l 755
Intellectual Disability - [ IS 1850
Other Neurological -[] 146

High - [ 1578
Medium - NN 4280
Low - [ 1597

CALD -] 678

Non-CALD - [ 6767

NSW - I 1633

VIC — I 2002
QLD — . 1525

WA - I 1643

% of families or

% of families or

carers who rate their carers who provide

health as excellent,
very good or good

informal care to the
family member with
disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family
member with

disability is a barrier

to working more

C——162%  I— 7 /] 93%
C————171% [T/ 48% | — -k
1 70% [C146% /1 100%
[ 183% [ ] 74% | ] 68%
C——e65% [/ 48% /T 88%
C——70% [[C147% 1 96%
C——163% [/ 36% /1 96%
C—151%  I— 1 /] 95%
C——70% [CC144% | — 1 LY
C—————177% [CCTT/T156% [/ 88%

[ ] 76% | Jedn [T 181%
[ eaw [T 48% [ 9%0%
[ 1s7% [C034%  I— -7
[C—Jeow [T 49% [ s1%
[ esw [T 48% [ 92%
[ Jeew [T 41% [ 92%
[ esw [T 49% [ %
[ 168% [C—150% | —— 11
C—————65% [C——143% /= 92%
[CC——————163% [C—/148% | 90%
[ 166% [C— 4% T 91%
/1 60% | — 15 |/ 88%
[ 1 74% [ 1 43% | —
[ 1 71% [ ] 61%

[ 169% [C———158% /A 77%

41

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

[ 14%
1 18%
O 7%
[ 26%
1 18%
O 1%
[ 16%
1 19%
[ 14%
[ 18%

[ 21%
O 15%
O 13%

[ 23%
[ 15%

[ 24%
[ 15%

1 18%
1 16%
= 15%
0O 1%
/17%
/3 23%

/1 39%



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

vt ives - I 5125

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 772

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 647

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 279

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 517

Remote/Very Remaote - I 111

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6148

Benefit from EI - [l 1301

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5259
State - [ 2052

Commonwealth - || 144

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

% of families or % of families or
carers who rate their carers who provide
health as excellent, informal care to the
very good or good  family member with
disability and are

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to

—
—
—
— )

—

able to work as
much as they want

4%
[ 50%
[ 50%
[ ]49%

[ | 75%

[ ] 59%

—

) as%

| | 74%

| | 61%

Cer%
6%
I—

CC65%
6%

I—
[ 45%
I—

 I— 3
T 45%

[ ] 74%

[ ] 51%

" 167%

] a8%

| ] 76%

| ] 63%

C66%
Ce3%
C—55%

T 48%
/T 45%
T 36%

| ] 76%

| ] 60%

6%

T 44%

[ ] 72%

[ ] 56%

| 1 74% |

] 55%

42

member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

working more

T 91% [ 14%
T 91% [ 16%
[ s8% []18%

I ] 91% [ 27%
[ 90% [ 20%
T 74% [ 140%

) 92% O 15%
e [23%

T 0% [ 17%
0 92% [ 13%
T 92% ] 18%

T s6% ] 20%
0 91% 0 17%
=/ 93% [0 12%
/] 93% O 10%

T ee% [C118%
/T 90% [ 17%
T 93% [ 15%
[ 94% [ 13%

T/ ee% [ 17%
/) 92% [ 15%
[ ee% [0 20%
/) 8s% [ 14%



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 5979 [ 26%
Father - ] 884 [123%
Other - [ 345 [ 24%

Age Group
17 or less - [ 3855 [128%
1810 21 - [ 2505 [124%
22 or above - [} 1095 [ 21%
Gender
Female - [ 2778 [ 26%
Male - I 4568 []26%
Disability Type
Autism - [ 3747 [ 26%
Cerebral Palsy -] 193 1 26%
Down Syndrome =[] 115 1 15%
Hearing Impairment - [Jll 755 [C—133%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1850 [ 26%
Cther Neurological -] 146 —121%
Other =[] 132 122%
Psychosocial disability -[l] 276 ] 24%
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical 163 I 19%
Visual Impairment =] 78 /1 30%
Level of function
High - [ 1578 3%
Medium - [N 4280 [CJ26%
Low - [ 1597 [ 21%
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Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jjj 503 [ 30%
Non-Indigenous - [N 5052 [ 25%

CALD Status

CALD -] 678 [C125%
Non-CALD - N 6767 [] 26%

State/ Territory
NSW — I 1633 C/27%
VIC — I 2002 1 26%
QLD —m 1525 /1 28%
WA - I 1643 /1 22%
SA - 400 —21%
TAS -1 119 1 34%
ACT —| low count
NT -1 80 /3 23%
Remoteness

o s - N 5125 [ 24%

" Srester han s0000) ~ N 772 [ 26%
betwean 15000 and 50000) - 647 J30%
between 5000 and 15000) ~ B 27 8%

Reaeral Gonizien - [ 517 -

Remote/Very Remate -I 111 |:| 26%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disabilty Met - NG 6148 [ ] 25%

Benefit from EI - [l 1301 [ 30%
Scheme Entry Type
New - NN 5259 [ 26%
State - [ 2052 [24%
Commonwealth - || 144 J22%

44



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1621
Plan Managed - [N 3334
Self Managed Fully - [ 1657
Self Managed Partly - [l 843

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1728
$15-30,000 - [ 2335
$30-50,000 - N 1736
Over $50,000 - N 1656

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 820
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 4996
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 963
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 675

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

C127%
C127%
1 24%
1 23%

C131%
C127%
1 26%
C121%

C127%
] 24%

C—131%
C129%

Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 362

Relationship to participant

Mother - NI 282
Father - [l 53
Other -] 27

thinking about what % who disagree or
strongly agree that

happened last year,
and what they

having a family

expect for the future, member with

% who felt delighted, disability has made

pleased or mostly
satisfied

I—
I—
C—]5%%

45

it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost of living

] 17%

[ 16%
d23%
O 15%

% who strongly

agree or agree that
their family member
with disability gets
the support hel she

needs

[ 34%
[/ 43%
T 56%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[ 39%
T 49%
/0 56%



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Age Group
17 or less - [ 199
1810 21 - [ 116
22 or above - [ 47

Gender

Female - [ 130

Male - [ 226

Disability Type

Autism -- 169

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological l 26

Hearing and _
Other Sensory Disahility . 39

Intellectual disability & _- 102
Down Syndrome

Dther-l 26
Level of function
High - I 90
Medium - [ 191
Low - [ 81
CALD Status
CALD -l 45

Non-CALD - [ 311

State/ Territory
NSW -l 61
VIC - I 112
QLD - I 107
SA -| low count
ACTNVICITAS/WA - Il 69

thinking about what % who disagree or

happened last year,
and what they

strongly agree that
having a family

expect for the future, member with

% who felt delighted, disability has made

pleased or mostly
satisfied

Cas%
4%
I—

I— -0
4%

C s
2%
I—

C——147%
[— L

C49%
C—47%
C—4m%

1 43%

46

it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost of living

117%
3 16%
J17%

[ 13%
1 19%

O 9%

] 15%
[ ]3e%
[ 20%
] 23%

[ 29%
3 13%
O 1%

O 9%
[ 18%

1 20%
O 1%
1 20%

1 20%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
their family member
with disability gets
the support hel she
needs

@ 33%
I— 0
T 45%

3%
0 40%

[ 34%
[ ]3e%
[ 36%
[ R
] s0%

[ 34%
[ 38%
37%

3%
E37%

 I— 0
/37%
/36%

/ 32%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[ 39%
[ 45%
I— 0

/5%
— L

C]e%
[ ]3s%
)%
4%

— T
[ 44%
T 38%

I— 20
0 2%

[ 46%
T 43%
I— L

[ 38%



Appendix C.2.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities -_ 241

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 37

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) l 35

Regional (population
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population
less than 5000) & - [ 33
Remote/Very Remote

-| low count

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 306

Benefit from EI - [} 55

Scheme Entry Type

New - I 223

State - [N 131

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 97
Plan Managed - [ 126
Self Managed Fully - [l 85
Self Managed Partly - [l 53

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 98
$15-30,000 - [ 111
$30-50,000 - [ 66
Over $50,000 - M 87

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 34
Capacity Building 0-15% -l 32
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 59
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 102
Capacity Building 60-100% - I 134

thinking about what
happened last year,
and what they
expect for the future,
% who felt delighted,
pleased or mostly
satisfied

—
—
—

C——143%
Ceo%

a9
Ca%

Ca%
C44%
O 54%
C—J40%

Cs2%
Ca1%
—
C—147%

C153%
C—50%
T 49%
C39%
1 47%

47

% who disagree or
strongly agree that
having a family
member with
disability has made
it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost of living

O 15%
] 16%
] 14%

[ 2a%

[ 13%
5%

117%
3 15%

1 20%
1 17%
1 15%
O 1%

1 22%
1 14%
1 18%
O 13%

[ 18%
3 13%
= 17%
1 16%
1 18%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
their family member
with disability gets
the support hel she
needs

s
e
] e

] 36%
0 40%

[ 36%
— L

] 38%
0 34%
O 4%
1 32%

/33%
1 32%
0 2%
[/ 45%

 I—
T 44%
/32%
1 34%
[ 38%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[
i
—

/0 40%
I— 21
4%

] 38%
1 38%
I— T
C51%

 I— L
 I— 1
[/ 36%
 I—
/) 43%



Appendix C.3 - Family/carers of participants aged 15to 24 - Longitudinal
indicators from baseline to first review - C1 cohort - aggregate

Appendix C.3.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

86% 86%
80%
60% —|
40%
20% |
1% 11%
2% 2%
0% -
Mother Father Grandmaother

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Grandfather

Sister Brother Spouse/partner

I Baseline [T 1st review

9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Are you currently working in a paid job?

53%

51%

49%

50% 47%

40% —|

30%

20%

10% —

0% -

Yes MNo
I Baseline [T 1st review

9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

What are the typical hours per week worked (range)?

5B
50%
A40% |
30% —
20% —|
10%
0% -
0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more
butlessthan lessthan15 lessthan 30 hours
& hours hours hours

I Baseline [T 1st review

4565 responses, 5525 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Is it permanent or casual?

80% 77% 78%
60% |
40% —
23% 229,
20% |
0% - T T
Permanent Casual

I Baseline [T 1st review

4572 responses, 5518 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Are you currently studying?

80%

60%

40%

20% —

0% -

48

94% 94%
2% 2% 4% 4%
— B [ 1
T
Yes, full time Yes, part time Mo

I Baseline [T 1st review

8643 responses, 1447 missing at baseline/ 1st review




Appendix C.3.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any
government benefits

56%

53%
50%
40%

28% 28%

30% —

20%

10% —

0% T T

Carer payment Carer allowance
I Baseline [T 1st review

9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Appendix C.3.3 - Rights and advocacy

| am able to identify the needs of my family member with
disability and my family and know how to access available
services and supports to meet those needs

47%  46%

A40% 38% 38%

30% —

20% — 159, 17%

10%

0% - T T
Yes | have some | have a great deal

difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

9291 responses, 799 missing at baseline/ 1st review

I am able to advocate (stand up) for my family member: | am

able to speak up if we have issues or problems with
accessing supports

1%  70%
60% |
40% —|
22% 22%
20%
7% 8%
0% - | ]
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

9290 responses, 800 missing at baseline/ 1st review

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
68% 72%
60% —|
40% —|
24% 229,
20%
8% 79
0% - | [ |
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix C.3.4 - Families feel supported

I have friends and family that | see as often as I like

60% |

50% |

42% 43%

40% —|

30% |

20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

| have people who | can ask to support my family member
with disability as often as | need

72% 72%

60% |

40% |

20% |

0% -

Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

I have as much contact with other families of people with
disability as | would like

57% 55%

50%

43% 45%
40% —|
30% |
20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

| have people who | can ask for practical help as often as |
need

65% 65%
60% —

40% 35% 35%

20% —|

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

| have people who | can ask for emotional support as often
as | need

53%
50% 50%
50% 47%

40% —|

30%

20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix C.3.5 - Access to services

| feel that the services my family member with disability and | feel in control in selecting services and supports that
my family use listen to me meet the needs of my family member with disability and my
family
70% %  41% 42%  41%
65% 40%
60%
30%
40% 18%
25% 24% 20% 17%
20% -
10% -
10% 7% o
0% — T -| 0% — T T
Yes Mot very much Mot at all Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
9074 responses, 1016 missing at baseline/ 1st review 9122 responses, 968 missing at baseline/ 1st review
I work in partnership with professionals and service The services my family member with disability and my
providers to meet the needs of my family member with family receive meet our needs
disability
80% 75% 22%
’ 69% 80% | 75%
600{0 = 600{0 —|
A40% — 40%
229 25%
0, 17% 18%
0 = | N
0% — T -| 0% — T T
Yes | have some | have a great deal Yes MNo
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
262 responses, 2 missing at baseline/ 1st review 9346 responses, 744 missing at baseline/ 1st review

The services my family member with disability and my family
receive help us to plan for the future

72%

600‘{0 — 5?%

43%
40%
28%

20%

0% T T
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review

263 responses, 1 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix C.3.6 - Families help their young person become independent

I know what my family can do to enable my family member | enable/support my family member with disability to make
with disability to become as independent as possible more decisions in his/her life
46% 44% 5% S57%
40% 1%
40% —| 50% —
oy |
30% | 40% 33% 329
30% —
20%
15% 15% 20% -
1% 11%
0% — T T 0% — T T
Yes | have some | have a great deal Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
9259 responses, 831 missing at baseline/ 1st review 9251 responses, 839 missing at baseline/ 1st review

| enable/support my family member with disability to interact
and develop strong relationships with non-family members

44%, 45%
40% 36% 36%
30%
20% 499,

20%

10% —

0% - T T
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

9241 responses, 849 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix C.3.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of
their family

I recognise the strengths and abilities of my family member |1 can see how my family member is progressing
88% 87%
80% 75% 77%
80%
60% |
60% —
or |
10% 40%
18% 19%
20% 1% 11% 20%
= Bl &
0% - T — | 0% - . -
Yes | have some | have a great deal Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review 264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Appendix C.3.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

In general, my health is | feel that having a family member with a disability has
made it more difficult for me to meet the everyday costs of
living
s = =
(=N #
=+
40% il §
40% — =
) 2 2 2 o
30% n & T ™
< 30% — o
= e =
L} w
20% - P : P 20%
10% § ErE 10%
0% - 0% - -
Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
9272 responses, 818 missing at baseline/ 1st review 264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Thinking about what happened last year and what | expect for the future, | feel

0, 48%
50% 5%
40% -~
30% —
21% 23%
20% — 17%
13%

10% —

5% 6%

4% 20 3% . 39, % 19 4% 4%
Delighted Pleased Mostly satisfied Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible Don't know

dissatisfied

I Baseline [T 1st review

264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix C.3.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

| feel that my family member gets the support he/she needs

=
40% o
=
30% —
o o
20% = -
o &
o
10%- & =
0% -

Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [T 1st review

264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Family who provide informal care to my family member with
disability are able to work as much as they want

55% 54%

50% 45% 46%
40%

30% —
20%
10%

0% - - T
Yes Mo, they would like to
work more

I Baseline [T 1st review

9096 responses, 994 missing at baseline/ 1st review

| feel that the services and supports have helped me to
better care for my family member with disability

40% —|

30%

20%

10% —

0% -

9%
14%

Strongly
agree

I Baseline [T 1st review

=

: 0§
2 2
a
£ £
Agree MNeurtral Disagree

9%
5%

Strongly
disagree

264 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

The barriers to working more are (choose one or more)

80% —

60%

40% —|

20%

0% -

54

93% 94%
15% 17%
Situation of Availability of
family member jobs
with disability

299, 32%

Available jobs do
not have
sufficient

flexibility (e.g. of

hours)

I Baseline [T 1st review

4443 responses, 5647 missing at baseline/ 1st review

14% 16%

Other




Appendix C.4 - Family/carers of participants aged 15to 24 - Longitudinal
indicators from baseline to second review - C2 cohort - aggregate

Appendix C.4.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

87%88%87%
80%
60% —
40% —|
oy |
20% 10%10%10%
2% 2% 2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% -
Mother Father Grandmaother Grandfather Sister Brother Spouse/partner
I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review
3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review
2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review
Are you currently working in a paid job? Is it permanent or casual?
55%
519% = 53% 80% 73% 77% 76%
1 49% 1 —
50% a5y, 7%
400‘{0 —| 600‘{0 =
oy |
30% 40% —|
20% - 27% o3y, 24%
20% —
10% —
0% - 1 ] 0% - 1 ]
Yes MNo Permanent Casual

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review

What are the typical hours per week worked (range)?

0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more
butlessthan lessthan15 lessthan 30 hours
& hours hours hours

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

1435 responses, 2150 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1125 responses, 2460 missing at 1st review

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

1447 responses, 2138 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1132 responses, 2453 missing at 1st review

Are you currently studying?

93%93% 94%
80% |
60%
40%
20%
' 2% 2% 1% 5% 5% 5%
0%
Yes, full time Yes, part time Mo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2955 responses, 630 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2232 responses, 1353 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any
government benefits

58% 59%

60% 56%

50% —

40% —
29% 29% 30%

30% —

20% —

10% —

0% — ,

Carer payment Carer allowance

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review

Appendix C.4.3 - Rights and advocacy

| am able to identify the needs of my family member with
disability and my family and know how to access available
services and supports to meet those needs

48%

50% 45%46%

409 38%38%38%

30%
20% - 15% 16%17%

10%

0% -

Yes

| have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3125 responses, 460 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2368 responses, 1217 missing at 1st review

I am able to advocate (stand up) for my family member: | am
able to speak up if we have issues or problems with
accessing supports

73% 73% 72%
60%
40% —|
21%20% 20%
20% —
l| " | 7% 7% 8%
0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3122 responses, 463 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2365 responses, 1220 missing at 1st review

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
80% ?4%75%?3%
60% —
40%
22%

0% 20%2 2 169,

0% -

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.4 - Families feel supported

I have friends and family that | see as often as I like

57% 55o, 559

oL
50% a3y, 5% 45%
40% |
30% -
20% -
10% -

0% — 1 ]
Yes No

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review

| have people who | can ask to support my family member
with disability as often as | need

71% 71% 71%

60% —

40%
29% 29% 29%

20%

0% - -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review

I have as much contact with other families of people with
disability as | would like

69%
. 60%
60% 52%
48%
40%
A40% —
3%
20% —
0% - 1 ]
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

| have people who | can ask for practical help as often as |

need
63% 63% 64%
60% —|
A40% — 37% 37% 36%
20%
0% - -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review

| have people who | can ask for emotional support as often

as | need

0% - a9% 1% 51% 51% 490 49%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% - : :

Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.5 - Access to services

| feel that the services my family member with disability and
my family use listen to me

68% /1%
62% =
60%
40% -~
25%23% 229
20% —
o 13% % 70,
0% - -
Yes Mot very much Mot at all

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3003 responses, 582 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2270 responses, 1315 missing at 1st review

I work in partnership with professionals and service
providers to meet the needs of my family member with

disability

80%

80% p— 74%
67% —
60% —
40%
20% - D%15917% 43y,
5% 9%
0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal

difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

82 responses, 4 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

82 responses, 4 missing at 1st review

The services my family member with disability and my family

receive help us to plan for the future

80% 76% 78%
59%
60%
1%
40% |
24% 239,
20%
0% - 1 ]
Yes No

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

82 responses, 4 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

82 responses, 4 missing at 1st review

| feel in control in selecting services and supports that
meet the needs of my family member with disability and my

family
1% 40%42% 42%42%

40% | — ] 22

30%

20% 17%17% 13%
10% —

0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3047 responses, 538 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2307 responses, 1278 missing at 1st review

The services my family member with disability and my
family receive meet our needs

82%
80% 73% 709
60% —|
0,
40% 279, 30%
20% | 18%
0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3147 responses, 438 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2385 responses, 1200 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.6 - Families help their young person become independent

I know what my family can do to enable my family member | enable/support my family member with disability to make
with disability to become as independent as possible more decisions in his/her life
41%41% 3% 44%42{'42" gov |  57%39%30%
40% [ 50%
30% 40% 31%30% 299,
20% 14% 15%14% ;g?
10% ’ 11%11%11%
10% —
0% - - 0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review
3112 responses, 473 missing at baseline/ 2nd review 3110 responses, 475 missing at baseline/ 2nd review
2358 responses, 1227 missing at 1st review 2359 responses, 1226 missing at 1st review

| enable/support my family member with disability to interact
and develop strong relationships with non-family members

45% 45% 47%
o,
40% 35%35% 330,
30% —
20% 20% 199,
20% —
10%
0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3100 responses, 485 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2350 responses, 1235 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of

their family

I recognise the strengths and abilities of my family member

|1 can see how my family member is progressing

92%91% %
88% "~ .
™ 80% - [SX76%
80% —
60%
60%
o,
40% — 40%
21%
20% 9% 8% 20% — 16% - oo
O 7% O 260 1% o 3%
0% - - 0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review 86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review 86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

Appendix C.4.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

In general, my health is | feel that having a family member with a disability has

made it more difficult for me to meet the everyday costs of

living
=R =R
. R 95
228 88
o~ 2]
3001"1) . o~ 300‘,’0 -
Sxs <3 IS
20% | -y ﬁﬂ‘_ 20% *ﬁé ‘_Es—
(=]

10%- H&HS 10% £
oo
Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor Strongly Agree Neutral Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review
3118 responses, 467 missing at baseline/ 2nd review 86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2362 responses, 1223 missing at 1st review 86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

Thinking about what happened last year and what | expect for the future, | feel

=
3
40% S
2 3 8
R
30% — =
0 n g
o < - - -
= 2
0% 35 O 58 R
a0 ) )
Delighted Pleased Mostly satisfied Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible Don't know
dissatisfied

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.4.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

| feel that my family member gets the support he/she needs

=
50% 3 §
=
w
40% “
30% | f
(2]
=
20% | =
55
10% —|
0% -
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

86 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

Family who provide informal care to my family member with
disability are able to work as much as they want

56% 55% 55%

50% —| 44% 45% 45%

40%

30% —|

20% —|

10%

0% - - '
Yes Mo, they would like to
work more

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

3053 responses, 532 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

2317 responses, 1268 missing at 1st review

| feel that the services and supports have helped me to
better care for my family member with disability

F
~
2
g
50% =
a
40% =
1) =
30% - 4
= =
20% - § i in ) T2
10% — £5 s
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

84 responses, 2 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

84 responses, 2 missing at 1st review

The barriers to working more are (choose one or more)

S & n
100% o @ o
80% -
60% =288
40% | §§§ & ¢ o 288
20% — - ==

Situation of Availability of  Available jobs Other
family member jobs do not have
with disability sufficient
flexibility (e.g. of
hours)

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

1371 responses, 2214 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1015 responses, 2570 missing at 1st review
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Appendix C.5 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 and over - Longitudinal
indicators from baseline to third review - C3 cohort - aggregate

Appendix C.5.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

e =
5883
80% —|
60%
40% —
20% § § £ §
0% - S — —— e [— 1] — B
Mother Father Grandmaother Grandfather Sister Brother Spouse/partner

I Baseline [ 1streview [ 2nd review [KRNN] 3rd review

768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review

Are you currently working in a paid job?

55%
53% — 52% 52%

50% 48% ‘Eﬁﬁ% 48%
40%

30% |

20%

10% —

0% - T T
Yes MNo
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review

ASX] 3rd review

768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review

What are the typical hours per week worked (range)?

60%
40%
20% -
0% -
0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more
butlessthan lessthan15 lessthan 30 hours
& hours hours hours
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

319 responses, 614 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
243 responses, 690 missing at 1st review
184 responses, 749 missing at 2nd review

Is it permanent or casual?

80% 76% 77% 74% 77%
60% —
40% —
24% 23% 26% 239,
20% |
0% - T
Permanent Casual
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review

ASX] 3rd review

320 responses, 613 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
244 responses, 689 missing at 1st review
184 responses, 749 missing at 2nd review

Are you currently studying?

SR s
a8
80% |
60% —|
40%
20% ﬁ ?E ﬁ ?E ﬁ § § ﬁ
Yes, full time Yes, part time Mo
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

698 responses, 235 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
527 responses, 406 missing at 1st review
382 responses, 551 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any
government benefits

62% 63%
60% 56% ]
40% |
’ 31% 299, 30% 299%
20%
0%

T
Carer allowance

[ st review [ 2nd review

Carer payment

I Baseline
ASX] 3rd review

768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review

Appendix C.5.3 - Rights and advocacy

| am able to identify the needs of my family member with
disability and my family and know how to access available
services and supports to meet those needs

£5s8
n [T
50% —
40%
30%
20% —
10%
0% -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review

ASX] 3rd review

749 responses, 184 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
567 responses, 366 missing at 1st review
409 responses, 524 missing at 2nd review

I am able to advocate (stand up) for my family member: | am
able to speak up if we have issues or problems with
accessing supports

232
80% R~ NP
60% -
40% -

18%

16%
20%
19%

]
=]
=S

|

6%

6%

6%

7%

0% -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review

ASX] 3rd review

749 responses, 184 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
567 responses, 366 missing at 1st review
409 responses, 524 missing at 2nd review

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member
with disability

80%
74%
86%
85%

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review

ASX] 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
66 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
66 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.4 - Families feel supported

I have friends and family that | see as often as I like | have people who | can ask for practical help as often as |
need
53% 52%, 60% 60%
51% 51% 58%
50% a7, 4% 49% a8% —I— 60% 55% ™
50% 45%
40% 42% — 40% 40%
40% —|
30% —
30%
20% 20% |
10% 10%
0% - . - 0% - -
Yes No Yes No
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review ASX] 3rd review
768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review 768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review 584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review 421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review
| have people who | can ask to support my family member | have people who | can ask for emotional support as often
with disability as often as | need as I need
69% 68% 59%
65% 66% 60% 58% 577 cou,
60% 1 52% 8%
0 oy |
50% 42% 419 45%
35% 40% —|
40% 34%
20% 20% —
10%
0% - - 0% - .
Yes No Yes No
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review ASX] 3rd review
768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review 768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review 584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review 421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review

I have as much contact with other families of people with
disability as | would like

61% 61% 62%
600;1’ - Pr— p— 53%
42%
39% 39%
40% — 38%
20% |
0% .
Yes MNo
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
66 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
66 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.5 - Access to services

| feel that the services my family member with disability and
my family use listen to me

71%
72%
72%

64%

Yes Mot very much Mot at all
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

707 responses, 226 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
536 responses, 397 missing at 1st review
386 responses, 547 missing at 2nd review

I work in partnership with professionals and service
providers to meet the needs of my family member with
disability

82%
86%
86%

68%

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

65 responses, 1 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
65 responses, 1 missing at 1st review
65 responses, 1 missing at 2nd review

The services my family member with disability and my family

receive help us to plan for the future

72%
66
60% | 58% 58%
42% 42%
40% | 34%
28%
20% |
0% - .
Yes MNo
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

65 responses, 1 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
65 responses, 1 missing at 1st review
65 responses, 1 missing at 2nd review

| feel in control in selecting services and supports that
meet the needs of my family member with disability and my

family
228
=223 Bé 282
<+ T =9
40%
30%
20% —
10% —
0% -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

716 responses, 217 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
541 responses, 392 missing at 1st review
393 responses, 540 missing at 2nd review

The services my family member with disability and my
family receive meet our needs

82%

329 35% 36%

Yes MNo

I Baseline
ASX] 3rd review

768 responses, 165 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
584 responses, 349 missing at 1st review
421 responses, 512 missing at 2nd review

[ st review [ 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.6 - Families help their young

I know what my family can do to enable my family member
with disability to become as independent as possible

46%
47%
47%

=
<

41%
41%
40%
40%

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

665 responses, 131 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
517 responses, 279 missing at 1st review
379 responses, 417 missing at 2nd review

| enable/support my family member with disability to interact
and develop strong relationships with non-family members

49%

50%
52%

50%

34%
30%
33%

33%

17%

16%

18%
17%

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

660 responses, 136 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
512 responses, 284 missing at 1st review
376 responses, 420 missing at 2nd review

person become independent

| enable/support my family member with disability to make
more decisions in his/her life

64%
65%
66%

62%

60%

40% —|

28%
26%
25%
28%
10%
10%

20%

8%
9%

Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

661 responses, 135 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
514 responses, 282 missing at 1st review
375 responses, 421 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of
their family

I recognise the strengths and abilities of my family member |1 can see how my family member is progressing

sfzg
100% 91% 35% 9194 52% go% | ~mEBRR
o,
80% 60%
60% —|
40% —|
40% ’ Ss=2s5
©F ON
20% 18% 20% T - = = §
b 9% 5o, 9% ~ & ﬁ
0%
Yes | have some difficulty Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review ASX] 3rd review

44 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
44 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
44 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

44 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
44 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
44 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

Appendix C.5.8 - Families have succession plans

Have you made plans for when you are no longer able to
care for your family member with disability?

7
| 68%

8%
5%
20%
15%
21%
27%
28%
32%
— T
V /] 53%

60% —

40% —|

20% —

Yes | have begun MNo

I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

75 responses, 62 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
44 responses, 93 missing at 1st review
25 responses, 112 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.5.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

In general, my health is

Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

741 responses, 192 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
563 responses, 370 missing at 1st review
404 responses, 529 missing at 2nd review

| feel that having a family member with a disability has
made it more difficult for me to meet the everyday costs of
living

26%

Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
66 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
66 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

Thinking about what happened last year and what | expect for the future, | feel

50%

40% —|
30% —
20%

10%

0% -

Delighted

Pleased Mostly satisfied Mixed

£ . g B8
BEie mE[N
—B]
Mostly Unhappy Terrible Don't know
dissatisfied

I Baseline [ 1streview [ 2nd review [KRNN] 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
66 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

| feel that my family member gets the support he/she needs

b
&
60%
N g
EE\
=
40% 2 g,
3 i
= s
= - = e =
200{; °-:r 2 °-;r'- ;E;E‘Q;E
o — 3252 - -_——
25 g 2 _—— -
T ™~ )
N

Strongly  Agree Neufral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

44 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
44 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
44 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

| feel that the services and supports have helped me to
better care for my family member with disability

=
ﬁaeg =
50% — i 3
40% —| o <
0 = 8 £
0 e § R
20%| A3 SN A s
10% - opl |8 e85
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

66 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
66 responses, 0 missing at 1st review
66 responses, 0 missing at 2nd review

68



Appendix C.5.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

Family who provide informal care to my family member with

disability are able to work as much as they want

60% 55% 55% 38% 5404
45% 45% 439, 46%
40% —
20%
0% —
Yes Mo, they would like to
work more

I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

713 responses, 220 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
540 responses, 393 missing at 1st review
387 responses, 546 missing at 2nd review

The barriers to working more are (choose one or more)

80% -
40%
0%
Situation of Availability of  Available jobs Other
family member jobs do not have
with disability sufficient
flexibility (e.g. of
hours)
I Baseline [T 1streview [ 2nd review
ASX] 3rd review

290 responses, 643 missing at baseline/ 3rd review
211 responses, 722 missing at 1st review
159 responses, 774 missing at 2nd review
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Appendix C.6 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Change in
longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review - C1 cohort - by

participant characteristics

Appendix C.6.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 10090 | 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 | 1%

Father - [Jj 1188
Other - | 312

Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557
1810 21 - [ 4024
22 or above - [Jjj 1509

Gender

Female - [JIl 3464

Male - [ 6543

Disability Type

Autism - [ 4251
Cerebral Palsy - ] 518
Down Syndrome - [] 492
Hearing Impairment - ]| 256
Intellectual Disability - [N 3650
Other - | 186
Other Neurological - | 282

Psychosocial disability - | 137
Spinal Cord Injury / _

Other Physical 1185

Visual Impairment - | 123

Level of function
High - [l 1604
Medium - [ 5241
Low - [ 3245

1%

[ 2%

| 1%
| 0%
| 1%
| 1%
| 1%
0 4%
| 1%
12%
3%

-1% |

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

70

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a
permanent position

| 1%

| 1%
| 1%
0 4%

| 1%
1%
| 0%

| 1%
| 1%

| 1%
3%
| 1%
| 0%
| 1%
| 0%
12%
-2% 1
-4% [1
| 0%

| 0%
1%
1%

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

| 1%

| 2%
| 1%
2% |

[ 2%
1%
| 0%

| 1%
I 2%

1 1%
1 1%
12%
3%
1 1%
0 5%
12%
| 0%
| 0%
1 1%

[ 2%
I 2%
1%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

0%

0% |
0% |
2% |

0% |
0% |
-1% |

0% |
-1% |

| 0%

| 1%

| 0%
-2% 1

| 0%
-3% 01
-1% |

| 0%

| 0%

| 0%

1% |
0% |
0% |



Appendix C.6.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or of those in a paid of those in a paid % of families or
carers who areina job, % who are job, % who work 15 carers who are
paid job employed in a hours or more per  currently studying

permanent position week

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - || 544 3% | 1% I 2% | 0%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 | 1% | 1% | 1% | 0%
CALD Status
CALD - || 649 -1% | -2% | | 1% -1% |
Non-CALD - [ 2080 | 1% | 1% | 1% 0% |
State/ Territory
NSW - Il 2671 12% 11% 11% -1% 1
VIC - [ 3123 11% 11% 02% -1% 1
QLD - 1 2413 | 0% 11% 2% | 0%
WA - H 862 12% 11% 11% 11%
SA- B 727 11% 11% 12% 11%
TAS - 1137 02% -2% 1 | 0% 11%
ACT- 161 O 1% 0 5% | 0% -4% 0
NT - 195 O 5% 0 4% 1 0% 0 4%
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 6688 | 1% | 1% [ 2% 1% |
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) I 1017 I 1% | 0% | 0% | 0%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) B3 | 2% | 1% 3% | 0%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000 ~ Il 476 -1% | | 1% | 1% | 1%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) I 802 I 2% I 1% I 1% | 0%

Remote/Very Remaote - I 132 |] 4% I 2% [l 5% I 2%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 9035 | 1% | 1% 2% 0% |
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 2% | 1% | 1% -2% |
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 12% | 1% | 1% 0% |
State - [N 6724 | 1% | 1% 2% 0% |
Commonwealth - | 191 | 0% | 1% -2% | -1% |
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Appendix C.6.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 3869
Plan Managed - [ 3461

Self Managed Fully - [l 1335
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 1525

$15-30,000 - [ 2505
$30-50,000 - [ 2159
Over $50,000 - [ 3901

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - || 667

Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 8102

Capacity Building 75-95% - || 784
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662
20 - 40% - Il 1975

40 - 60% - Il 2488
60 - 80% - [ 2332

80% and over - [l 1633

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

1 2%
11%
11%
| 0%

11%
0 2%
11%
11%

| 1%
| 1%
| 1%
12%

11%
1 1%
11%
1 1%
12%

Appendix C.6.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

overal - [ 10090 | 0%

72

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a
permanent position

11%
0 2%
| 0%
11%

1 2%
| 0%
| 0%
1 2%

| 1%
| 1%
| 0%
| 1%

11%
1 1%
11%
12%
1 1%

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

3%

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

1 2%
0 2%
11%
11%

1 2%
11%
1 2%
1 2%

| 1%
1 2%
| 0%
12%

11%
12%
| 0%
12%
12%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

0% |
0% |
1% |
0% |

0% |
1% |
1% |
0% |

0% |
0% |
0% |
2% |

0% |
-1% |
0% |
-1% |
0% |



Appendix C.6.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 | 0% 3%
Father - [} 1188 | 1% | 1%
Other - 312 | 0% 3%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557 | 0% [ 2%
181021 - 4024 | 0% 0l 3%
22 or above - [Jj] 1509 | 1% 0 4%
Gender
Female - [l 3464 | 0% I 2%
Male - [ 6543 | 0% 0l 3%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 4251 | 0% 12%
Cerebral Palsy - | 518 | 0% 12%
Down Syndrome - [] 492 | 0% 0 6%
Hearing Impairment - || 256 | 0% -4% 11
Intellectual Disability - [N 3650 11% 3%
Other- | 186 -2% | 0 6%
Other Neurological - | 282 -2% 1 12%
Psychosocial disability - | 137 12% 12%
Spinal Cord Injury / _ K K
Other Physical 1195 3% n 2% I
Visual Impairment - | 123 | 0% -2% 1
Level of function
High - [l 1604 | 1% | 0%
Medium - [ 5241 | 0% 0l 3%
Low - [ 3245 | 0% 3%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - || 544 | 1% I 2%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 | 0% 0l 3%
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Appendix C.6.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

CALD Status
CALD -] 649 | 1% | 1%
Non-CALD - [ 2080 | 0% 0l 3%
State/ Territory
NSW - Il 2671 1 0% 11%
VIC - I 3123 1 0% 0 3%
QLD - [ 2413 | 0% 0 4%
WA - | 862 1 0% 12%
SA- 0727 1 0% 12%
TAS - 1137 12% 0 3%
ACT -1 61 0 4% 12%
NT - 195 -2% 1 -1% 1
Remoteness
Major Cities - [N 6688 0% | [ 2%
Regional (population _ _
greater than 50000) I 1017 1% I I]‘?'%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) I 973 1% I I 2%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 476 0% | Il 3%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) I 802 0% | I] 3%

Remote/Very Remote - I 132 -1% I I 1%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 2035 | 0% 3%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 | 1% | 1%
Scheme Entry Type

New - [l 3175 | 1% [ 2%
State - [N 6724 | 0% 0l 3%
Commonwealth -] 191 | 0% [ 2%

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 3869 | 1% 3%
Plan Managed - [ 3461 | 0% 2%
Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 -1% | | 0%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 | 1% 3%
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Appendix C.6.2 - Government benefits

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 1525
$15-30,000 - [ 2505
$30-50,000 - [ 2159
Over $50,000 - [ 3901

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 667
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 8102
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 784
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662
20 - 40% - Il 1975
40 - 60% - [l 2488
60 - 80% - M 2332
80% and over - [l 1633

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

| 1%
| 0%
| 0%
| 0%

| 0%

| 0%

| 1%
1% |

-1% |
| 0%
| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overall - [l 10090

Relationship to participant
Mother - [N 8267
Father - [} 1188
Other - | 312

% of families or
carers who are able
to identify the needs
of their family and
family member with
disability and know
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

-1%

1% |
3%
7% 0

75

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

2% |
0 3%
0 3%
0 4%

| 1%

0 3%

I 2%
1% |

| 0%
1 1%
03%
03%
0 4%

% of families or
carers who are able
to advocate (stand
up) for their family
member with
disability

-1%

1% |
-3% 1
-3% ||



Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Age Group

17 or less - [ 4557
1810 21 - [ 4024
22 or above - [Jjj 1509

Gender
Female - [l 3464

Male - [ 6543

Disability Type

Autism - [N 4251
il 518
il 492
I 256
I 3650
| 186
I 282
] 137
] 195
]123

Cerebral Palsy =
Down Syndrome =
Hearing Impairment =
Intellectual Disability =
Other -

Other Neurological =

Psychosocial disability =

Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical

Visual Impairment -

Level of function
High - [l 1604
Medium - [ 5241
Low - [ 3245

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 544
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892

CALD Status
CALD - || 649

Non-CALD - [ 2080

% of families or
carers who are able
to identify the needs
of their family and
family member with
disability and know
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

1% |
1% |
-3% ||

-2% |
-1% |

| 0%
-2% 1
-2% 1

| 1%
-2% 1
-1% |

| 0%
-6% 0
-1% |
-3% 1

-2% |
1% |
0% |

-2% |
-1% |

-2% |
-1% |

76

% of families or
carers who are able
to advocate (stand
up) for their family
member with
disability

1% |
1% |
2% |

-1% |
-1% |

-1% |
-3% 1
-2% |

| 1%
-1% |
-1% |
-1% |
-5% 0

12%
-2% 1

1% |
1% |
0% |

-2% |
-1% |

-3% ]
-1% |



Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

State/ Territory
NSW - [l 2671 | 0% -1% 1
VIC - [ 3123 -4% 1 -3%1
QLD - [ 2413 12% 11%
WA - B 862 | 0% 11%
SA- B727 -3% 1 10%
TAS- 1137 03% -2% 1
ACT- 161 12% | 0%
NT- 195 -12% 0 -9% 0O
Remoteness
wajor Cities - [N 6688 -1% | 1% |
Regional (population _ R -
greater than 50000) l 1017 2% I 1% I
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 973 0% | 1% I
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 476 0% | -3% “
Regional (population _
less than 5000) l 802 2% I -3% ﬂ

Remote/Very Remote - I 132 -5% [l -3% |]

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 2035 -1% | -1% |
Benefit from EI - ] 1018 | 1% | 1%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 | 1% 0% |
State - [N 6724 -2% | -1% |
Commonwealth - | 191 | 0% -1% |
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 3869 2% 2%
Plan Managed - [ 3461 -2% | -1% |
Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 | 2% | 0%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 | 0% | 1%
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Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 1525 -1% | -1% |
$15-30,000 - [ 2505 -1% | -1% |
$30-50,000 - [ 2159 -2% | -2% |
Over $50,000 - [ 3901 -1% | 0% |

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - | 667 | 0% 0% |
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 8102 -1% | -1% |
Capacity Building 75-95% - || 784 -5% 1 -4% 1
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526 | 1% -1% |

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 1662 -4% 01 -2% 1
20 - 40% - [l 1975 -1% | -1% |
40 - 60% - [l 2488 0% | -1% |
60 - 80% - [ 2332 -1% | 0% |
80% and over - [l 1633 0% | 0% |

Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

Overall

overal - [ 264 [] 4%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 228 0 7%
Father- [ 28 -25% []
Other- | low count
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Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Age Group
17 or less - [ 113
1810 21 - [ 99
22 or above - [l 51

Gender

Female - [ 91

Male - [N 163

Disability Type

Autism - - 105
Intellectual disability & _ -
Down Syndrome 106
Other - .41

Level of function
High - [l 47
Medium - [N 136
Low - [ 69

State/ Territory
NSW - Il 59
VIC - Il 73
QLD - [ 66
SA - [l 50
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - | low count

Remoteness

Major Cities -- 161

Regional (population _. 32
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _. 27
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population
less than 5000) & - 44
Remote/Very Remote

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

0l 5%
1% |
0 8%

-3% ]
[ 6%

| 4%

4%

|:|1?%

[ 19%
2% |
| 1%

| 0%

[ 14%
-2% 1

| 0%

| 2%
[]13%
[ 7%

| 0%
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Appendix C.6.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 214

Benefit from EI - [JJJ] 48

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 93
State - [N 151

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 117
Plan Managed - [l 59
Self Managed Fully - [l 21
Self Managed Partly - [l 60

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 48
$15-30,000 - [ 72
$30-50,000 - [ 54
Over $50,000 - [N 90

Plan utilisation
below 20% — N 59
20-40% - W 43
40 - 60% - [l 68
60 - 80% - [N 59
80% and over - [l 35

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

3%

[ 10%

[ 2%
0 3%

05%
7% [
-14% [
0 15%

1 17%
3%
2% |

0 6%

[ 14%

| 0%

0 4%

| 0%
-3% 1
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Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have carers who have carers who have
friends they can see people they can ask people they can ask people they can talk
as often as they'd for practical help as to support their to for emotional
like often as they need  family member with support as often as

disability as often as they need
needed

Overall

overal - [ 10090 | 1% | 1% 0% 3%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 | 1% | 1% 0% | 3%
Father - [Jj 1188 | 0% | 0% -1% | I 2%
Other - | 312 | 0% | 0% -2% | 0 4%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557 | 1% | 1% | 1% 3%
1810 21 - [ 4024 | 1% | 1% -1% | I2%
22 or above - [Jjj 1509 | 1% -1% | | 0% I 2%
Gender
Female - [l 3464 | 1% | 1% | 0% I 2%
Male - [ 6543 | 1% | 0% | 0% 0l 3%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 4251 | 0% | 0% | 0% 0 3%
Cerebral Palsy - | 518 1 1% 1% 1 1% 0 3%
Down Syndrome - [] 492 03% 0 3% 1 1% 0 5%
Hearing Impairment - | 256 11% 0 3% 12% 0 4%
Intellectual Disability - [l 3650 11% | 0% 1 0% 12%
Other - | 186 0 4% 0 3% 0 5% 0 4%
Other Meurological - || 282 12% 11% 11% 12%
Psychosocial disability - | 137 0 4% | 0% 1 1% 12%
Spinal Cord Injury / _ N .
Other Physical | 195 11% 1% | 1 2% 1% |
Visual Impairment - | 123 O 8% 12% | 0% 0 5%
Level of function
High - [l 1604 | 0% | 0% | 0% [ 2%
Medium - [ 5241 | 0% | 0% -1% | I2%
Low - [ 3245 3% I 2% 1 2% [ 4%
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Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

% of families or % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have carers who have carers who have
friends they can see people they can ask people they can ask people they can talk
as often as they'd for practical help as to support their to for emotional

Total respondents

like often as they need  family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need
needed
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 544 | 0% -2% | | 1% 0 3%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 | 1% | 1% | 0% 0 3%
CALD Status
CALD -] 649 3% | 0% | 0% 0 5%
Non-CALD - [ 2080 | 1% | 1% | 0% 0l 3%
State/ Territory
NSW - Il 2671 11% 11% 1 1% 03%
VIC - I 3123 1 1% 1 0% | 0% 12%
QLD - m 2413 12% 12% 1 1% 0 4%
WA - B 862 1 0% -3% 1 -3% 1 -1% 1
SA- B727 11% 1 0% 1 0% 12%
TAS- 1137 0 4% 0 4% 12% 1 0%
ACT- 161 -2% 1 -5% 0 -7% 0 |1 0%
NT- 195 -1% 1 2% 1 2% 1 0 4%
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 6688 | 1% | 1% | 0% [ 3%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) I 1017 1% I | 0% -1% I I 1%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and s0000) - B 973 | 1% | 0% | 1% 3%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) = I 476 5% | 2% [ 3% [ 4%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) I 802 I 2% I 1% | 0% I] 3%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 132 -4% |] -8% |] -4% |] | 0%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 2035 | 1% | 0% | 0% 3%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 I 2% I 2% | 1% 0 4%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 | 1% | 1% | 1% [ 3%
State - [N 6724 | 1% | 1% | 0% 3%
Commonwealth - | 191 -2% | 7% ] -9% [ -5% []
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Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 3869
Plan Managed - [l 3461
Self Managed Fully - [l 1335
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 1525
$15-30,000 - [ 2505
$30-50,000 - [ 2159
Over $50,000 - [ 3901

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - || 667

Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 8102

Capacity Building 75-95% - || 784
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662
20 - 40% - Il 1975
40 - 60% - [l 2488
60 - 80% - N 2332
80% and over -l 1633

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd
like

| 1%
| 1%
| 1%
0 2%

| 0%
| 1%
| 0%
12%

| 0%
| 1%
| 0%
| 0%

| 1%
I 2%
1%
| 0%
I 2%

Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

% who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

overal - [N 264 -2% |

83

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

| 0%
| 1%
| 1%
I 1%

1% |

| 0%
1% |

1 2%

1% |

| 1%
2% |

I 2%

| 0%
| 1%
1%
| 1%
| 0%

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
to support their
family member with
disability as often as
needed

| 0%
| 1%
| 0%
| 0%

2% |
| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

| 1%

| 0%

| 0%
2% |

| 0%
| 1%
| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

% of families or
carers who have
people they can talk
to for emotional
support as often as
they need

| 1%
0 3%
0 4%
0 3%

1 2%
1 2%
1 2%
0 4%

1 2%
0 3%
| 0%
12%

3%
3%
3%
| 1%
3%



Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 228
Father - [Jj 28

Other - | low count

Age Group
17 orless - [ 113
181021 - [ 99
22 or above - [l 51

Gender

Female - [ o1

Male - [N 163

Disability Type

Autism -

B o5
B 106

Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome

Other - . a1
Level of function
High- [l 47
Medium - [ 136
Low- [ 69
State/ Territory
NSW - [l 59
vic- [l 73
QLD - [ 66
SA- [l 50

NT/TAS/ACT/WA - | low count

% who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

-2% |
7% 1
| 2%
4% ]
-8% ]
0% |
-4% [|
| 0%
| 5%

-20% |:|

1% [0
1% |
0 4%

-3% 1

0 8%
-6% 00
-4% [1
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Appendix C.6.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

Remoteness
Major Cities - - 161 I 1%
Regional (population _ _
greater than 50000) . 32 13% D
Regional (population _ K
between 15000 and 50000) l 27 2% D
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - . 44 [I 7%
Remote/Very Remote
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [N 214 -1% |
Benefit from EI - [ 48 -6% []
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 93 -4% []
State - [N 151 0% |
Commonwealth - | low count
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 117 | 0%
Plan Managed - [l 59 -7% [0
Self Managed Fully - [l 21 -10% 0
Self Managed Partly - [l 60 1 2%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 48 | 0%
$15-30,000- [ 72 | 1%
$30-50,000 - [ 54 -7% [0
Over $50,000 - [ 90 -3%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [ 59 12%
20-40%- (M 43 | 0%
40-60% - [ 68 -9% 0
60-80% - [ 59 13%
80% and over - [l 35 -9% 0O
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Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet
them disability their needs

Overall

overal - [ 10090 [] 4% 0% [ 7%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 [] 4% 0% | 0 7%
Father - [} 1188 0l 3% -1% | [ s%
Other - | 312 3% -3% [ | 1%
Age Group
17 orless - [ 4557 [] 5% | 1% 0O s%
1810 21 - [ 4024 1 4% | 0% [ s%
22 or above - [Jjj 1509 [ 2% -3% [ [ 6%
Gender
Female - [l 3464 0 5% | 0% 0 7%
Male - [ 6543 [] 4% | 0% 0 7%
Disability Type
Autism - [ 4251 O 5% | 1% O 7%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 518 2% -1% | 0 6%
Down Syndrome - [] 492 0 4% -1% | O 1%
Hearing Impairment - || 256 12% -1% | 0 5%
Intellectual Disability - [l 3650 0 4% -1% | O 7%
Other- | 186 0 6% I 3% 1 14%
Other Neurological - | 282 11% 12% O 8%
Psychosocial disability - | 137 2% -4% 1 0 5%
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Gther Physical ~ 1 198 11% 0 4% 03%
Visual Impairment - | 123 0 4% -4% 1 0 5%
Level of function
High - [l 1604 0 4% -2% | 0 s%
Medium - [ 5241 [] 4% -1% | 0 7%
Low - [ 3245 0 4% | 1% O 8%
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Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

% of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet

Total respondents

them disability their needs
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - || 544 0 4% | 0% 0 5%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 [] 4% | 0% 0 7%
CALD Status
CALD - || 649 I 2% -1% | 0 7%
Non-CALD - [ 2080 [] 4% 0% | 0 7%
State/ Territory
NSW - [l 2671 O 6% 11% O 8%
VIC- Il 3123 12% -2% 1 0 5%
QLD - [ 2413 o7% 03% 0 1%
WA - N 862 11% -3%1 1 0%
SA- B727 0 4% -2% 1 0 6%
TAS- 1137 0 5% 0 6% = 16%
ACT- 161 0O 8% 0 4% 0 5%
NT- 195 -2% 1 -12% 0 11%
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 6688 [] 4% | 0% 0 7%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) l 1017 I] 5% I 0% u 7%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) I 973 [I 7% I 0% [I 7%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 476 I 2% '1%| [I 7%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) l 802 I] 4% | 1% u 6%
Remote/Very Remote - I 132 I 1% -9% [I [l 6%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 9035 [] 4% | 0% 0 7%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 [0 6% I 2% O 9%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 0 7% | 1% O 8%
State - [N 6724 [] 3% -1% | 0 6%
Commonwealth - | 191 3% -4% [| 3%
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Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet
them disability their needs

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 3869 I 2% -3% [ 0 5%
Plan Managed - [l 3461 0 5% | 0% 0 7%

Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 0 7% 3% [ 12%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 0 4% 12% 0 7%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 1525 0 3% -2% | 0 5%
$15-30,000 - [ 2505 0 5% | 0% 0 6%
$30-50,000 - [ 2159 0 4% -1% | 0 7%
Over $50,000 - [ 3901 0 5% | 1% O 8%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - | 667 0 3% | 1% 0 6%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 8102 [] 4% | 0% O 8%
Capacity Building 75-95% - || 784 0 3% -2% | 0 4%
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 526 I 3% -2% | I 2%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662 | 0% -4% 01 1 2%
20 - 40% - [l 1975 0 4% -1% | O 7%
40 - 60% - [l 2488 0 5% | 0% 0 8%
60 - 80% - [ 2332 0 4% | 1% 9%
80% and over - [l 1633 O 6% I 3% O 8%

Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who work in % who say the
partnership with service their family
professionals and member with
services to meet the disability and their
needs of my family family receive help
member with them to plan for the
disability future

Overall

overal - [N 264 [] 6% ] 14%
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Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 228
Father - [J] 28

Other - | low count

Age Group
17 or less - [ 113
18 to 21 - [ 99
22 or above - [l 51

Gender

Female - [ 91

Male - [ 163

Disability Type

Autism -- 105
Intellectualdisabilit_\,r&_-
Down Syndrome 106

OTher-. 41

Level of function
High - [l 47
Medium - [ 136
Low - [ 69

State/ Territory
NSW - Il 59
VIC -l 73
QLD - 66
SA -l 50
NT/TAS/ACT/WA -| low count

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with
disability

0 4%
[J29%

[ 6%
0 4%
O 12%

0 5%

0 &%

| 3%

|:| 10%

[ 15%
05%
03%

| 0%
0 5%
3%
117%

89

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the
future

[ 13%
C132%

O 1%
O 9%
3%

]18%
] 12%

[]18%
[] 1%
|:| 12%

0 9%
O 10%

[ 28%

3%

1 14%
1 15%
27%



Appendix C.6.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities - - 161
| K3
Bz

44

Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population
less than 5000) & -
Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 214

Benefit from EI - [JJJ] 48

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 93
State - [N 151

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 117
Plan Managed - [l 59
Self Managed Fully - [l 21
Self Managed Partly - [l 60

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 48
$15-30,000 - [ 72
$30-50,000 - [N 54
Over $50,000 - N 90

Plan utilisation
below 20% — I 59
20 - 40% -l 43
40 - 60% - Il 68
60 - 80% - [ 59
80% and over -l 35

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with
disability

[] 9%
[] 16%
] 4%

7% ]

0 7%

0 4%

0 9%
05%

0 7%

I 2%
5%

O 14%

1 15%
0 6%
1 1%
| 0%

O 7%
I 2%
0 9%
0 5%
O 9%

90

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the
future

] 7%
[] 16%

[ 2%

[] 9%

C117%

| 0%

0Os%
O 15%

0 7%
C117%
C133%
1 19%

1 13%
1 1%
1 13%
1 19%

1 21%
| 0%
1 18%
[119%
O 9%



Appendix C.6.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong
independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members

Overall

overal - [ 10090 | 1% | 1% 0%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 | 1% | 1% | 1%
Father - [J] 1188 | 1% | 1% | 0%
Other - | 312 -3% [ -4% [| -2% |
Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557 | 2% | 2% | 1%
1810 21 - [ 4024 | 0% | 0% | 0%
22 or above - [Jjj 1509 -1% | -1% | -1% |
Gender
Female - [l 3464 | 0% I 2% | 1%
Male - [ 6543 | 1% | 0% | 0%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 4251 | 1% | 1% | 1%
Cerebral Palsy - [ 518 11% 11% -1% |
Down Syndrome - [] 492 12% | 0% 11%
Hearing Impairment - || 256 11% | 0% 11%
Intellectual Disability - [ 3650 -1% | | 0% | 0%
Other- | 186 06% 0 4% 12%
Other Neurological - [| 282 | 0% | 0% 12%
Psychosaocial disability - | 137 -2% 1 -2% 1 -3% 1
Spinal Cord Injury / _ . K
Other Physical ~ | 185 2% 1% | 3%
Visual Impairment - | 123 12% -1% | -1% |
Level of function
High - [l 1604 | 0% | 0% | 0%
Medium - [ 5241 | 0% | 0% | 0%
Low - [ 3245 [ 2% [ 2% | 1%
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Appendix C.6.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [] 544 -1% | | 0% | 0%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 | 1% | 1% | 1%
CALD Status
CALD -] 649 | 0% | 1% | 1%
Non-CALD - [ 2080 | 1% | 1% | 1%
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 2671 12% 11% 12%
VIC - Il 3123 -1% 1 -1% 1 -1% 1
QLD - m 2413 013% 12% 12%
WA - W 862 -3% 1 -1% 1 -3% 10
SA- B 727 10% 11% 1 0%
TAS- 1137 0 5% 0 4% 0 6%
ACT- 161 0 9% 0 6% 12%
NT- 195 -9% 0O -4% 1 -6% 0O
Remoteness
major Cities - [JINNN 6688 | 1% | 1% | 0%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) I 1017 | 0% I 1% | 0%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) I 973 I 1% I 1% I 2%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 476 | 0% I 1% I 2%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) l 802 | 0% | 0% | 0%
Remote/Very Remote - I 132 -7% |] -4% |] -6% [l
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 2035 | 0% | 1% | 0%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 0l 3% | 1% | 1%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 [ 3% | 1% | 1%
State - [N 6724 | 0% | 0% | 0%
Commonwealth - | 191 -1% | -1% | | 0%

% of families or
carers who know

% of families or
carers who enable
what their family can and support their
do to enable their
family member with disability to make
disability to be as
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more decisions in

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong



Appendix C.6.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 3869 1% | 1% | 1% |
Plan Managed - [ 3461 | 1% | 1% | 1%
Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 3% I 2% I 4%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 | 1% 12% | 1%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 1525 | 0% | 0% -1% |
$15-30,000 - [ 2505 | 0% | 0% | 1%
$30-50,000 - [l 2159 -1% | -1% | -1% |
Over $50,000 - [ 3901 2% 2% | 1%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 667 | 1% | 1% | 0%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 8102 | 1% | 1% | 1%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 784 -3% [ -1% | -2% |
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526 | 0% | 0% -1% |
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662 -1% | -1% | -1% |
20 - 40% - [l 1975 | 0% | 0% | 1%
40 - 60% - [l 2488 | 1% | 1% | 1%
60 - 80% - [ 2332 | 1% | 1% | 0%
80% and over - [l 1633 12% 12% 1 1%

Appendix C.6.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who have no % who have no
difficulties in difficulties in seeing
recognising the their family member
strength and progressing

abilities of their
family members

Overall

overal - [ 264 | 0% | 2%
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Appendix C.6.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have no % who have no
difficulties in difficulties in seeing
recognising the their family member
strength and progressing

abilities of their
family members

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 228 -1% | | 1%
Father - [l 28 O 11% O 1%

Other - | low count

Age Group
17 or less - [ 113 0% | 3%
181021 - I 99 1% | I 2%
22 or above - [l 51 0% | | 0%
Gender
Female - [ o1 -4% [| I 2%
Male - [ 163 | 2% 3%
Disability Type

autism - [ 105 | 1% ] 7%

Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 106 -1% I 2% I
omer - [ 41 | 0% [] 7%
Level of function
High- [l 47 0 4% [ 2%
Medium - [ 136 | 2% 1 3%
Low - [ 69 -7% ] 0 4%
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 59 0 8% 12%
VIC - Il 73 -4% 1 O 11%
QLD - [ 66 -5% 0 -5% 0
SA- [ 50 0 4% -2% |

NT/TAS/ACT/WA - | low count
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Appendix C.6.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have no % who have no
difficulties in difficulties in seeing
recognising the their family member
strength and progressing

abilities of their
family members

Remoteness
wajor cites - [ 161 | 0% [] 7%
Regional (population _ K
greater than 50000) . 32 I 3% 3% I]
Regional (population _ R 2
between 15000 and 50000) l 27 1% D 7% [l

Regional (population
less than 5000) & - . 44 I 2% -7% I]
Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 214 0% | I 3%
Benefit from EI - [JJ] 48 -4% [| -2% |
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 93 1% | 3% [
State - [ 151  -1%| 0 5%

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 117 2% | 0 4%
Plan Managed - [l 59 -2% | 3%

Self Managed Fully - [l 21 0 10% -10% 0
Self Managed Partly - [l 60 12% 3%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [ 48 0 6% 6% 1
$15-30,000- [ 72 I 3% 3%
$30-50,000- [N 54 I 2% 0 7%
Over $50,000 - [ 90 -8% 1 I 2%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [ 59 -2% 1 -5% 0
20-40% - M 43 -5% 0 O 7%
40-60% - [ 68 0 6% 0 12%
60 - 80% - [ 59 -8% 0 -8% 0
80% and over - [l 35 O 9% 0 6%
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Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overall - [l 10090

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267

Father - [J] 1188
Other - | 312

Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557
1810 21 - [ 4024
22 or above - [Jjj 1509
Gender
Female - [l 3464
Male - [ 6543
Disability Type
Autism - [ 4251

Cerebral Palsy - [] 518

Down Syndrome - ] 492

Hearing Impairment - | 256
Intellectual Disability - [IIM 3650

Other - | 186

Other Neurological - || 282

Psychosocial disability - | 137
Spinal Cord Injury / _

Other Physical 1185

Visual Impairment - | 123

Level of function
High - [l 1604
Medium - [ 5241
Low - [ 3245

% of families or % of families or
carers who rate their carers who provide
health as excellent, informal care to the
very good or good  family member with
disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

-3% | 1%
3% [ | 1%
-3% 1 1%
2% | 1 2%
3% [ | 1%
-3% 1 1%
-3% || | 0%
-3% ] | 1%
-2% | | 1%
2% | 1%
2% | 12%
5% 0 5%
-3% 1 0 4%
3% 1 | 0%
2% | 0 7%
-4% I 1%
5% 0 12%
2% | 0 3%
-3% 10 0 3%
3% [ | 1%
-3% 1 1%
2% | | 1%
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of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

| 1%

| 1%
1 2%
| 1%

| 1%
1%
1 2%

| 1%
| 1%

| 1%

| 1%

| 1%

| 1%

| 1%
-1% |
-1% |
-4% [1
-1% |

0 8%

[ 2%
1%
| 1%

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

[ 2%
1 2%
03%

[ 2%
1 2%
1 2%

I 2%
I 2%

12%
-1% |
12%
| 0%
3%
07%
| 0%
| 1%
| 1%
0 8%

| 1%
0 3%
1 2%



Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or of those unableto  of those unable to
carers who rate their carers who provide work as much as work as much as
health as excellent, informal care to the they want, % who they want, % who
very good or good  family member with say the situation of say availability of

disability and are their child/ family jobs is a barrier to
able to work as member with working more
much as they want  disability is a barrier

to working more

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - || 544 -4% [| -1% | | 1% [ 4%
Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 -3% || | 1% | 1% I 2%
CALD Status
CALD - || 649 -5% ] | 1% | 1% 2%
Non-CALD - [ 2080 -3% | | 1% | 1% 2%
State/ Territory
NSW - Il 2671 -3% 1 1 1% 11% 12%
VIC - Il 3123 -3% 10 | 0% 11% 12%
QLD - [ 2413 -1% | 0 3% 11% 0 3%
WA - H 862 -4% 0 -1% 1 11% 11%
SA- B727 -4% 0 1 0% 12% 11%
TAS - 1137 | 0% 0 5% 12% 12%
ACT- 161 O7% 0 9%
NT - 195 -7% 0 1 1% | 0% 0 3%
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 6688 -3% | | 1% | 1% [ 2%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1017 -2% I I 1% I 2% l]4%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) ~ B 973 -2% | | 1% [ 2% [ 2%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 13000~ | 476 -3% | 0% 3% [3%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) I 802 'Z%I |1% |1% I 2%

Remote/Very Remaote - I 132 -3% |] | 0% |] 3% |:| 8%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 9035 -3% | | 1% | 1% I 2%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 -2% | [l 4% | 0% 0l 3%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 -2% | | 2% | 1% [ 2%
State - [N 6724 -3% | | 0% 1 1% I 2%
Commonwealth - | 191 0% | -2% | | 0% [ 2%
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Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or of those unable to
carers who rate their carers who provide work as much as
health as excellent, informal care to the they want, % who
very good or good  family member with say the situation of

disability and are their child/ family

able to work as member with

much as they want  disability is a barrier
to working more

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 3869 -4% 1 | 0% 1 2%
Plan Managed - [ 3461 -2% | 2% | 1%

Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 -1% | 2% | 1%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 -2% | 2% | 0%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 1525 -3% [ 1 1% I2%
$15-30,000 - [ 2505 -2% | 1 1% I 2%
$30-50,000 - [ 2159 -4% 1 | 0% 1 1%
Over $50,000 - [N 3901 -2% | 1 2% | 1%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 667 -2% | I 2% -1% |
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 8102 -3% | | 1% | 1%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 784 -3% [ | 0% 3%
Capacity Building 95-100% - || 526 -2% | | 1% 1 4%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662 -2% 1 11% 11%
20 - 40% - [l 1975 -2% 1 1 1% 1 1%
40 - 60% - [l 2488 -2% | 11% 11%
60 - 80% - [ 2332 -3% 1 | 0% 1 1%
80% and over - [l 1633 -4% 1 12% 12%

Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

03%
1 2%
0 3%
11%

0 2%
03%
0 2%
1 2%

0 3%
0 2%
0 2%
1 1%

0 4%
1 2%
1 2%
03%
1 1%

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

Overall

overal - [ 10090 [] 3%
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Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 8267 [ 3%
Father - [l] 1188 12%
Other - | 312 -3% ||

Age Group
17 or less - [ 4557 [ 3%
18to 21 - I 4024 I 2%
22 or above - [Jj] 1509 3%
Gender
Female - [l 3464 0 4%
Male - [ 6543 | 2%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 4251 03%
Cerebral Palsy - | 518 12%
Down Syndrome - [] 492 12%
Hearing Impairment - | 256 0 3%
Intellectual Disability - [ 3650 3%
Other - | 186 0 5%
Other Meurological - || 282 11%
Psychosacial disability - | 137 -1% |
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical 1185 13%
Visual Impairment - | 123 00 8%
Level of function
High - [l 1604 [ 2%

Medium - [ 5241 [ 2%
Low - 3245 [ 4%

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - || 544 | 0%

Non-Indigenous - [ 7892 [] 3%
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Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

CALD Status
CALD -] 649 3%

Non-CALD - [ 2080 [] 3%

State/ Territory
NSW - Il 2671 03%
VIC - . 3123 03%
QLD - 2413 0 2%
WA -l 862 03%
SA-B 727 03%
TAS -1137 0 2%
ACT -| low count
NT -1 95 | 0%
Remoteness
major Cities - [ N 6688 [| 3%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1017 n 2%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) I 973 [I 3%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 476 [I 4%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) l 802 I 1%

Remote/Very Remate -I 132 | 0%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 2035 [] 3%
Benefit from EI - [] 1018 | 1%

Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 3175 3%

State - [N 6724 [] 3%
Commonwealth -] 191 [ 2%

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 3869 3%
Plan Managed - [l 3461 1 3%
Self Managed Fully - [l 1335 0 5%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1413 | 1%
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Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 1525
$15-30,000 - [ 2505
$30-50,000 - [ 2159
Over $50,000 - I 3901

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - | 667
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 8102
Capacity Building 75-95% -] 784
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 526

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1662
20 - 40% - Il 1975
40 - 60% - [l 2488
60 - 80% - N 2332
80% and over -l 1633

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

0 4%
0 2%
| 1%
0 3%

0 4%
0 3%
0 2%
I 1%

0 4%
3%
I 2%
3%
I 2%

Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overall - [N 264

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 228
Father - [ 28

Other - | low count

thinking about what
happened last year,
and what they

expect for the future, member with
% who felt delighted,

pleased or mostly
satisfied

[l 5%

0 4%
O 1%

101

% who disagree or % who strongly
strongly disagree agree or agree that
that having a family their family member
gets the support he/
disability has made she needs
it more difficult to

meet the everyday

cost of living

| 1% [ ]20%
1% | 1 22%
[ 14% O 1%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[ ]22%

[ 23%
118%



Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Age Group
17 orless - [ 113
181021 - [ 99
22 or above - [l 51

Gender

Female - [ 91

Male - [ 163

Disability Type

Autism - - 105
Intellectual disability & _ -
Down Syndrome 106
Other - . a1

Level of function

High- [l 47
Medium - [ 136
Low - [ 69
State/ Territory
NSW - [l 59
vic- [l 73
QLD - [ 66
SA- [l 50
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - | low count
Remoteness

B s
| kX
| kX
| 7

Major Cities =

Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population
less than 5000) & -
Remote/Very Remote

thinking about what % who disagree or

happened last year,
and what they

strongly disagree
that having a family

expect for the future, member with
% who felt delighted, disability has made

pleased or mostly
satisfied

1% |
O 10%
O 12%

0 4%

0 7%

[] 10%

[| 5%

7% ]

| 0%
O 1%
-4% 1

3%
0 5%
0 8%
0 6%

[ 12%
-9% ]
7% ]

2% |

102

it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost of living

[ 3%
2%
-6% ]

| 1%
| 1%

3% |

| 1%

|:|1o%

O 1%
1% |
-1% |

-5% 1
| 1%
0 9%
-6% 00

| 2%
[l 6%

-19% ]

| 2%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
their family member
gets the support he/

she needs

[ 26%
1 18%
1 14%

Cd23%
[119%

IR
[]16%
|:| 20%

[ 23%
1 18%
C25%

1 15%
[123%
[130%
1 16%

[]24%

[]28%
7% ]

[]18%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[ 25%
[ 19%
[ 24%

1 22%
[ 21%

[ J30%
[]14%
|:| 20%

[ 30%
C117%
[C]26%

1 14%
[ 30%
[ 23%
1 18%

[ ]25%
[ ]31%
[ 7%

[ 1%



Appendix C.6.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 214

Benefit from EI - [ 48

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 93
State - [ 151

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 117
Plan Managed - [l 59
Self Managed Fully - [l 21
Self Managed Partly - [l 60

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 48
$15-30,000 - [ 72
$30-50,000 - [ 54
Over $50,000 - [ 90

Plan utilisation
below 20% — N 59
20-40% - W 43
40 - 60% - [l 68
60 - 80% - [N 59
80% and over - [l 35

thinking about what % who disagree or

happened last year,

and what they
expect for the future, member with

% who felt delighted, disability has made
it more difficult to

pleased or mostly

satisfied

0 7%
-2% |

0Os%
0 4%

3%
| 0%
1 19%
1 20%

2% |
0 10%
0 7%
0 4%

-3% 1
0 5%
0 12%
0 5%
0 9%
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strongly disagree
that having a family

meet the everyday

cost of living

| 0%
2%

[ 2%
I 2%

2% |
0 3%
0 10%
| 0%

00 10%

| 0%
-6% [1

| 0%

12%

12%
-1% |
-2% |

0 6%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
their family member
gets the support he/
she needs

] 19%
Cd29%

[ 27%
1 17%

0 9%

1 19%
C—129%
[ 145%

1 21%
1 14%

1 26%
1 22%

[ 15%
[ 26%
[ 24%
1 15%
[ 26%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

1 16%
C %

[ 34%
[ 13%

O 12%
1 22%
C—129%
1 40%

1 29%
1 19%
1 24%
1 19%

1 14%
[C130%
C25%
1 22%
1 20%



Appendix C.7 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Change in
longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review - C2 cohort - by

participant characteristics

Appendix C.7.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [ 3585

Relationship to participant
Mother - [N 2906
Father - [J] 414
Other - | 121

Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189
1810 21 - [ 1165
22 or above - ] 231
Gender
Female - [l 1223
Male - [ 2331
Disability Type

Autism - [ 1523
Cerebral Palsy - [} 238
Down Syndrome - | 177
Hearing Impairment - | 71
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246
Other - | 65
Other Neurological - | 103

Psychosocial disability - | 42
Spinal Cord Injury / _

Other Physical 164

Visual Impairment - | 56

Level of function
High - [l 657
Medium - [ 1684
Low - [ 1244

% of families or
carers who are in a

paid job

| 2%

| 2%
12%
-1% |

[ 2%
3%
03%

| 1%
3%

| 1%

| 0%
-1% |

[ 18%

3%

12%
-1% |

| 0%

12%

12%

| 1%
12%
12%

104

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a
permanent position

3%

3%
05%

3%
3%
03%

3%
3%

3%

0 7%

12%
-3% 1

| 1%

0 5%

03%

0 7%
0 6%

0 4%
0 3%
12%

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

| 2%

[ 2%
0 4%

3%
1%
0 4%

I 2%
I 2%

12%
I 3%
| 0%
-3% 1
12%
0 5%
03%

0 4%
0 9%

12%
| 1%
0 4%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

-1%

1% |
1% |
-1% |

1% |
1% |
-1% |

-1% |
-1% |

-2% 1

| 1%
-1% |
-2% 1
-1% |
-2% |
-3% 1

3%

| 0%
-4% [1

-2% |
0% |
-1% |



Appendix C.7.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or of those in a paid of those in a paid % of families or
carers who areina job, % who are job, % who work 15 carers who are
paid job employed in a hours or more per  currently studying

permanent position week

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 212 | 1% 7% 1 | 0% -1% |
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 || 2% 0 4% I 2% -1% |
CALD Status
CALD - |] 231 [ 4% | 1% | 1% -1% |
Non-CALD - [ 3354 | 2% 3% I 2% -1% |
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1812 12% 0 3% 12% -1% 1
VIC - [ 852 0 3% 12% 12% -1% 1
QLD - W 406 | 0% 0 6% 0 6% -2% 1
WA-129 O 9% 1 0%
SA - W 357 0 3% 12% 0 3% 11%
TAS-199 11% 0 9% 0 3% -2% 1
ACT-125 0 5%
NT - | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 1888 [ 3% 3% [ 3% 1% |
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 407 I 1% [l 3% [l 4% 0% |
Regional (population _
betwean 15000 and 50000~ B 560 | 2% | 1% | 1% 1% |
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 2% I D 7% -2% I 2% |
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 433 I 2% I 1% I 1% -1% I

Remote/Very Remaote - I 33 [I 4% 0% |

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 3206 [ 3% I 3% I 3% -1% |
Benefit from EI - [] 362 | 0% -1% | -1% | -3% ]
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 3% | 1% | 1% 1% |
State - [N 2536 [ 2% 03% [ 2% -1% |
Commonwealth - | 45 0 5% [ 4% [ 10% 0% |

105



Appendix C.7.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or of those in a paid of those in a paid % of families or
carers who areina job, % who are job, % who work 15 carers who are
paid job employed in a hours or more per  currently studying

permanent position week

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 1190 0 4% | 1% I2% 0% |
Plan Managed - [l 1251 | 1% 0 3% I 2% -2% |

Self Managed Fully - [ 236 0 3% 0 5% 0 4% 0% |
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 | 1% 0 4% I2% -1% |

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 446 | 1% 0 7% 0 6% -1% |
$15-30,000 - [N 925 0 4% 2% 2% -1% |
$30-50,000 - [ 822 | 1% | 0% -1% | -1% |
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 I 2% 0 4% [ 3% -2% |

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 0 3% O 7% I2% -2% |
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 2772 [ 2% I 2% I 2% -1% |
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236 I 2% I 2% 1 1% -2% |
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 1 2% 0 7% 1 15% -4% [l

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 450 2% 0 5% 2% -1% |
20 - 40% - [ 573 | 1% 0 4% 0 5% -2% 1
40 - 60% - [l 935 0 3% 0 3% 1 1% -1% |
60 - 80% - [ 1051 I 2% | 1% I 2% -2% 1
80% and over - [l 576 12% 0O 5% 0 4% 0% |

Appendix C.7.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

Overall

overal - [ 3585 | 1% 3%
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Appendix C.7.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 | 0% [ 2%
Father - [J] 414 I 2% [ 5%
Other -] 121 [ 6% O 8%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 | 1% 3%
1810 21 - [ 1165 | 1% 2%
22 or above - ] 231 -1% | 3%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 | 1% I 2%
Male - [ 2331 | 1% 0l 3%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 1523 11% I3%
Cerebral Palsy - [ 238 | 0% 1 1%
Down Syndrome - | 177 -2% | -1% |
Hearing Impairment - | 71 -3% 11 -13% O
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246 12% 1 4%
Other- | 65 -5% 0 12%
Other Meurological - || 103 -1% | 12%
Psychosocial disability - | 42 0 6% | 0%
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Other Physical 164 07% 12%
Visual Impairment- | 56 12% -4% 11
Level of function
High - [l 657 -1% | -2% |
Medium - [ 1684 | 1% I 4%
Low - [ 1244 1 2% 0l 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 212 -1% | | 1%
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 | 1% I 2%
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Appendix C.7.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who are

receiving carer

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

payments allowance
CALD Status
CALD -] 231 3% 0 5%
Non-CALD - [ 3354 | 1% 0l 3%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1812 11% 03%
VIC - [l 852 11% 0 3%
QLD - 1 406 -4% 0 -1% |
WA- 129 1 0% O 14%
SA- W 357 0 5% 0 5%
TAS- 199 -5% 0 0 6%
ACT- 125 -5% 0 3 14%
NT - | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - [ 1888 | 2% [ 3%
Regional (population _ K
greater than 50000) . 407 2% I ﬂ 3%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560 I 2% | 0%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 | 0% [I 4%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . | 0% ﬂ 3%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 33 -4% [I -4% [I
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 3206 | 1% I 2%
Benefit from EI - [J] 362 I 2% 0 7%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 [ 2% 0 5%
State - [N 2536 | 0% | 2%
Commonwealth - | 45 3% -8% [
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 1190 | 1% 0 4%
Plan Managed - [l 1251 | 0% I 2%
Self Managed Fully - J| 236 -3% [ | 0%
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 12% 0 4%
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Appendix C.7.2 - Government benefits

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who are

receiving carer

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

payments allowance
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 446 | 0% 2%
$15-30,000 - [N 925 | 1% | 1%
$30-50,000 - [ 822 | 1% 0 5%
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 | 1% I 3%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 | 0% 12%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 2772 | 1% I3%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236 | 1% -1% |
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 -2% | -4% [l
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 3% 12%
20 - 40% - [l 573 | 1% -1% |
40 - 60% - [ 935 12% 0 5%
60 - 80% - [N 1051 -1% | 0 4%
80% and over - [l 576 | 1% 0 3%

Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or

carers who are able

carers who are able

to identify the needs to advocate (stand

of their family and
family member with
disability and know

up) for their family
member with
disability

how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

Overall

overal - [ 3585 -2% | 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 -2% | 0% |
Father - [ 414 -3% 1 -a% [l
Other - | 121 6% [] -13% [
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Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 -2% | -1% |
18t0 21 - [ 1165 -2% | -1% |
22 or above - ] 231 -3% [ -1% |
Gender
Female - [l 1223 -2% | 0% |
Male - [ 2331 -2% | -2% |
Disability Type
Autism - [ 1523 -1% | -1% |
Cerebral Palsy - [l 238 -1% | | 0%
Down Syndrome - [| 177 -3% 11 0 4%
Hearing Impairment - | 71 | 0% 12%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246 -2% | -3% 1
Other - | 65 | 0% | 0%
Other Neurological - || 103 -5% 0 -4% 1
Psychosocial disability - | 42 -6% 0O -6% 0
Spinal Cord Injury / _ K
Other Physical 164 3%1 12%
Visual Impairment - | 56 12% -6% 0
Level of function
High - [l 657 -2% | -4% []
Medium - [ 1684 -3% [ -2% |
Low - [ 1244 -1% | 1 2%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 212 -5% ] -3% ]
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 -1% | -1% |
CALD Status
CALD - || 231 0% | -3% ]
Non-CALD - [ 3354 -2% | -1% |
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Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who are able

% of families or
carers who are able

to identify the needs to advocate (stand

of their family and
family member with

up) for their family
member with

disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1812 -3%1 -2% 1
VIC - [l 852 -2% 1 -3% 1
QLD - m 406 0 5% 0 3%
WA - | low count
SA- B 357 -1% 1 0 3%
TAS-199 -1% 1 12%
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count
Remoteness
wajor Cities - [ 1888 -3% [| -3% |
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 407 I 1% I 2%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560 | 0% |] 3%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 2% I 5% [I
Regional (population _
less than 5000) l -1% I -1% I
Remote/Very Remaote - I 33 | 0% [I 8%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 3206 -2% | -1% |
Benefit from EI - [] 362 -3% ] -1% |
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 1% | 1% |
State - [ 2536 -2% | -1% |
Commonwealth - | 45 -24% ] -13% [
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 1190 -3% [ 2% |
Plan Managed - [l 1251 -3% || -2% |
Self Managed Fully - J| 236 | 1% 0% |
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 | 0% -1% |
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Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 446 -4% 11 -3% [
$15-30,000 - [ 925 -3% [ -3% [l
$30-50,000 - [ 822 0% | -1% |
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 -2% | | 1%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 -4% 1 | 1%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 2772 -1% | -2% |
Capacity Building 75-95% - ] 236 -7% 0 -2% |
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 0% | | 0%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 -6% 0 -7% 0
20-40% - M 573 -5% [ -3% 1
40 - 60% - [l 935 | 0% | 0%
60 - 80% - [ 1051 -2% 1 | 0%
80% and over - [l 576 12% 12%

Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

Overall
overa - I o | =+
Age Group
17 or less - [N 41 0 7%
18 to 21 - [ 35 | 0%

22 or above - | low count

112



Appendix C.7.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

Disability Type

Autism - - 33 -9% I]
Intellectual disability & _ - D
Down Syndrome 33 18%

Other - | low count

Level of function

High - | low count

Medium - [N 36 0%
Low - NN 36 0e%
State/ Territory
vic - I 23 0 4%
sA - I 29 | 0%
ACT/NSWIQLD - [ 34 [ 6%
Remoteness

Major Cities - [ NEE 56 | 0%

Regional/Remote/Very Remote - [ 30 [ 10%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 32 3% [
Plan Managed - [N 30 [ 13%
Self Managed Partly - [ 24 | 0%

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less - [N 34 [ %
Over $30,000 - [N 52 I 2%

Plan utilisation

Under 60% - [ 38 0 5%
60% and over - [ NG 48 I 2%
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Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have carers who have carers who have
friends they can see people they can ask people they can ask people they can talk
as often as they'd for practical help as to support their to for emotional
like often as they need  family member with support as often as

disability as often as they need
needed

Overall

overal - [ 3585 | 1% 1% 0% | 2%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 | 1% 1% | | 0% 3%
Father - [} 414 5% | 2% | 1% | 0%
Other - | 121 | 1% -6% [] 3% I 2%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 | 0% 1% | | 0% [ 2%
1810 21 - [l 1165 0l 4% -1% | | 1% 0l 3%
22 or above - ] 231 -2% | -3% [ | 0% [ 2%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 | 1% -2% | | 1% 2%
Male - [ 2331 | 1% -1% | | 0% 2%
Disability Type
Autism - [ 1523 11% -1% | | 0% | 1%
Cerebral Palsy - [ 238 3% | 0% 0 4% 12%
Down Syndrome - [} 177 12% 12% 07% 0 6%
Hearing Impairment - | 71 | 0% | 0% 0 5% | 0%
Intellectual Disability - [ 1246 12% -1% | | 0% I 4%
Other- | 65 -2% | -11% 0 -4% 0l I 4%
Other Meurological - | 103 | 0% -6% 00 -6% 00 -3% 1
Psychosocial disability - | 42 3% -8% 0 13% -6% 0O
Spinal Cord Injury / _
Gther Physical = | 64 12% 10% 12% O 7%
Visual Impairment- | 56 | 0% -2% 1 -8% 0 0 6%
Level of function
High - [l 657 | 0% 1% | 1% | [ 2%
Medium - [ 1684 | 1% -1% | | 0% I2%
Low - [ 1244 I 2% -1% | | 1% 3%
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Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% of families or

carers who have

friends they can see

as often as they'd

like

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - JJ 212 0 3%
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 | 2%

CALD Status
CALD - |] 231 [ 5%
Non-CALD - [ 3354 | 1%

State/ Territory
NSW - I 1812 11%
VIC - [l 852 12%
QLD - I 406 0 5%
WA- 129 -5% 0
SA- W 357 -1% 1
TAS- 199 -1% 1
ACT- |25 | 0%
NT - | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - [ 1888 | 0%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 407 [l 5%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560 [I 4%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 [I 6%
Regional (population _ K
less than 5000) . 433 2% I
Remota/Very Remote - I 33 [I 4%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 3206 | 1%

Benefit from EI - ] 362 I 2%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 | 1%
State - [ 2536 I 2%
Commonwealth - | 45 -8% [
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% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

-2% |
-2% |

| 1%
-1% |

-1% 1
-2% 1
12%
1 0%
-4% 0
11%
-10% 0

-3% |
| 2%
| 1%
[ 3%
2% |

[ 4%

-1% |
-1% |

1% |
1% |
0% |

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
to support their
family member with
disability as often as
needed

-2% |
0% |

I 2%
| 0%

1 0%
-1% 1

03%

0 9%
-2% 1

O 8%

05%

1% |
[ 5%
| 2%
| 1%
| 1%

[ 4%

| 0%
I 2%

| 1%
| 0%
03%

% of families or
carers who have
people they can talk
to for emotional
support as often as
they need

-1% |
I 3%

[ 5%
I 2%

12%

12%

0 5%

0O 9%
-1% 1

11%

1 24%

[ 2%
| 0%

[ 5%
[ 3%
[ 2%

[ 20%

I 2%
5%

M 5%
| 1%
-3% ||



Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have carers who have carers who have
friends they can see people they can ask people they can ask people they can talk
as often as they'd for practical help as to support their to for emotional
like often as they need  family member with support as often as

disability as often as they need
needed

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 1190 12% 0% | | 1% 12%
Plan Managed - [ 1251 | 0% -3% || | 0% | 1%

Self Managed Fully - [ 236 -3% || 0% | -4% [] -1% |
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 1 4% 0% | | 1% [ 5%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 446 | 0% -2% | -2% | I3%
$15-30,000 - [N 925 | 1% -1% | -1% | -1% |
$30-50,000 - [ 822 -1% | -1% | 2% 3%
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 [ 3% -1% | | 1% 1 4%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 -1% | -4% 11 -2% | 0 3%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 2772 2% -1% | | 1% I 2%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236 | 0% -2% | 2% | 0%
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 ] 16% 0 10% -4% [l [ 10%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 -1% | -2% 1 -2% 1 | 0%
20-40% - M 573 | 1% -1% | | 0% | 1%
40 - 60% - [l 935 12% -1% | -1% | 0 3%
60 - 80% - [N 1051 12% 0% | 12% 0 4%
80% and over - [l 576 12% -3% 1 12% 11%

Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

Overall
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Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

Age Group
17 orless - [ 41 7% 1
18t021- [ 35 [ 3%
22 or above - | low count
Disability Type

Autism - - 33 -3% I
Intellectual disability & _ - . I]
Down Syndrome 33 9%

Other - | low count
Level of function
High- | low count
Medium - B 36 -14% [
Low- [N 36 0% |
State/ Territory
vic- [l 23 I 4%
SA- B 20 -17% []
ACT/NSWIQLD - D 34 -9% [J
Remoteness

Major Cities - [ NNENE 56 7% 1

Regional/Remote/Very Remote - [ 30 -10% ]

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 32 -16% [
Plan Managed - Kl -10% [
Self Managed Partly - [ 24 [ 4%

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less - B 34 -29% ]
Over $30,000 - D 52 1 6%
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Appendix C.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have as
much contact with
other parents of
people with disaility
as they would like

Plan utilisation

Under 60% - I s -21% []
60% and over - D 48 | 2%

Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet
them disability their needs

Overall

overall - [ 3585 [] 9% | 2% []13%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 [] 9% | 2% 1 13%
Father - [J] 414 0 6% 2% O 12%
Other - | 121 | 1% 2% | 1 14%
Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 [] 11% [ 2% ] 14%
18021 -l 1165  []6% | 1% 0 10%
22 or above - 231 O 7% 0 4% O 9%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 O 9% I 2% ] 13%
Male - [ 2331 [] 9% I 2% ] 12%
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Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type
Autism - [ 1523
Cerebral Palsy - [l 238
Down Syndrome - | 177
Hearing Impairment - | 71
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246
Other - | 65
Other Neurological - | 103

Psychosocial disability - | 42
Spinal Cord Injury / _

Other Physical 164

Visual Impairment - | 56

Level of function
High - [l 657
Medium - [ 1684
Low - [ 1244

Indigenous Status

Indigenous -] 212

% of families or
carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to
them

O 9%
07%
O 12%
2% |
O 10%
0 1%
0 9%
1 0%
0 4%
-2% |
0 5%
O 1%
O 8%
O 9%

Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 [] 9%

CALD Status

CALD -] 231

0 7%

Non-CALD - [ 3354 [] 9%

State/ Territory

NSW -
VIC -
QLD -
WA -
SA-
TAS -
ACT -
NT -

I 852

| 406

129

W 357

199

|25

| low count

I 1812

0 10%

0 4%

0 13%
-5% 0

O 11%

O 14%
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% of families or
carers who feel in
control selecting the
services and
supports for their
family member with
disability

1%
-1% |

0 4%

13%

13%

| 0%

0 4%

O 12%
-2% |

12%

-2% |
| 1%
0 4%

0 7%

| 1%

0 &%

| 1%

1 0%
-1% 1
O 1%

12%
115%

% of families or
carers who say that
the services their
family member with
disability and their
family receive meet
their needs

[ 13%
O 1%
] 16%
| 0%

[ 13%
O 7%

0 8%
O 1%
1 19%
[ 10%

O 9%
O 13%
[ 13%

0 &%
[ 13%

] 14%
[ 13%

O 13%
0 10%
1 14%
3 14%
O 13%
1 25%
0 5%



Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

% of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet

Total respondents

them disability their needs
Remoteness
major Cities - [JINNN 1888 [] 7% | 0% 1%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 407 D 1% u 6% D 15%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560 D 13% [I 5% EI 17%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 [I 5% | 0% I:I 8%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . D 13% [l 4% D 14%
Remote/Very Remote - I 33 I:I 8% -4% [I | 0%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 3206 [] 9% | 2% [ 12%
Benefit from EI - [] 362 9% -3% ] ] 14%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 0 13% | 2% [ 15%
State - [ 2536 0 8% | 2% O 12%
Commonwealth - | 45 -8% [ -6% [] -5% []
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 1190 8% | 1% 1 14%
Plan Managed - [l 1251 0 7% | 1% 9%
Self Managed Fully -l 236 ] 15% | 1% 117%
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 [ 10% 3% 1 14%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - M 446 0 3% 6% [] O 1%
$15-30,000 - [ 925 1 14% | 1% O 1%
$30-50,000 - | 822 O 1% 3% [115%
Over $50,000 - [N 1392 0 6% I 4% ] 13%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 O 8% 12% O 9%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 2772 [J 9% 2% 1 14%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236 0 8% -4% 1 O12%
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 1 2% -2% | 0 4%
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Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet
them disability their needs

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 I 1% -9% 0 | 0%
20-40% - [ 573 O 8% -2% 1 O 7%
40 - 60% - [l 935 0 8% 03% 1 15%
60 - 80% - (M 1051 O 12% 05% 1 15%
80% and over - [l 576 O 12% O7% 1 20%

Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who work in % who say the
partnership with service their family
professionals and member with
services to meet the disability and their
needs of my family family receive help
member with them to plan for the
disability future

Overall
overa - N s [] 7% [ 20
Age Group
17 or less - [N 41 | 0% 2%
18 10 21 - [ 35 O 1% O 1%
22 or above - | low count
Disability Type

Autism = - 33 D 10% D 23%
e - > O e [

Other-l low count

Level of function

High - | low count
Medium - [ 36 [ 9% [123%
Low - I 36 O6% C117%
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Appendix C.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the
needs of my family
member with

% who say the
service their family
member with
disability and their
family receive help
them to plan for the

disability future
State/ Territory
VIC - I 23 -17% [ -4% ||
SA- B 20 [ 18% [129%
ACT/NSW/QLD - B 34 [ 16% [ 29%
Remoteness
Major Cities - [ NNENEQB 56 [ 13% [C128%
Regional/Remote/Very Remote - [ 30 -3% ] 0l 3%
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 32 0 9% [ 22%
Plan Managed - [N 30 -3% || [ 20%
Self Managed Partly - | low count
Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less - [N 34 -3% || ] 19%
Over $30,000 - [N 52 [ 14% [ 20%
Plan utilisation
Under 60% - [ 38 0 5% ] 14%
60% and over - [ NG 48 O 9% [ 24%
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Appendix C.7.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong
independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members

Overall

overal - [ 3585 [ 2% 3% | 2%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 | 2% [ 3% 13%
Father - [J] 414 3% | 2% | 0%
Other - | 121 -4% [| -3% [ -10% [J
Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 | 1% I 2% | 1%
1810 21 - [ 1165 I 2% 1 3% [ 4%
22 or above - 231 0 4% 3% | 1%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 3% 0 4% I 2%
Male - [ 2331 | 1% I 2% I 2%
Disability Type
Autism - [N 1523 | 1% I3% 3%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 238 11% | 0% | 0%
Down Syndrome - | 177 1 3% 0 4% 3%
Hearing Impairment - | 71 O 7% I 3% O 1%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246 12% 0 4% | 1%
Other - | 65 1 4% -2% | -2% 1
Other Meurological - | 103 -2% 1 -4% 1 | 1%
Psychosocial disability - | 42 -3% 1 | 0% | 0%
Spinal Cord Injury / _ K
Other Physical 164 12% 3% 1 | 0%
Visual Impairment - | 56 | 0% 0 6% -2% 1
Level of function
High - [l 657 | 1% I 2% | 1%
Medium - [ 1684 [ 2% | 1% I 2%
Low - [ 1244 [ 2% [ 5% 3%
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Appendix C.7.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 212 -1% | [ 4% | 1%
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 | 2% 3% 3%
CALD Status
CALD - |] 231 [ 4% -1% | -1% |
Non-CALD - [ 3354 | 2% I 3% | 2%
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 1812 12% 0 3% 12%
VIC - [l 852 -2% 1 2% -1% 1
QLD - m 406 o7% 0 4% 7%
WA-129 0 9% | 0% -5% 0
SA- W 357 12% 0 3% 0 3%
TAS- 199 1 0% 12% 11%
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - [N 1888 | 0% | 1% | 1%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 407 [l 5% I] 4% I]'?'%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560 [I 4% I] 4% I] 4%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263 I 1% I] 4% | 0%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 433 ﬂ 3% I] 5% I] 4%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 33 -4% [I D 12% I:I 8%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ 3206 | 2% I 3% I 2%
Benefit from EI - [] 362 -3% ] -2% | | 0%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 I 3% 2% 0 4%
State - [N 2536 | 1% 0 3% I 2%
Commonwealth - | 45 -11% [0 I 3% | 0%
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Appendix C.7.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 1190 | 0% I 2% I 2%
Plan Managed - [l 1251 I 2% | 1% | 1%
Self Managed Fully -l 236 9% 0 7% 0 5%
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 I 2% 0 4% I 2%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 446 -4% 11 I2% 1 1%
$15-30,000 - [ 925 I3% 1 1% I 2%
$30-50,000 - [ 822 3% I 2% 0 3%
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 2% 0 5% 3%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518 | 1% 03% 11%
Capacity Building 0-75% ~ [N 2772 2% 0 3% I2%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236 -1% | 1 1% 0 5%
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59 0 8% 8% 1 2%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 -5% [0 -2% 1 | 0%
20-40% - [ 573 -1% | | 0% -1% |
40 - 60% - [ 935 0 5% 0 4% 0 4%
60 - 80% - [ 1051 12% I 4% 12%
80% and over - [l 576 0 4% 1 4% 1 4%

Appendix C.7.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who have no % who have no
difficulties in difficulties in seeing
recognising the their family member
strength and progressing

abilities of their
family members

Overall

overal - [ &6 | 2% [l 5%

125



Appendix C.7.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who have no % who have no
difficulties in difficulties in seeing
recognising the their family member
strength and progressing

abilities of their
family members

Age Group
17 or less - [N 41 [ 2% 5%
18 10 21 - [ 35 O 9% | 0%
22 or above - | low count
Disability Type

auism - [ 33 [ 6% [] 9%
g Wl | s

Other - | low count

Level of function

High - | low count

Medium - [N 36 0e% | 0%
Low - [N 36 3% 0 8%
State/ Territory
vic - [ 23 -4% [] 0 4%
sA- [ 29 0 7% | 0%
ACT/INSW/QLD - [ 34 I3% O9%
Remoteness
Major Cities - [ NNENEQB 56 [ 5% 0 7%
Regional/Remote/Very Remote - [ 30 -3% ] | 0%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 32 0 13% 3%
Plan Managed - [ 30 -7% ] 1 3%
Self Managed Partly - [ 24 | 0% O 8%

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less - | 34 -3% ] -6% []
Over $30,000 - [ 52 [ 6% 0 12%

126



Appendix C.7.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their
family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

% who have no
difficulties in seeing
their family member
progressing

% who have no
difficulties in
recognising the
strength and
abilities of their
family members

Total respondents

Plan utilisation

Under 60% - [ 38 0 5% 0 &%
60% and over - [ NG 48 | 0% I 2%

Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents

% of families or

% of families or

carers who rate their carers who provide

health as excellent,
very good or good

informal care to the
family member with

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of

disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

jobs is a barrier to
working more

Overall

overal - [ 3585 -6% ] 1% 1% ] 2%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 2906 -6% [] | 0% | 1% 0 4%
Father - [J] 414 -5% 1 0 3% 2% 0 3%
Other - | 121 -5% ] | 1%
Age Group
17 orless - [ 2189 -6% [] | 1% | 1% 0 4%
18t0 21 - [ 1165 6% 1 | 0% 0 3% 0 3%
22 or above - ] 231 -1% | | 0% | 0% | 0%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 7% 1 | 0% I 2% 0l 3%
Male - [ 2331 -5%[] | 1% | 1% [l 4%
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Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or of those unableto  of those unable to
carers who rate their carers who provide work as much as work as much as
health as excellent, informal care to the they want, % who they want, % who
very good or good  family member with say the situation of say availability of

disability and are their child/ family jobs is a barrier to
able to work as member with working more
much as they want  disability is a barrier

to working more

Disability Type
Autism - [ 1523 -7% 0 | 0% 12% 0 5%
Cerebral Palsy - ] 238 -4% 1 -2% 1 | 0% | 0%
Down Syndrome - | 177 -6% 1 3% 3% O 10%
Hearing Impairment- | 71 -10% O 05%
Intellectual Disability - [N 1246 -5% 1 1 1% 12% 0 4%
Other- | 65 -4% 1 | 0% -4% 1 0 4%
Other Meurological - | 103 -6% [0 -2% | -2% |1 | 0%
Psychosocial disability - | 42 0 8% 3%
Spinal Cord Injury / _ B K
Gther Physical = | 64 7% 0 3% [ | 0% | 0%
Visual Impairment- | 56 -15% O 0 6%
Level of function
High - [l 657 -9% [0 I 2% -3% [ 0 5%
Medium - [ 1684 -5%[] | 0% | 2% 0 4%
Low - [ 1244 -6% [] | 1% | 2% 3%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - ] 212 -4% [| -6% [] 2% [l 4%
Non-Indigenous - [ 2406 -6% [] | 1% | 1% [l 4%
CALD Status
CALD - || 231 -8% ] 0 7% | 0% | 1%
Non-CALD - [ 3354 -6% ] | 0% I 2% [l 4%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1812 -6% 0 -1% 1 12% 0 4%
VIC- [l 852 -5% 0 03% 1 1% 2%
QLD - W 406 -4% 0 03% 03% 0 5%
WA- 129 -5% 0 -5% 0
SA- W 357 -6% 0 -1% 1 1 0% 0 6%
TAS- 199 -16% 0 4% -7% 0 O 12%
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count
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Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 1888

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) I 407

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 560

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 263

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 433

Remote/Very Remaote - I 33

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 3206
Benefit from El - [] 362

Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004

State - [ 2536

Commonwealth - | 45

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 1190
Plan Managed - [ 1251
Self Managed Fully - § 236
Self Managed Partly - [l 908

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [} 446
$15-30,000 - [ 925
$30-50,000 - [N 822
Over $50,000 - [N 1392

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 518
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 2772
Capacity Building 75-95% - [ 236
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 59

% of families or
carers who rate their carers who provide
informal care to the
family member with
disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

health as excellent,
very good or good

-6% []
7% ]

6% []
-6% 1

0 8%

-8% [0
-6% [1
-4% [
3%

-4% [
-8% 1
5%
5%

-6% [1
-6% [1
5% 0
-4% [

| 1%
-5% ]

-3% [
2%
0 6%

| 0%
11%
1 2%
| 0%

| 1%

| 0%
2% |

12%

| 0%
| 0%
0 4%
O 13%
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% of families or

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

| 1%
[ 3%
| 2%
| 2%

1% |

| 2%
-4% [|

| 1%
12%

11%
1 2%
1 2%
11%

1 2%
11%
1 2%
11%

11%
1 2%
| 0%

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

3%
[ 5%
[ 5%
3%

[[3%

0l 3%

[ 10%

0 6%
0 3%

0 6%
0 3%
0 6%
1 2%

0 6%
0 5%
0 5%
1 2%

| 0%
0 5%
03%



Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450
20-40%- M 573
40 -60% - [ 935
60 - 80% - [ 1051
80% and over - [l 576

% of families or % of families or
carers who rate their carers who provide
health as excellent, informal care to the
very good or good  family member with
disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

-5% 1 | 1%
-3% 1 | 0%
-6% 0 | 0%
-8% [ -2% |

-5% 1 6%

Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Overall

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

overal - [N 3585 [] 3%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 2906 [] 3%

Father - [J] 414

Other -| low count

0 2%

Age Group
17 or less - [ 2189 [l 3%
18t021 - 1165 [13%
22 or above - 231 | 1%
Gender
Female - [l 1223 I 2%

Male - [ 2331 ] 3%
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of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say the situation of
their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

1 1%
I 1%
I 2%
| 1%
12%

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

0O 8%
03%
0 4%
03%
12%



Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type

Autism - [N 1523
Cerebral Palsy - [ 238
Down Syndrome - | 177
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - [IIW 1246
Other - | 65
Other Neurological - | 103

Psychosocial disability - | low count
Spinal Cord Injury / _

Other Physical 164

Visual Impairment - | low count

Level of function
High - [l 657
Medium - [ 1684
Low - [ 1244

Indigenous Status
Indigenous -] 212

Non-Indigenous - [ 2406

CALD Status
CALD -] 231

Non-CALD - [ 3354

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1812
VIC - [l 852
QLD - m 406
WA - | low count
SA -l 357
TAS-199
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

3%
| 0%
-2% |

3%
0 13%
0 5%

0 4%

3%
0 3%
03%

| 0%
0l 3%

| 1%
0l 3%

0 4%
0 3%
-1% 1

12%
0 5%
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Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 1888 [3%

iy War
e e - Wl 560 5%
e Sepis - ] 263 [
e -l 4 i

Remote/Very Remote - | low count

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 3206 [] 3%
Benefit from EI - [J] 362 0l 3%

Scheme Entry Type
New - [l 1004 0 4%

State - [N 2536 [] 3%

Commonwealth -| low count

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 1190 0 7%
Plan Managed - [l 1251 | 2%

Self Managed Fully - J] 236 -5% ]
Self Managed Partly - [l 908 12%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [ 446 -3% [
$15-30,000 - [ 925 0 4%
$30-50,000 - [N 822 0 6%
Over $50,000 - [ 1392 2%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [}l 518 0 4%

Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 2772 || 2%

Capacity Building 75-95% -l 236 0 5%

Capacity Building 95-100% -| low count
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Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working

more
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 450 0 4%
20-40% -1 573 I 2%
40 - 60% - [l 935 0 4%
60 - 80% — I 1051 0 3%
80% and over -l 576 I 2%

Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents thinking about what % who disagree or % who strongly % who strongly
happened last year, strongly disagree agree or agree that agree or agree that
and what they that having a family their family member the services and
expect for the future, member with gets the support he/ supports have
% who felt delighted, disability has made she needs helped them to
pleased or mostly it more difficult to better care for their
satisfied meet the everyday family member with

cost of living disability

Overall
overa - [ s [] 5% 2] o o
Age Group
17 or less - [N 41 [120% [ 2% 3% [ 21%
18 10 21 - [ 35 0l 3% | 0% [126% 117%
22 or above - | low count
Disability Type

auism - ([ 33 [] 15% 0% | [ ]30% []19%
e EU v EYRRSY i PO e B

Other - | low count
Level of function
High- | low count
Medium - [ 36 O 1% -11% [ [ 25% [ 25%
Low- [N 36 [ 19% 3% CJ39% [ 26%
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Appendix C.7.8 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
vic - [ 23
sAa- I 29
ACT/NSWIQLD - [ 34

Remoteness

Major Cities - [ NNENE B 56
Regional/Remote/Very Remote - [ 30

Plan management type

Agency Managed - B 32
Plan Managed - B 30
Self Managed Partly - B 24

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less - | 34
Over $30,000 - [ 52

Plan utilisation

Under 60% - [ 38
60% and over - [N 48

thinking about what % who disagree or
happened last year, strongly disagree
and what they that having a family
expect for the future, member with

% who felt delighted, disability has made
pleased or mostly it more difficult to

satisfied meet the everyday
cost of living
0 4% 0% |
[ 28% 3% |
O 12% -3% )
[C]23% -5% ]
| 0% I 3%
] 16% -19% [
I3% 0 10%
C129% 0 4%
0 s% -6% []
[ 21% 0% |
O 1% -5% ]
] 19% 0% |
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% who strongly

agree or agree that
their family member
gets the support he/

she needs

] 17%
[ J28%
C138%

C138%
] 13%

] 16%
2%
[ J50%

O 12%
CJ40%

] 21%
Cd35%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
the services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

[ 13%
CI31%
[119%

C25%
] 14%

1 19%
O 13%

I 36%

0O 9%
[C129%

C27%
C17%



Appendix C.8 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 and over - Change in
longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review - C3 cohort - by

participant characteristics

Appendix C.8.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant
Mother - [N 705 -1% |
Father - [l 110 -3% ||
Other - [ 55 0% |

Age Group
17orless - NN 749 1% |
181034~ [l 89 2% |
350rover- [l 95 0% |
Gender
Female - [ 326 0% |
Male - [N 603 2% |
Disability Type
Autism - I 349 2% 1
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 | 0%
Down Syndrome - [l 56 | 0%
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability — NN 302 12%
Other- [ 105 -7% 0
Other Neurological - W 39 1 0%

Level of function

High - [ 176 | 1%
Medium - [ 435 -2% |
Low - [ 322 | 0%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

paid job

[l 5%
0 4%
2% |

[l 5%
0 5%
-6% ]

0 3%
[ 4%

0 6%
12%
0 6%

03%
0 8%
-3% 1

3%
0 3%
0 6%
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% of families or
carers who are in a

of those in a paid
job, % who are
employed in a
permanent position

| 1%

| 0%
0 3%

| 0%
0 4%

[ 3%
-1% |

-1% 1
-7% 0

0 4%
0 4%

3% [
| 0%
0 4%

of those in a paid
job, % who work 15
hours or more per
week

[ e%

0 6%
0 3%

[ 5%
0 7%

0 3%
0 7%

0 5%
07%
0 5%

0 6%
| 0%

| 0%
0 3%
1 14%



Appendix C.8.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or of those in a paid of those in a paid
carers who are carers who areina job, % who are job, % who work 15
currently studying  paid job employed in a hours or more per

permanent position week

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [} 45 -10% [J 3%
Non-Indigenous - [N 480 1% | 3%
CALD Status
caD- 73 -3% ] [l 4%
Non-CALD - | ss0 1% | 0 4%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 518 -1% 1 0 6% 1 0% 0 5%
VIC- 11 1 0% 0 5% 0 3% -3% 1
QLD - w92 3% 0 6% -4% 0 3 15%
WA - | low count
SA- HEE125 -5% 0 -3% 1 O 7% O7%
TAS- B4 0 9% 3%
ACT- B30 -8% 0 | 0%
NT = | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - | N 627 1% | 5% | 1% [ 2%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 125 I 3% u 8% [| 7% D 9%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000, ~ I 61 -4% ] 2% | [ 4% 0&%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 28 -10% D | 0%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 7 [l 5% | 0% -10% D D 23%
Remote/Very Remote - | low count

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met- [ NNERERE 840 -2% | [ 4% | 1% [ 4%

Benefitfrom EI- ]| 79 [ 6% 3% -9% ] [ 13%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 324 -1% | 0 6% | 0% I 2%
Plan Managed - [ 216 -1% | 0 5% -2% | 0 5%
Self Managed Fully - | low count
Self Managed Partly - [ 382 -1% | I2% 12% O 7%
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Appendix C.8.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or of those in a paid of those in a paid
carers who are carers who areina job, % who are job, % who work 15
currently studying  paid job employed in a hours or more per

permanent position week

Annualised plan budget

§15,000 or less - [l 109 0 4% 0 4% | 0% 05%
$15-30,000- [N 226 1% | 05% -6% [1 2%
$30-50,000 - [ 232 3% 0 3% 0 5% 0 8%

Over $50,000 - [N 366 | 0% 05% 1 3% 0 7%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [ 225 0% | 0 6% | 0% 0 6%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 662 1% | 0 3% 1 2% 0 6%
Capacity Building 75-100% - [J] 46 -3% || 0 5%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 97 | 0% 11% -3% 1 -3% 1
20 - 40% - [ 155 -3% 1 0 4% 0 4% O 9%
40 - 60% - I 235 -4% 0 0 4% 0 5% 0 6%
60 - 80% - [N 274 12% 0 4% -3% 11 0 5%
80% and over - [ 172 12% O 8% | 0% O 7%

Appendix C.8.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance

Overall

overal - [ 933 -2% | | 2%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ INEEE 705 -2% | 11%
Father- [l 110 3% | 0%
Other - [l 55 07% O 1%
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Appendix C.8.2 - Government benefits

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

payments allowance
Age Group
17 orless - N 749 2% | | 0%
181034 - [l 89 -2% | O 8%
35 orover- [l 95 I 2% ] 13%
Gender
Female - [ 326 0% | [l 4%
Male - | 603 3% [ | 0%
Disability Type
Autism - I 349 -1% 1 |1 0%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 -9% 0 -2% 1
Down Syndrome - [l 56 -2% 1 -4% 0
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - NN 302 -6% 0 1 1%
Other- [l 105 0O 12% 0 13%
Other Neurological - W 39 -3%1 [ 24%
Level of function
High- [ 176 6% [] | 1%
Medium - [N 435 0% | | 1%
Low- [ 322 2% 0 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [l 45 -9% ] 3%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 480 -1% | | 1%
CALD Status
CALD- [l 73 0% | 0 s%
Non-CALD - NN sc0 2% | 12%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 518 1 0% 11%
VIC- 11 -4% 0 12%
QLD - w92 -4% 0 0 3%
WA - | low count
SA- HH125 -10% 0 11%
TAS- W4 O 8% = 19%
ACT- B30 0 4% -4% 0
NT - | low count
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Appendix C.8.2 - Government benefits

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities =

Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote =

Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met -

Benefit from EIl -

Plan management type
Agency Managed -
Plan Managed -
Self Managed Fully -
Self Managed Partly -

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -
$15-30,000 -
$30-50,000 -
Over $50,000 -

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% -
Capacity Building 0-75% -
Capacity Building 75-100% -

Plan utilisation
below 20% -
20 - 40% -
40 - 60% -
60 - 80% -
80% and over -

I <
B s
B

|28

| RE

| low count

I 840
| L]

[ 324
. 216

| low count

I 382

B 109
I 226
I 232
I 366

. 225
I 662
B4

97

. 155
. 235
I 274
. 172

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

2% |
6% [|
-6% []
[ 8%

[l 5%

-1% |
7% ]

1%
4%l

3%

-4% [l
3%

I 2%
2% |

1% |
2% |
0% |

-4% [1
| 1%
1 1%
-4% [1
-2% 1
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% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

| 1%
5%

O 13%
| 0%

2% |

| 1%

[ 10%

0 4%
11%

11%

-6% [1
3%
2% |

0 9%

[ 5%
| 1%
7% 1

| 0%
1 1%
0 6%
1 1%
| 0%



Appendix C.8.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who are able
to identify the needs
of their family and
family member with

% of families or
carers who are able
to advocate (stand
up) for their family
member with

disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs
Overall
overa - | 55> -+ ]
Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 705 -1% | -3%
Father- [l 110 -3% || 1% [J
Other- [l 55 [ 5% O 12%
Age Group
17orless- NN 749 -2% | -3% [
18t034- [ 89 -3% || -10% [J
35orover- [l 95 [ 8% [l 6%
Gender
Female - [ 326 I 3% -2% |
Male - [N 603 -3%] -4% ]
Disability Type
Autism - NN 349 -3% 10 -4% 0
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 -2% 1 -2% 1
Down Syndrome - [l 56 0 6% -8% 0
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability — I 302 -2% 1 -1% 1
Other- [ 105 -1% | -4%
Other Neurological - W 39 0 10% -7% 0
Level of function
High- [ 176 -9% [0 -3% [
Medium - [N 435 -1% | -4% [|
Low- [ 322 12% 2% |
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 45 | 0% -6% []
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 480 | 0% -4% ||

140



Appendix C.8.3 - Rights and advocacy
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or
carers who are able carers who are able
to identify the needs to advocate (stand
of their family and  up) for their family
family member with member with
disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

CALD Status

cap- P73 -2% | -16% []
Non-CALD - | 850 -1% | 2% |
State/ Territory
NSW - I 518 -4% 10 -3% 1
VIC- 11 -7% 0 -3%1
QLD - w92 0 5% -8% 0
WA - | low count
SA- HEE125 O 13% -3% 1
TAS- B4 -8% 0 -3%1
ACT- B30 -8% 0 -8% 0
NT - | low count
Remoteness
wajor Cities - [ 627 2% | -4% [|
Regional (population _ K
greater than 50000) - 125 3% ﬂ -4% [l
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 61 [I 8% -4% [I
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 28 4% [I | 0%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 7 I 2% I 2%
Remote/Very Remote - | low count

Scheme Access Criteria

Disabilty Met - | NG 840 -1% | 3%

Benefit from EI- [ 79 0% | -3% ]

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 324 7% 00 7% 00
Plan Managed - [ 216 -2% | -2% |

Self Managed Fully = | low count
Self Managed Partly - [ 382 I3% -1% |
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Appendix C.8.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who are able

% of families or
carers who are able

to identify the needs to advocate (stand

of their family and
family member with

up) for their family
member with

disability and know disability
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 109 -8% [ -8% [
$15-30,000- [ 226 | 2% | 1%
$30-50,000 - | 232 -7% [ -2% |
Over $50,000- | 366 1 2% -5%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 225 -2% | -4% []
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 662 -1% | -3% ||
Capacity Building 75-100% - [Jj 46 -3% [ 0% |
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 97 -10% 0O -12% 0
20-40%- [ 155 -5% 0 -1% |
40-60% - [ 235 12% -3% 1
60-80%- (N 274 -1% | -4% ||
80% and over- [ 172 13% 0% |

Appendix C.8.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their

rights and the rights

of their family
member

Overall
overa - [ < [ =
Age Group
21 or above - | 23 O 9%
20 or less - [N 43 I 2%
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Appendix C.8.3 - Rights and advocacy

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type

Autism = | low count
Intellectual disability & _ _ 26
Down Syndrome

Level of function

High- | low count
Medium - | R 22
Low- [N 22

State/ Territory
NSW- | low count

sa- I 21
NT/TAS/ACTWA/QLD - [ 26

Scheme Entry Type
New - IR 35
State — N 26

Commonwealth —| low count

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less - [N 30
Over $30,000- NG 36

Plan utilisation

Under 60% ~ NN 44
60% and over - [N 22

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their
rights and the rights
of their family
member

-12%[]

0% |
9% ]

-10% ]
0 8%

0 9%
0 4%

O 17%

-6% []

-2% |

[ 18%

143



Appendix C.8.4 - Families feel supported

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

like

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ NEEE 705 | 0%
Father- [l 110 0 7%
Other- || 55 ] 14%
Age Group
17orless- NN 749 | 0%
18t034- [l 89 | 0%
350rover- [ 95 ] 15%
Gender
Female - [ 326 [ 5%
Male - | 603 1% |
Disability Type
Autism - NN 349 | 0%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 0O 1%
Down Syndrome - [l 56 -10% O
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - NS 302 | 0%
Other- [l 105 O 7%
Other Neurological- W 39 O 10%
Level of function
High- [ 176 -4% |
Medium - [N 435 | 1%
Low- [ 322 0 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [l 45 O 9%
Non-Indigenous - [N 480 [] 4%

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

2% |

-2% |
1% |
0% |

-2% |
-13% [J
07%

| 1%
-3% ]

12%
12%
-4% 10

-5% 0
-3% 1
-7% 0

6% []
2% |
0% |

0 9%
-1% |
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% of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have
people they can ask people they can talk
to support their to for emotional
family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need

needed

1% 3%
| 1% 3%
13% 0 3%
7% 0 0 5%
| 1% [ 2%
-6% ] 0 5%
2% O 7%
0 4% 0 5%
-1% | I 2%
12% 05%
-5% 0 12%
12% 2% 1
-1% | 0 3%
1% | 03%
3% 03%
1% | | 1%
| 0% 12%
12% 0 6%
&% | 0%
I 2% 5%



Appendix C.8.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status

cAD- {73

Non-CALD - [N 6o

State/ Territory

NSW -
VIC -
QLD -
WA -
SA-
TAS -
ACT -
NT =

Remoteness

Major Cities =
Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote =

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - | NN 840

I 518
11

I 92

| low count

B 125

W44

B30

| low count

I 27
s
B s

ll 28

[ RE

| low count

Benefit from EI- [ 79

Plan management type
Agency Managed -
Plan Managed -
Self Managed Fully -
Self Managed Partly -

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -
$15-30,000 -
$30-50,000 -
Over $50,000 -

I 324
. 216

| low count

I 382

B 109
. 226
N 232
I 366

I 2%
| 1%

-1% 1
0 6%
O 17%

-2% 1
-3% 1
0 4%

| 0%
[0 10%
-8% []
-4% ||

3%

| 2%
-3% ]

3%
I 2%

0 4%

| 1%

0 6%
5%

1 2%

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd
like
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% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

-8% ]
-1% |

-3% 1
11%
1 24%

-11% 0
-5% 0
-12% 0

-4% |

1 6%
-8% []

[ 4%

[ 9%

-2% |
I 3%

4%l
0 4%

3%

0% |
0% |
1% |
-4% I

% of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have
people they can ask people they can talk
to support their to for emotional
family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need

needed

-2% | -2% |
| 1% I 3%
1% 1 1 0%
0 4% 0 13%
[ 20% 1 17%
-6% 0 -4% 10
3% 0 | 0%
-8% 0 0 15%
-3% | | 2%
[ 14% 0 11%
2% | -6% [
| 0% -4% |
0 12% 0 11%
| 0% 0 4%
0l 3% -3% ]
2% | | 0%
1% | 1 1%
3% 05%
1% | 0 9%
07% 0 3%
-2% | I 2%
2% | 12%



Appendix C.8.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 225

Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 662
Capacity Building 75-100% - [Jj 46

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 97
20-40% - [ 155
40-60% - [ 235
60-80% - [N 274

80% and over - [ 172

% of families or
carers who have
friends they can see
as often as they'd
like

0 &%
2% |
O 15%

| 0%

0 5%
-2% |

| 1%

03%

Appendix C.8.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Age Group

21 or above - | 23
20 or less - [N 43

Disability Type

Autism-l low count
Intellectualdisabilit_\,r&__ 26
Down Syndrome

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

[ ]20%

C117%
[ 21%

—

146

% of families or
carers who have
people they can ask
for practical help as
often as they need

-4% []
2% |
0 5%

| 0%
-1% |
-8% [0

| 1%

| 0%

% of families or % of families or
carers who have carers who have
people they can ask people they can talk
to support their to for emotional
family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need

needed

-2% | I 2%
| 1% 3%
0 7% O07%
11% 3% [
0 5% 0 5%
1 0% 0 4%
2% 1 12%
1% 0 5%



Appendix C.8.4 - Families feel supported

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Level of function

High -] low count
Medium - NN 22
Low — I 22

State/ Territory
NSW —| low count

sA - I 21
NT/TAS/ACT/WA/QLD — [ 26

Scheme Entry Type
New - IR 35
State — N 26

Commonwealth —| low count

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 or less — [N 30
Over $30,000 ~ [N 36

Plan utilisation

Under 60% ~ NN 44
60% and over — [ NG 22

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

[CJ23%
0 5%

0 5%
CI23%

[120%
119%

[ 20%
[119%

0 7%
Cas%

Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

% of families or % of families or % of families or

carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that

the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and
member with

them disability their needs

overal - [ 933 [] 8% [ 4% [ ]18%
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Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or

carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to

carers who feel in
control selecting the
services and
supports for their
family member with

carers who say that
the services their
family member with
disability and their
family receive meet

them disability their needs
Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 705 [] 9% 0 5% C118%
Father - [l 110 0 6% -1% | ] 15%
Other - [ 55 3% 0 8% [116%
Age Group
17 orless - [ 740 []9% [l 5% [119%
181034~ [ 89 | 0% -4% 1 ]19%
35orover- [l 95 O 8% 1 2% 0 9%
Gender
Female - [ 326 0 7% I 2% ] 21%
Male - NN 03 []8% 05% ] 16%
Disability Type
Autism - I 349 0O 9% 0 4% C117%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 0 4% -4% 0 O 1%
Down Syndrome - [l 56 3 11% O 13% —117%
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - N 302 0 7% 0 5% /1 22%
Other - M 105 0 6% 0 4% —317%
Other Neurological - W 39 3 22% 0 12% 1 14%
Level of function
High - I 176 0 9% | 2% [ 12%
Medium - [N 435 ] 4% -1% | 117%
Low - [ 322 [ 12% O 12% 122%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - il 45 [ 10% [ 10% CJ32%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 480 [] 8% 0l 3% []18%
CALD Status
caD -l 73 0 &% I 2% ] 15%
Non-CALD - RN sco [] &% 4% ] 18%
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Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW - I 518
VIC = 11
QLD - i 92
WA - | low count
SA- Bl 125
TAS - W44
ACT - B30
NT = | low count
Remoteness
major cities - | 627
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 125
Regional (population _ l 61
between 15000 and 50000)
Regional (population _ I 28
between 5000 and 15000)
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 7
Remote/Very Remote - I low count

Scheme Access Criteria

% of families or
carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to
them

07%
0 3%
[ 26%

O 10%

-4% 10
-10% 0O

[ &%

[] 16%
] 16%
[ 13%

| 0%

Disabilty Met - NG 840 [] 7%

Benefit from EI - i} 79

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 324
Plan Managed - [ 216

Self Managed Fully - | low count
Self Managed Partly - N 382

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [ 109
$15-30,000- [ 226
$30-50,000 - [ 232
Over $50,000 - [ 366
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 225
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 662
Capacity Building 75-100% - [ 46

[119%

0 3%
0 9%

O 1%

5%
0 8%
0 9%
O 1%

0 &%
O 9%
-6% ]
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% of families or % of families or
carers who feel in carers who say that
control selecting the the services their
services and family member with
supports for their disability and their
family member with family receive meet

disability their needs
0 6% 1 18%
13% 3 21%
O 12% C127%
13% 0O 13%
1 0% 1 19%
-23% [ | 0%
[ 3% [ 14%
O 17% [ 29%
[ 8% [C]23%
-14% [] []29%
| 0% []23%
0 4% ]18%
[ 5% [ 20%
11% 1 16%
0 3% 17%
0 7% Cd21%
7% [0 O 12%
| 0% [ 15%
0 6% CJ21%
O 10% 1 19%
0 6% 1 16%
0 4% 17%
O8% [ 34%



Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who feel that carers who feel in carers who say that
the services they control selecting the the services their
use for their family services and family member with
member with supports for their disability and their
disability listen to family member with family receive meet
them disability their needs

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 97 -1% | -11% 0 0 6%
20-40% - M 155 | 1% -2% 1 0 8%
40-60% - [ 235 0 6% 12% 1 16%
60-80%- (NN 274 O 10% 0 7% [ 23%
80% and over- [ 172 1 20% 118% 129%

Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % who work in % whose family
partnership with member with
professionals and disability and family
services to meet the receive help to plan
needs of my family for the future
member with
disability

Overall

overa - N s+ [ 5% mp

Age Group
21 or above — NN 23 I— C13s%
20 or less - NN 43 07% I 2%
Disability Type

Autism-l low count
Intellectualdisabilit_\,r&__
Down Syndrome 26 I:l 8% D 12%
over- N O E

Level of function

High -] low count
Medium - [N 22 [ 9% | 0%
Low — [N 22 CJ23% CJ23%
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Appendix C.8.5 - Access to services

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
services to meet the

% whose family
member with
disability and family
receive help to plan

needs of my family for the future
member with
disability
Scheme Entry Type
New - N 35 [ 26% O 12%
State — NI 26 O 8% O 8%
Commonwealth —| low count
Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less — [N 30 ] 14% ] 14%
Over $30,000 - [N 36 C22% [ 14%
Plan utilisation
Under 60% - | RNENENE 44 [ 19% Cd23%
60% and over - [N 22 ] 18% -5% ]

Appendix C.8.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to make
more decisions in

% of families or
carers who know
what their family can
do to enable their
family member with
disability to be as

Total respondents

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Overall
overa - | 553 | 0% 2] %
Relationship to participant
Mother- NN 705 1% 0% | 0% |
Father - B 110 -2% | -14% [ -2% |
Other - | low count
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Appendix C.8.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable  carers who enable
what their family can and support their and support their
do to enable their family member with family member with
family member with disability to make disability to interact
disability to be as more decisions in and develop strong

independent as their life relationships with
possible non-family members
Age Group
17orless - | NN 749 | 0% 2% 0% |
181034 - [ 89 [ s% 0% | -3% ||
35 orover - | low count
Gender
Female - [ 326 | 0% -2% | | 1%
Male - | 603 1% 2% | 0%
Disability Type
Autism - NN 349 12% 2% 1 12%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 | 0% -4% 0 -4% 0
Down Syndrome - [l 56 | 0% 0 5% O 7%
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - NN 302 -1% | -1% 1 -2% 1
Other- [l 105 -5% 0 -10% 0O 2% 1
Other Neurological = | low count
Level of function
High- [ 176 -2% | 7% 1 -5% ]
Medium - [ 435 -2% | 0% | -1% |
Low- [ 322 [ 5% -1% | 0l 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [} 45 3% -10% [J 3%
Non-Indigenous - [N 480 || 2% -1% | 3%
CALD Status
cALD- P73 -5% ] -12% [ -2% |
Non-CALD - N sc0 1% 1% | 0% |
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Appendix C.8.6 - Families help their young person become independent

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory

NSW -
VIC -
QLD -
WA -
SA-
TAS -
ACT -
NT =

Remoteness

Major Cities =
Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote =

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 840

I 518
111

Il 92

| low count

I 125

W44

| low count

| low count

I </

12
B s

| low count

W7

| low count

Benefit from EI - [J] 79

Plan management type
Agency Managed -
Plan Managed -
Self Managed Fully -
Self Managed Partly -

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -
$15-30,000 -
$30-50,000 -
Over $50,000 -

I 324
- 216

| low count

I 382

B 109
. 226
N 232
I 366

% of families or % of families or
carers who know carers who enable
what their family can and support their
do to enable their family member with
family member with disability to make
disability to be as more decisions in

independent as their life
possible
-3% 1 -4%1
1 0% 1 0%
0O 12% 0 12%
0 5% 11%
O 8% 1 0%
| 0% -2% |
[ 14% [ 5%
2% | -12% []
5% ] | 2%
| 1% -2% |
-2% | | 2%
5% 5% 0
5% -4% I
07% 12%
2% | -5% [
1% -4% I
-4% [ -4% ]
0 5% 3%

153

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong
relationships with
non-family members

1 0%
-3% 10
O 13%

1 0%
-3% 1

2% |
[ 6%

| 0%

[ 9%

| 0%
2%

-6% [1
| 0%

0 5%

-4% [l
2% |
2% |

0 5%



Appendix C.8.6 - Families help their young person become independent
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% -
Capacity Building 0-75% -
Capacity Building 75-100% -

Plan utilisation
below 20% -
20 - 40% -
40 - 60% -
60 - 80% -
80% and over -

I 225
I 62
W4

i 97

. 155
. 235
I 274
. 172

% of families or
carers who know
what their family can
do to enable their
family member with
disability to be as
independent as
possible

-3% [
| 1%
3%

-1% |

-6% 00

-6% 00
0 5%
O 10%

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to interact
and develop strong

% of families or
carers who enable
and support their
family member with
disability to make
more decisions in

their life relationships with
non-family members
| 1% -2% |
-2% | | 1%
-8% [ -3% [
-12% 0O -8% 0
9% 0 -8% 0
5% [ -1% |
I 4% 05%
0 8% 07%

Appendix C.8.7 - Families understand the strengths, abilities and special needs of their

family

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Overall -

% who have no
difficulties in
recognising the
strength and
abilities of their
family members

I < ]
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% who have no
difficulties in seeing
their family member
progressing

0%



Appendix C.8.8 - Families have succession plans

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - N 705

Father - | low count

Other - [l 55

Age Group
17 or less -| low count
181034 - [l 89
35 or over - [Ji] 95
Gender
Female - [ 326
Male - [N ¢03
Disability Type

Autism -1 low count
Cerebral Palsy -1 low count
Down Syndrome -| low count
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability — NN 302
Other -l 105
Other Neurological -] low count

Level of function
High - | low count
Medium - [N 435
Low - I 322

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 324
Plan Managed - [ 216

Self Managed Fully - | low count
Self Managed Partly - N 382

% of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

[ 7%

3%

O 1%

0 s%
0 6%

| 0%

] 12%

 14%
| 0%

1 1%
| 0%

O 9%
0 4%

O 7%
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Appendix C.8.8 - Families have succession plans

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 225 [ 6%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ NN 662 [ 5%
Capacity Building 75-100% - | low count

Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents % of families or % of families or % of families or

of those unable to

carers who rate their carers who feel their carers who provide work as much as
health as excellent, family member with informal care to their they want, % who
very good or good  disability gets the family member with say the situation of

support they need  disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

Overall

overal - [ 933 -7%[] [ &% | 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 705 -8%[] 0 9% | 1%
Father- [l 110 -4% ] | 1%
Other- [l 55 0% | O8% 2% |
Age Group
17orless - [ 749 -8%[] | 0%
18to34- [ 89 -4% ] -8% 1 0 9%
350rover- [ 95 | 2% O 13% I 2%
Gender
Female- [ 326 -5% ] 3% | 0%
Male- [N 603 -8% [] O 9% I 2%
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their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

[ 2%

0 4%
0 7%

| 1%
[ e%



Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type
Autism - N 349
Cerebral Palsy - |70
Down Syndrome - B 56
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability = [ 302
Other - B 105
Other Neurological = B39
Level of function
High- [ 176
Medium - [ 435
Low- [ 322
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [l 45
Non-Indigenous - | N 480
CALD Status
cAD- {73

Non-CALD - [N 6o

State/ Territory

NSW -
VIC -
QLD -
WA -
SA-
TAS -
ACT -
NT =

I 518
11

I 92

| low count

Il 125

ma4

B30

| low count

% of families or

% of families or

% of families or

of those unable to

carers who rate their carers who feel their carers who provide work as much as

health as excellent, family member with
very good or good  disability gets the
support they need

-14% O
0 6%
-9% 0

-4% 1 0 9%
0 3% 0 6%
-4% 1

1% |
-5% [] 0 5%
-13% [ 0 6%

0% |
-5% ]

-6% []
7% ]

-5% 0
-14% O
-1% 1

-11% 0

-8% 0
-8% 0
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disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

1 0%
12%
-7% 0

0 4%
-3% 1
0 4%

2% |
| 0%
0 4%

-9% ]
[l 4%

-8% ]
| 2%

11%
-2% |

O 14%

03%
-9% 0
-4% 0

informal care to their they want, % who
family member with say the situation of
their child/ family
member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

-2% 1
0 10%

07%
0 9%

O 12%
0 3%
3%

[ 5%
[l 4%

05%
05%
-9% 0

10%



Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities =

Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote =

Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met -

Benefit from EIl -

Plan management type
Agency Managed -
Plan Managed -
Self Managed Fully -
Self Managed Partly -

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -
$15-30,000 -
$30-50,000 -
Over $50,000 -

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% -
Capacity Building 0-75% -
Capacity Building 75-100% -

Plan utilisation
below 20% -
20 - 40% -
40 - 60% -
60 - 80% -
80% and over -

I 27
s
B s

ll 28

[ RE

| low count

I 840
| L]

I 324
- 216

| low count

I 382

B 109
. 226
I 232
I 366

. 225
I 662
W4

97

B 155
. 235
I 274
- 172

% of families or
carers who rate their carers who feel their carers who provide work as much as
health as excellent,
very good or good

-8% []
-8% []
2% |
-4% ||

-6% [|

7% 1
7% ]

-13% [
I 3%

7% [

7% 0
3%
-8% 0
5% 0

3%
9% [
12%

-5% 10
-5% 10
-7% 0
-9% 0O
-7% 0
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% of families or % of families or of those unable to
family member with

disability gets the

informal care to their they want, % who
family member with say the situation of

support they need  disability and are their child/ family
able to work as member with
much as they want  disability is a barrier
to working more
| 0% 3%
[ 3% | 0%
[ 8%
-4% |
[ 3% [ 9%
| 2% [ 5%
-6% [] -4% [|
0 9% -1% | 0 8%
0 8% | 1% 0l 3%
| 0% 3% I 2%
0 4% O 10%
3% 0 3%
-4% 1 O 9%
12% | 1%
O 1% 0 5% 0 5%
3% | 1% 0 4%
-10% [J
11% 1 0%
-1% | 0 5%
11% 03%
|1 0% 0 4%
0 5% 0 6%



Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unableto  of those unable to
work as much as work as much as
they want, % who they want, % who
say availability of say insufficient
jobs is a barrierto  flexibility of jobs is a
working more barrier to working

more

Overall

overal - [ 933 | 1% | 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 705 | 1% 1 2%
Father - [l 110 | 0% -4% 1
Other - | low count
Gender
Female - [ 326 l2% [ 6%
Male - [N 603 1% | 2% |
Disability Type
Autism - I 349 -1% 1 -2% 1
Cerebral Palsy - [l 70 1 0% 0 5%
Down Syndrome - | low count
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability - [N 302 0 6% 0 4%
Other - [ 105 -4% 1 -4% 1
Other Neurological = | low count
Level of function
High- [ 176 -5% ] | 0%
Medium - [N 435 | 0% | 1%
Low- [ 322 3% | 1%
CALD Status
caD -l 73 0 5% | 0%
Non-CALD - [N 60 | 0% 1%

159



Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents of those unableto  of those unable to
work as much as work as much as
they want, % who they want, % who
say availability of say insufficient
jobs is a barrierto  flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
State/ Territory
NSW- I 518 11% 11%
ViC- I 1m -8% 0 -13% 0O
QLD- W92 0 4% 0 4%
WA - | low count
SA- EE125 05% 0 3%
TAS- | low count
ACT- | low count
NT - | low count
Remoteness
Major Cities - [ NN 627 | 1% | 0%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 125 | 0% [l 3%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) ~| 10W count
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) ~| 10W count
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 7 D 5% 0%
Remote/Very Remote -| low count
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - - | NN 840 | 1% 0% |
Benefit from El - [} 79 -4% [| -4% [|
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 324 I 2% I 2%
Plan Managed - [ 216 3% -3% ||
Self Managed Fully = | low count
Self Managed Partly - [ 382 -2% | 12%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 109 | 0% | 0%
$15-30,000 - [ 226 -3% || -2% |
$30-50,000 - [N 232 3% 3%
Over $50,000 - [ 366 | 1% | 1%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 225 1% | | 1%
Capacity Building 0-75% - NN 662 0% | | 0%

Capacity Building 75-100% - | low count
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Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 97

I 155
I 235
I 274
B 172

20 - 40% -
40 - 60% -
60 - 80% -
80% and over -

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say availability of
jobs is a barrier to
working more

| 0%
0 5%
| 0%
12%
-3% 1

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % who
say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

-9% 0O
0 10%
11%
13%
-6% 0

Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

% who strongly
agree or agree that
services and
supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

Overall
Age Group
21orabove- [ 23
200rless— NG 13
Disability Type
Autism = | low count

Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome

Other - - 21

Level of function

High- | low count

Medium - IR 22
Low - [N 22

-

3%
[ 28%

s
] 19%

C32%
C—141%

161

thinking about what
happened last year,
and what they
expect for the future,
% who felt delighted,
pleased or mostly
satisfied

-3%

0 13%
-12% [

-8% []

[|5%

5% ]
0 5%

% who disagree or
strongly disagree
that having a family
member with
disability has made
it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost of living

[ 15%

[126%
0 9%

] 4%

|:| 19%

| 0%
] 14%

% who strongly
agree or agree that
their family member
gets the support he/
she needs

[J30%



Appendix C.8.9 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to third review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who strongly thinking about what % who disagree or % who strongly
agree or agree that happened last year, strongly disagree agree or agree that
services and and what they that having a family their family member
supports have expect for the future, member with gets the support he/
helped them to % who felt delighted, disability has made she needs
better care for their pleased or mostly it more difficult to
family member with satisfied meet the everyday
disability cost of living

State/ Territory
NSW- | low count
sAa- I 21 1 14% -5% 1 5% 01
NT/TASIACTWA/QLD - [ 26 [135% -12% [J [127%

Scheme Entry Type

New - I 35 4% I3% CJ23%

State - I 26 [ 15% -15% [] [ 8%
Commonwealth — | low count

Annualised plan budget

$30,000 orless— | 30 ] 20% -13% [] ] 17%
Over$30,000- [N 36 [ 42% [l 6% [ 14%

Plan utilisation

Under 60% — - En [27% [l 5% ] 16%
60% and over — D 22 4% -18% [] [ 14%
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Appendix C.9 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Has the NDIS
helped? indicators at first, second and third reviews - aggregate

Appendix C.9.1 - All domains

Rights and advocacy: Has the NDIS helped you to know
your rights and advocate effectively?

509 2% 52%

50%
50% 48% 48%

40% —|

30% —

20% —

10%

AMMNMNS

0% - 1 ]
Yes MNo

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

16209 responses at 1st review
7042 responses at 2nd review
2528 responses at 3rd review

Access to services: Has the NDIS helped you to access
services, programs and activities in the community?

64% 65%
60% | 58% r——F
42%
A0% 36% 35%
Y
20% — %
0% - - - A
Yes No
I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review
16503 responses at 1st review
7061 responses at 2nd review
2515 responses at 3rd review
Families enjoy health and wellbeing: Has the NDIS improved
your health and wellbeing?
66% 67% 67%
60% —
40% 34% 33% 33%

- %

0% — 1 ]
Yes MNo

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

16236 responses at 1st review
6990 responses at 2nd review
2491 responses at 3rd review

Families feel supported: Has the NDIS improved the level of
support for your family?

66% 68%
61% —— F
60%
40% | 39%
° 34% 330,
[/
20% %
. . 1Y
Yes Mo

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

16478 responses at 1st review
7046 responses at 2nd review
2513 responses at 3rd review

Families help their young person become independent:
Has the NDIS helped you to help your family member with
disability to be more independent?

60% ©2%
60% — 55%

45%
40% 389,

40% —|

Y
20% | /
0% - é
Yes No

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

16429 responses at 1st review
7054 responses at 2nd review
2517 responses at 3rd review
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Appendix C.10 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Has The NDIS
helped? indicators at first review - by participant characteristics

Appendix C.10.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant
Mother - [ 14134
Father - ] 2045
Other -] 528

Age Group
17 or less - [ 10710

1810 21 - [ 4899
22 or above - [JjJ] 1668

Gender

Female - [ 5779
Male - [ 11348

Disability Type

Autism - I 7777
Cerebral Palsy -[ll 939
Down Syndrome -] 842
Hearing Impairment -] 421
Intellectual Disability - [ INEGEGNG 5768
Other -[] 304
Other Neurological - [ 483

Psychosocial disability -] 193

Spinal Cord Injury/ _
Other Physical 1325
Visual Impairment -] 225

Level of function
High - [ 3265
Medium - [N 8173
Low - [ 5839

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

O s0%
CJ48%
] 45%

I—
COs51%
Cs3%

C——150%
[—

C—50%
C—151%
/] 55%
] 49%
] 49%
C/51%
O 50%
1 40%
C—145%
[C133%

Ca%
4%
Cs3%

164

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

e [T se» [CCTTs6%
I— R — LU S—
— U — > U w—
CMse% [mse» [Cs2%
e [CTTTe2% [CCTTT]60%
Ceew [CTTTTes% [ 61%
e [CTTTTeow [CC]57%
CMeow [T se% [T s4%
0% [mse% [ 54%
6% [Cse% [155%
[ 1 71% [ ] 69% [ ] 61%
C—se% [mms0% [ 55%
Ce1% 6% [C56%
o 60% [ 60% [ 58%
Ces% [ 57% [ 58%
st 4% = 42%
o ss% [ 53% [ 60%
) 44% [ 40% 1 45%
s [ [ 4s%
I— N LR — LR S—
— 7T w— S w— 7



Appendix C.10.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [} 971

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 12736

CALD Status
CALD -] 1133

Non-CALD - [N 15666

State/ Territory

NSW - I 5810
VIC — . 4799
QLD — . 3451
WA - 1179
SA -l 1389
TAS -l 397
ACT-1115
NT -1 135

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 10967

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1816

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1832

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 895

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1536

Remote/Very Remate -I 228

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 15330

Benefit from EI - [JJJJ] 1861

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 5596
State - [N 11453

Commonwealth - || 228

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

[—
5%

— 2
[—

1 44%
/1 50%
C—/158%
C——156%
1 46%
1 45%
1 48%
C—51%

[ 51%
(— T
14
e
[Cas%
[ 136%

C——150%
[—

O s0%
4%
4%
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% of families or

carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,

their family programs and
activities in the
community
I - CR — -0
e [T 60%
e [T 59%
e [T 58%
1 56% T 54%
/] 60% /1 57%
[ 1 70% [ ] 68%
1 66% [ 65%
CC57% T 53%
| e— - L /1 53%
T 60% T 56%
T 62% [/ 52%
U —
(TR — 0
[ e [ s7%
i T —
[ sew [ se%
o esw [ a2%
e [T 59%
s [ s4%
e [T s57%
[ 161% [ ] 59%
56w [T 50%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

— LR
—

—
—

/1 51%

| — T

| — 1
CCCC163%
| — -1
 e— YL

| — 11
1 53%

—

— =
[ 1s6%
[ 50%
[ 140%

—
—

I— 2
 I—
4%



Appendix C.10.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 6354
Plan Managed - [ 5643
Self Managed Fully - [l 2109
Self Managed Partly - [ 3154

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 3241
$15-30,000 - [ 4600
$30-50,000 - [ 3559
Over $50,000 - I 5877

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 1591

Capacity Building 0-75% - [ NN 13326

Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 1467
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 877

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 2625
20 - 40% - I 3170
40 - 60% - I 4257
60 - 80% - I 4258
80% and over - I 2967

Appendix C.10.1 - All domains

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

4%
4%
[ J60%
[ 52%

Ca%
C47%
[ 50%
[ 156%

I 50%
T 50%
C48%
I—

C131%
C——47%
C—51%
C56%
 I— -

% of families or

carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for

% of families or
carers who say the

NDIS improved their

access to services,

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family

their family programs and member with
activities in the disability to be more
community independent
I— 7T R — . LR m—
[CMe3w [CCse% [CCCTTs6%
[CMeo% [TTTe6% [T 66%
6% [CT63% [CCC]58%
I— T 45% I—
[CMse% [CCs3% [T 54%
[[CMMe [Ce1w [CCCCTTS57%
[ ] 70% [ ] 69% [ ] 61%
[ e3w [CCCCTTse%» [CCCT56%
[CMe% [CCMe0% [CCCCTT56%
[CMs4% [ 50% T 52%
 I— 20 [/ 48% [ 49%
T 31% [ 28% 1 27%
/1 56% /T 52% C/51%
[es% [CTTTTe3% [T 60%
[ 170% [ ]168% [ 64%
[ 1 72% [ 171% | ] 66%

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Overall

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing
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Appendix C.10.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics
(continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 14134 [ ] 35%
Father - ] 2045 [C133%
Other -] 528 C31%

Age Group
17 or less - NN 10710 []33%
1810 21 - [ 4899 [ 136%
22 or above - [JjJ] 1668 C—139%%
Gender
Female - [ 5779 3%
Male - NN 11348 [ 34%
Disability Type
Autism - I 7777 [ 34%
Cerebral Palsy -[ll 939 C—138%
Down Syndrome -] 842 1 40%
Hearing Impairment -] 421 [C—136%
Intellectual Disability - NG 5768 [ 34%
Other -[] 304 C—136%
Cther Neurological -] 483 1 36%
Psychosocial disability -] 193 ] 24%
Spinal Cord Injury/ _
Other Physical 1325 Cs2%
Visual Impairment =[] 225 1 24%
Level of function
High - I 3265 [ 29%
Medium - [N 8173 [C34%
Low - [N 5839 C38%

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [} 971 [ 30%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 12736 [ ] 35%
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Appendix C.10.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD -] 1133

Non-CALD - [N 15666

State/ Territory

NSW - I 5810
VIC — . 4799
QLD — . 3451
WA - 1179
SA -l 1389
TAS -l 397
ACT-1115
NT -1 135

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 10967
-l 1816
- 1832

-Jl 895

-l 1536

Remote/Very Remate -I 228

Regional (population
greater than 50000)

Regional (population
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population
less than 5000)

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 15330

Benefit from EI - [JJJJ] 1861

Scheme Entry Type
New - [N 5596
State - [N 11453

Commonwealth - || 228

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 6354
Plan Managed - [ 5643
Self Managed Fully - [l 2109
Self Managed Partly - [ 3154

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

CJ36%
Cd34%

/3 30%
/1 33%
 — 50
1 42%
[ 34%
1 26%
 m— 10
/1 31%

3%
[C131%
[ J29%
[C33%
3%
[ J29%

C13s%
[C132%

[C34%
[CJ34%
1 29%

1 30%
C35%
4%
1 38%
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Appendix C.10.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics
(continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [N 3241 C127%
$15-30,000 - [ 4600 1 31%
$30-50,000 - [ 3559 1 35%
Over $50,000 - [N 5877 ] 41%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [l 1591 [ 135%

Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 13326 ] 35%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 1467 1 31%
Capacity Building 95-100% - [l 877 1 30%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - I 2625 118%
20 - 40% - I 3170 C—131%
40 - 60% - I 4257 C—137%
60 - 80% - [ 4258 C—140%
80% and over - I 2967 C—I141%
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Appendix C.11 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Has The NDIS
helped? indicators at second review - by participant characteristics

Appendix C.11.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

—

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

Mother - NN 5802 [ 52 [ es% [ed% [ 60%
Father - [l 845 [ 156% [ ] 70% [ 167% [ 163%
Other -] 226 CJ47% I— - LR — 1L I— -k
Age Group
17 or less - N s788 [ 151% [CCesw [Tesw [CCCT58%
18 to 21 - [ 1184 s [ e9% [ 168% [ ]66%
22 or above -] 231 [ 154% [ ] 71% | ] 70% [ ] 68%
Gender
Female - [N 2358 s [CCTesw [T ee% [ 62%
Male - [N 4782 [ Js2% [T es% [TTe3% [ ] 59%
Disability Type
Autism - I 3418 % [Coo—es% [oommmmed% o 60%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 446 C—/153% 6% [T 64% [T 59%
Down Syndrome -l 346 [ 158% [ 1 70% [ ] 73% [ ] 64%
Hearing Impairment -] 145 [ 148% [ 161% [CC158% 1 62%
Intellectual Disability - NG00 2212 C——152% 1 e7% [CC166% [C———159%%
Other -1 129 1 44% C/57% 2 [CCCT0s9% [ 55%
Other Meurological -l 196 [ 150% [ ] 73% [ 163% [CC————167%
Psychosocial disability -] 62 C——145% [ 153% 1 52% 1 51%
S ey ey -1 132 CC——60% [C66% [ 6% [ 66%
Visual Impairment =[] 117 C——144% CC147% 1 49% CC————157%
Level of function
High - [ 1600 I— -0 [Ceow [Css» [CCCT5™%
Medium - NN 3008 [ J52% CJes% [CC063% [CC—161%
Low - [ 2595 C—5% | ] 70% | ] 70% | ] 61%
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Appendix C.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 434

Non-Indigenous - [N 4587

CALD Status
CALD - 453

Non-CALD - [N 6745

State/ Territory

NSW - I 3759
VIC — I 1502
QLD - 786
WA-172
SA -l 745
TAS -0 255
ACT -1 69
NT —| low count

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 4009

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 836

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 980

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 470

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 828

Remote/Very Remate -I 79

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6269

Benefit from EI - [ 884

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 2271

State - NN 4881

Commonwealth - | 51

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

— 2
5%

C———153%
5%

/1 50%
C—57%
/1 60%
1 66%
1 49%
C—51%
/1 55%

—

—
e
[C150%
[ 146%

— 2
5%

5%
COs51%
Cs3%

171

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

(I—
(I—

—
(I—

] 64%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

—
6%

6%
—

T 63%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

C—53%
I—

—
T e0%

| — -

[ 170% [ ] 68% [C——]63%
[ 170% I ] 68% [ 64%
[ 1 75% [ ] 76% [ 1 66%
/1 61% | — 1 /1 57%
=/ 62% /O 63% /0 56%

| — /1 55% | — Y
i 2 S — T —
e [es» [T 61%
i LA e Lo m—
s LU s L/ m—
s LR s O w—
s s [ e
[ esw [ esw [T 60%
e 6% [CC]61%
[Cee% e [CCCT161%
[CJes% [CCes% [C_160%
[ ew [CCss% [CC]59%



Appendix C.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with

Total respondents

disability
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 2370 C———149%
Plan Managed - [N 2180 [ 153%
Self Managed Fully - il 510 | — -1
Self Managed Partly - [N 2143 [C—153%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1521 [ 146%
$15-30,000 - [N 2055 C——150%
$30-50,000 - [ 1466 C——155%
Over $50,000 - I 2161 C——158%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 1176 5%
Capacity Building 0-75% - I 5250 [ ]52%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 610 ] 52%
Capacity Building 95-100% - | 167  — L)
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 807 [C—136%
20-40% - I 1171 1 48%
40 - 60% - I 1835 [ 153%
60 - 80% — I 2095 C————156%
80% and over - I 1295 C—159%

Appendix C.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Total respondents

Overall

172

% of families or

carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family

their family programs and member with
activities in the disability to be more
community independent
— U — L m—
[[CMerw [Ces% [T 60%
[ ] 74% |[ ] 71% | ] 73%
[ es% [T 66% [ 7]62%
— LT — - LR m—
[[CMee [CCCe1% [CCCTTT58%
[CMes% [T ee% [T 63%
[ ] 74% [ ] 74% [ ] 63%
Cee%w 67 T 61%
[[CMee% [ 64w [CCCTTT59%
[Mew s [CCCCCT61%
[Cs7% [ 52% [ 60%
[/ 35% /T 32% [ 34%
 I— - — -1 C/53%
 I— =L — Y LR e—
[ 172% | 171% [ 66%
[ ] 76% [ 177% [ ] 67%




Appendix C.11.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics
(continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Relationship to participant

Mother - N 5892 [ ]33%
Father - [l 845 [ 134%
Other -] 226 C33%

Age Group
17 or less - NN 5788 [ 31%
1810 21 - [ 1184 [ 40%
22 or above -] 231 [ 134%
Gender
Female - [ 2358 [ 34%
Male - I 4782 []32%
Disability Type
Autism - I 3418 C32%
Cerebral Palsy - [l 446 C—136%
Down Syndrome -l 346 C—135%
Hearing Impairment -] 145 C31%
Intellectual Disability - NG00 2212 [ 34%
Other =[] 129 1 23%
Cther Neurological =[] 196 C—137%
Psychosocial disability -] 62 1 22%
Spinal Cord Injury/ _
Other Physical 1132 1 26%
Visual Impairment =[] 117 —121%
Level of function
High - I 1600 [128%
Medium - [ 3008 [ 132%
Low - N 2595 [CJ36%

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 434 [ 29%
Non-Indigenous - [N 4567 [ 33%
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Appendix C.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD - 453

Non-CALD - [N 6745

State/ Territory

NSW - I 3759
VIC — I 1502
QLD - 786
WA-172
SA -l 745
TAS -0 255
ACT -1 69
NT —| low count

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 4009

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 836

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 980

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 470

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 828

Remote/Very Remate -I 79

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 6269

Benefit from EI - [ 884

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 2271

State - NN 4881

Commonwealth - | 51

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 2370
Plan Managed - [N 2180
Self Managed Fully - [l 510
Self Managed Partly - [N 2143

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

C—137%
C32%

/1 31%
1 34%
/1 35%
1 44%
[ 36%
1 26%
/] 49%

[ 134%
3%
[ J34%
[ 28%
2%
[ J27%

C33%
[ 30%

I—
CI33%
C32%

1 29%
CI33%
C—a1%
35%
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Appendix C.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [N 1521
$15-30,000 - [ 2055
$30-50,000 - [N 1466
Over $50,000 - I 2161

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 1176
Capacity Building 0-75% - [N 5250
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 610
Capacity Building 95-100% - 167

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 807
20-40% - I 1171
40 - 60% - I 1835
60 - 80% — I 2095
80% and over - I 1295

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

C127%
1 29%
[C33%
C——139%%

[ 34%
C33%
1 30%
1 28%

C117%
[C128%
C34%
C/37%
C39%
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Appendix C.12 - Family/carers of participants aged 15 to 24 - Has The NDIS
helped? indicators at third review - by participant characteristics

Appendix C.12.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

Mother - NN 2130 [ ]53% [ ]eow []eenw [ ]63%
Father - [l 288 [ J49% e [[CC]60% [CC—158%
Other - 64 C]48% I— R — O I—
Age Group
17 or less - NN 2525 [ ]s2% [CCesw [esw [ 62%
181021 -] 46 [ deo% [CC067% [CC064% [C164%
22 or above - | low count
Gender
Female - [ 800 C——51% [ ] 70% | J65% [ 165%
Male - [N 1760 [  [Ce7w [lee%w [ 62%
Disability Type
Autism - I 1273 C——54% T e9% [T 67% [T 64%
Cerebral Palsy -[ll 162 C——47% C—e6% [ 65% [CCT163%
Down Syndrome - [l 136 C—51% CCe7% [T 69% [T 62%
Hearing Impairment - || 38 C—147% [ ] 71% [ 163% [CCC———161%
Intellectual Disability - [N 725 C—/153% /T e7% [T 64% [T 60%
Other -] 58 C135% /T 58% [T 54% CC/63%
Other Neurological - 68 C——144% [ ] 75% [ ] 76% [ ] 66%
Psychosocial disability -| low count
S ey oy -1 52 CC——60% 6% [Cmmms% [ 63%
Visual Impairment -] 42 [C——156% [ e0% [CCCCTT160% CC55%
Level of function
High - [ 670  I— L e 61w [T 60%
Medium - [N 981 [ J52% C—Jee%w [C063% [C——163%
Low - [ 922 5% [ ] 72% | ] 71% | ] 64%
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Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jij 121

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 1407

CALD Status
CALD - [l 184

Non-CALD - [N 2388

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1384
VIC — [ 324
QLD —mm 220
WA -1 30
SA - 412
TAS - 160
ACT-138
NT —| low count

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 1686

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 335

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 176

Regional (population _I 90
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 251

Remote/Very Remate -I 35

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 2169

Benefit from EI - [l 376

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 819
State - NG 1748

Commonwealth - | low count

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with
disability

C——J46%
5%

(I
5%

1 52%
1 55%
C—//53%
C—57%
C—153%
1 44%
/] 42%

—
[ s1%

—
—
[ Ja%

[ 134%

— 2
5%

5%
COs51%

177

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

(I—
I—

I— 7
—

CCC168%
/1 66%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

— 20
6%

I—
6%

T 66%
| — .1

[ 1 71%

[ ] 64%

1 67%
CCC69%

/T 62%
| —

[ 1 73%

[ ] 68%

| m— 11

—
—
—
] e

—

1 53%

—
—
—
—
—

[ ] 77%

| | 63%

— R
I—

I—
6%

—
—

I— 20
 I— 0

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

—
—

—
(—

/1 61%
| e— )
| — YA
/T 62%
/T 62%
| —
| — Y

—
—
—
—
—
—

— 20
T es%

I—
I— R



Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member with

Total respondents

disability
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 878 C——150%
Plan Managed - [l 544 [ 151%
Self Managed Fully - || 88 | — 747
Self Managed Partly - I 1063 [ 154%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 628 [ 144%
$15-30,000 - I 828 C——54%
$30-50,000 - [ 501 C—57%
Over $50,000 - [ 616 C——54%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [N 537 [ 152%
Capacity Building 0-75% - [ 1804 [ 153%
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 195 C——151%
Capacity Building 95-100% -] 37 [ 143%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 249 [C—136%
20 - 40% - I 415 [ 150%
40 - 60% - [ 645 [ 152%
60 - 80% — I 754 C————152%
80% and over - I 510 | — L

Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for
their family

6%
I— 741

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,
programs and
activities in the
community

6%
T e6%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them to
help their family
member with
disability to be more
independent

6%
— 11

[ 1 77%

[ 1 77%

[ ] 72%

 I— L

6%
T/ 67%

6%

T 56%
T 66%

[ ] 73%

[ ] 68%

C66%

T 59%
T 62%
—

[ ] 74%

[ ] 72%

[ ] 64%

6%
 —
/T 65%

 —
/T 65%
/T 60%

[ ] 72%

[ ] 62%

[ 40%
6%
 I— L
[ 72%

[ 34%
[ 62%
 —

Cea%
T 62%
 —
I—

[/ 33%
0 59%
— 7

[ ] 71%

[ ] 65%

L 1 79% [

175% [

] 70%

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Total respondents

Overall
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Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - N 2130

Father - [Jl] 288
Other -] 64

Age Group

17 or less - NN 2525

181021-] 46

22 or above - | low count

Gender

Female - [ 800
Male - [N 1760

Disability Type
Autism - I 1273

Cerebral Palsy - [l 162
Down Syndrome -l 136
Hearing Impairment -] 38
Intellectual Disability - [ NN 725
Other -] 58
Other Neurological -] 68

Psychosocial disability -| low count

Spinal Cord Injury/ _
Other Physical 152
Visual Impairment -[| 42

Level of function
High - I 670
Medium - [ 981
Low - [ 922

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jij 121

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

I—
CI33%
C32%

I—
CI33%

C13s%
[C132%

Ca33%
C33%
1 38%
] 38%
C131%
3 25%
C37%

C35%
1 33%

3%
[ 30%
3%

C27%

Non-Indigenous - [ 1407 [ 34%
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Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD - [l 184

Non-CALD - [N 2388

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1384
VIC — [ 324
QLD —mm 220
WA -1 30
SA - 412
TAS - 160
ACT-138
NT —| low count

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 1686

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 335

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 176

Regional (population _I 90
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 251

Remote/Very Remate -I 35

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NN 2169

Benefit from EI - [l 376

Scheme Entry Type
New - [N 819
State - NN 1748

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 878
Plan Managed - [l 544
Self Managed Fully -] 88

Self Managed Partly - I 1063

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

C—13s%
3%

/1 31%
1 34%
/1 38%
C—37%
1 37%
1 25%
1 34%

[ 33%
[Cd32%
CJ31%
[ 36%
3%
—

CJ32%
Cd34%

I—
CI33%

1 28%
C—131%
[ 40%
C—137%
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Appendix C.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [ 628
$15-30,000 - [N 828
$30-50,000 - [N 501
Over $50,000 - N 616

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 537
Capacity Building 0-75% - NN 1804
Capacity Building 75-95% - [l 195
Capacity Building 95-100% -] 37

Plan utilisation
below 20% — [l 249
20 - 40% - I 415
40 - 60% - [ 645
60 - 80% — I 754
80% and over - I 510

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

1 29%
C—131%
3%
1 38%

C33%
C33%
1 28%
C—132%

CJ22%
C31%
C31%
C35%
C39%
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