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Appendix D.1 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Baseline
indicators - entry year 2019/20 - aggregate

Appendix D.1.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

40% — 38%
30%
30%
20% —
9%
. 8%
10% 6%
3% 29 3%
0% 0% 1 —
0% - ] 1 T 1 1 1 1 1
Mother Father Grand- Grand- Sister Brother  Spouse/ Other Carer Other
mother father partner family
member
10920 responses; 114 missing
Are you currently working in a paid job? Is it permanent or casual?
60% 80%
60% | 80% |
50% |
40% 60% -
A40% —|
30% A40% —
20% —
20%
10% —|
0% - 0% -
Yes No Permanent Casual
11034 responses; 0 missing 4353 responses; 57 missing
What are the typical hours per week worked (range)? Are you currently studying?
63% 100% —| 96%
60% —|
80% —|
40% 60% -
23% 20%
20%
4% 10% 20% -
0% 1% 3%
0% - - 0% - , =
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
4316 responses; 94 missing 10010 responses; 1024 missing




Appendix D.1.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any government
benefits

27%

25% |

20%

20% —|

15%

10%

5%

0% -
Carer payment Carer allowance

11034 responses; 0 missing

Appendix D.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

0% 38% 40%
30% -
21%

20% —
10% |
0% -

Yes | have some | have a great

difficulty deal of difficulty

10874 responses; 160 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

61%
60% |
A40% —|

26%
20% 13%
0% -
Yes I have some  |have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

10862 responses; 172 missing

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
80% | 77%
60% |
A40% —
0% 18%
0% - = |
Yes | have some | have a great
difficulty deal of difficulty

554 responses; 0 missing



Appendix D.1.4 - Families feel supported

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

54%

50% | 46%
40% —|
30% |
20% |
10% |

0% -

Yes Mo

11034 responses; 0 missing

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

80% | 75%
60% —
40% -
25%
20% |
0% -
Yes Mo

11034 responses; 0 missing

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

53%

50% |

40% |

30% |

20% —|

10% |

0% -
Yes No

554 responses; 0 missing

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

need
66%
60% |
40% —
20%
0% -
Yes No

11034 responses; 0 missing

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

as I need
53%
50% —|
40% —
30% —
20% -
10% |
0% -
Yes No

11034 responses; 0 missing



Appendix D.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

10466 responses; 568 missing

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

disability
80% 77%
60% |
40% -
O =
0% - /3

| have some
difficulty

| have a great
deal of difficulty

554 responses; 0 missing

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

68%

60% |

40% —|

32%

20% —|

0% -
Yes Mo

554 responses; 0 missing

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

lll

| have some | have a great
difficulty deal of difficulty

10596 responses; 438 missing

40% —|

30% |

20% -

10% |

0% -

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

88%

80%

60% |

40% -

20% |

0% -
Yes Mo

11034 responses; 0 missing



Appendix D.1.6 - Families have succession plans

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

70%
60% —|
A40% —
21%

20%

8%

o
Yes I have begun

10772 responses; 262 missing

Have you asked for assistance from any of the following?

36%
31%
30% 29% 29%
% |
20% 16%
9%
10% —| 7%
0% - T T
Siblings  Your Your The ServiceProfessionalsSupport
ofthe extended friends friends of providers workers
person family your
with family
disability member

3208 responses; 0 missing

Appendix D.1.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

In general, my health is

41%

A40% |
30%
20% —

13%
10% —|

4%
0% - ,
Excellent Verygood Good Fair Poor

10866 responses; 168 missing

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

28%

27%
25% |
20% |
15% |
10% —

5%

0% -

Strongly  Agdree Neutral

agree

Disagree Strongly
disagree

554 responses; 0 missing

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

30%
or |
30% 27%
25%
20%
15% - 13%
’ 1%
Delighted Pleased Mostly Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible  Dont
satisfied dissatisfied know

554 responses; 0 missing

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

41%
40% —
30% —
21% 20%
20% | 16%
10%
2%
0% - -
Strongly  Agree Neufral Disagree Strongly
agree disagree

10795 responses; 239 missing



Appendix D.1.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

| 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
52%
. 38%
40% 50% 48%
30% | 40% |
or |
20% - 18% 0%
20%
10% —| o
39, 10% |
0% - 0% -
Strongly  Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly Yes No, they would like to
agree disagree work more
554 responses; 0 missing 10434 responses; 600 missing

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

90%
80% —|
60% —
A40% —
o 19% 19%
o = - l
[
Situation of family Availability of jobs Available jobs do Other
member with not have sufficient
disability flexibility (e.g. of
hours)

4943 responses; 0 missing
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Appendix D.2 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Baseline
indicators - entry year 2019/20 - by participant characteristics

Appendix D.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

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

Overall
overal - [ 11034 [ ]36% . Jaeo% | 80% | | 86%
Relationship to participant
Mother - [N 3249 | ] 100% | | 28% | ] 76% | ] 81%
Father - [l 702 [ 1100% []32% [ 177% | ] 84%
Other - I 5441 | 0% — | ] 82% | ] 87%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328 [ 1 79% [ ] 43% I ] 80% [ ] 88%
35 to 44 - [N 2081 C—156% 1 35% [ 1 77% [ ] 82%
45 to 54 - M 2530 130% C—37% [ ] 79% | ] 86%
55 or over - [ 4095 0 6% 1 42% [ ] 81% [ ] 87%
Gender
Female - [ 4800 C131% [ 42% [ ] 81% [ ] 88%
Male - | 6100 CJ40% [ 39% I ] 79% [ | 85%
Disability Type
ABI-mm 826 /1 36% . 41% [ 182% I 1 86%
Autism — Il 764 [ 1 75% I 1 40% | 78% [ 87%
Cerebral Palsy -0 208 C———64% [C—333% 1 75% 1 81%
Down Syndrome -1 204 [ 177% [ 1 35% e 80% e 86%
Hearing Impairment — M 539 — 27% /4% e 74% | 87%
Multiple Sclerosis —m 424 = 12% 1 54% I 1 86% I ] 88%
Other — N 1785 C—161% /3 34% | 7Y% e 86%
Other Neurological — I 1721 0 12% T 47% T 8% e 87 %
Other Physical - 1204 3 14% 1 40% e 77% e 83%
Psychosocial disability — I 2099 1 48% /1 33% e 78% ) 85%
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204 1 14% 1 44% | 78% 1 87%
Stroke —l 719 0 10% = 45% [ 1 89% I 1 91%
Visual Impairment -l 337 1 17% /4% /| 78% ————183%
Level of function
High - [l 1258 3%  — [ ] 79% | ] 86%
Medium - [ 5732 [ 141% ] 41% [ ] 80% [ ] 86%
Low - [ 4044 C31% ] 38% | ] 80% | ] 86%
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Appendix D.2.1 - Family member/carer information
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 972

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

% of respondents
who are the

participant's parent

C—13s%
3%

1 22%
I—

/3 30%
/1 35%
/1 33%
C——151%
/1 31%
/3 29%
/1 35%
[ 24%

3%
[Cd32%
[ 13m%
3%
3%
[ 130%

C137%
CJ23%

3%
[ 1s3%
CJ47%

12

% of families or

carers who are in a

paid job

1 22%
— 0

E37%
I— LT

T 41%

/O 42%
/1 39%

 I— 1

/1 39%

/1 33%

| — 0 )
/T 28%

4%
[ 3e%
[ a0%
[ ]38%
[ 3%

[C29%

0 39%
T 55%

I— T
[ 36%
T 38%

job, % who are

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

permanent position week

| | 74% | | 85%
| ] 80% | | 86%
| | 78% | | 86%
l | 80% | | 86%

Ce0% [ 87%

[ 181% I ] 86%
| — ) L s— YL )
[ 181% I ] 84%

=/ 74%
| e— L

1 85%
| — 1

[ ] 88% [ ] 93%
[ 182% [ ] 91%
[ ] 81% [ ] 86%

[ ] 81% | ] 86%
[ ] 78% | ] 87%
[ ] 75% | ] 88%
[ | 77% | | 84%

s e S w—

| 1 79% | | 86%
l | 84% | | 87%
| ] 80% | ] 86%
| 179% | ] 83%

| ] 80% | | 89%




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

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801

Plan Managed - [N 5981

Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

% of respondents

who are the

participant's parent

[ 44%
C35%
1 28%
C129%

[C—136%
Ca%
%
C133%
1 30%

1 19%
C—37%
1 40%
] 48%
) 49%

% of families or

carers who are in a

paid job

1 31%
[/ 40%
I—
/1 47%

 I—
 I— Y
— L
 I— -
 I—

 I—
/O 38%
— L
 I—
 I—

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

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328
35to 44 - [ 2081
45 to 54 - [ 2530
55 or over - [ 4095

% of families or
carers who are

currently studying

[ 4%

[ 2%
| 1%
0 4%

0 4%
0 4%
0 5%
0 4%

13

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

[ 1 78% | ] 87%
[ 179% | ] 85%
[ ] 83% |[ ] 89%
[ ] 80% [ ] 85%
[ ] 76% [ ] 88%
[ ] 80% | ] 85%
[ 177% | ] 84%
[ ]181% [ ] 86%
[ ]182% [ ] 88%
[ ]182% [ 1 86%
[ ] 80% | ] 87%
[ 1 79% [ ] 85%
[ ] 78% | ] 86%
[ ]182% [ ] 90%




Appendix D.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 - [ 4800 0 5%
Male - [N 6100 4%
Disability Type
ABI-mm 826 0 5%
Autism — Il 764 0 3%
Cerebral Palsy -0 208 0 3%
Down Syndrome —1 204 0 3%
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539 O 6%
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424 0 4%
Other — N 1785 0 3%
Other Neurological — I 1721 O 4%
Other Physical - 1204 O 5%
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099 O 5%
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204 0 6%
Stroke —l 719 0 5%
Visual Impairment — @ 337 0O 6%
Level of function
High - [l 1258 0 4%
Medium - [ 5732 1 4%
Low - [ 4044 0 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jj 586 0 4%

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5906 [] 5%

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960 0 7%

Non-CALD - | o065 [] 4%

State/ Territory

NSW — I 2536 O 5%
VIC - I 2699 0 4%

QLD -l 2171 0 5%
WA - I 2225 03%
SA -l 752 O 5%

TAS -0 312 0 4%

ACT-1132 0 6%
NT -1 199 11%
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Appendix D.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 - [ 7381 [l 4%

pedeel B O
e B G-l 572 e
W Sl B de

e oo e

Remote/Very Remote - I 309 |] 2%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524 [] 4%

Benefit from EI - || 467 [0 6%
Scheme Entry Type
New - NN 7813 []5%
State - [l 2157 0l 3%
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064 [ 5%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [N 2801 0 4%
Plan Managed - [N 5981 0 4%

Self Managed Fully - [l 1098 0 5%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146 0 4%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 928 0 4%
$15-30,000 - I 1651 0 5%
$30-50,000 - I 2525 0 4%

$50-100,000 - N 3477 0 5%

Ovwer $100,000 - I 2453 0 4%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - I 2569 0 4%

Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833 0 4%
Capacity Building 15-30% - I 2939 05%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005 0 4%
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684 3%
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Appendix D.2.2 - Government benefits
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328
35to 44 - [ 2081
45 to 54 - [ 2530
55 or over - [ 4095

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

[ ]20%

[118%
1 14%
C121%

1 20%
C117%
C121%
1 20%

[ 20%
[119%

/1 15%
31 18%
/1 20%
3 25%
= 10%
/1 25%
3 20%
1 18%
1 26%
/1 19%
/1 19%
/1 19%
/1 21%

] 14%
118%
C24%

Cd25%

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 906 [ ] 19%

16

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

o

[ 29%
1 19%
CJ27%

1 28%
1 25%
[ 26%
1 27%

[ 27%
O 26%

/1 27%
/1 29%
= 31%
— 36%
= 12%
3 27%
/1 29%
/1 26%
/1 32%
/3 24%
/3 25%
/1 26%
/3 25%

117%
[ 25%
C31%

[ 27%
3 27%



Appendix D.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 - [l 1960 [123% [ 25%
Non-CALD - [N 0065 [] 19% -2
State/ Territory
NSW — I 2536 3 20% 1 24%

VIC — I 2699 = 19% = 25%

QLD — 2171 /1 22% /1 33%

WA - I 2225 —118% /1 28%

SA -l 752 —118% /1 26%

TAS -0 312 1 26% = 34%

ACT -1 132 0 8% 0 9%

NT -1 199 0 9% 0 8%
Remoteness
major Cities - | R 7381 [ ]18% [ 25%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090 D 21% : 31%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) ~ B 972 CJ21% [ 30%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399 I:I 24% I:I 34%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840 D 26% : 32%
Remote/Very Remate -I 309 |:| 13% |:| 16%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NEGQ 10524 [ ] 20% 1 27%
Benefit from EI - || 467 O 1% [ 17%
Scheme Entry Type
New - NN 7813 [ ]19% [ 26%
State - [ 2157 [23% C133%
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064 [ 15% 1 22%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [N 2801 J21% 1 27%
Plan Managed - [N 5981 1 20% 1 27%

Self Managed Fully - [l 1098 [ 14% 1 23%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146 ]19% [ 30%
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Appendix D.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 -l 928 1 14% 1 20%
$15-30,000 - I 1651 117% /3 23%
$30-50,000 - N 2525 119% [ 26%

$50-100,000 - NN 3477 1 22% 1 31%

Over $100,000 - [N 2453 1 20% [ 26%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - I 2569 [ 23% [ 30%

Capacity Building 0-15% - I 2833 1 21% [ 28%
Capacity Building 15-30% - IS 2939 119% [ 26%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005 1 16% /1 22%
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 684 [ 15% [/ 23%

Appendix D.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 - I 3249 T 40% I— L
Father - [l 702 [ 135% [ 159%
Other - NN 5441 I— L —

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328 [ 142% | — L
35 to 44 - [ 2081 C—136% 1 58%
45 to 54 - [ 2530 C—136% CC—57%
55 or over - [ 4095 [ 139% [ 164%
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Appendix D.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

% 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

C—137%
C39%

— 36%
/1 45%
—43%
—51%
—50%
— 40%
/1 40%
/3%
C—41%
/1 29%
C—41%
—/ 34%
— 40%

I—
] 40%
Cd33%

C—130%
C39%

C—126%
4%

[ 34%
/1 31%
4%
1 50%
1 42%
1 36%
1 48%
118%

19

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

(I—
I—

| s—

| —
————— 68%
/1 73%
/1 66%
/1 73%
/1 62%

| — 5
/1 61%
/1 51%

| —
| e— 1
—159%%

6%
 I—
I— 2

" 50%
6%

I P
T es%

/1 58%
 e—

| — 7
/1 69%
C—//63%

| — )
| — Y
/1 24%



Appendix D.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 972

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

% 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

[ J38%
4%
[ J41%
[ J38%
[CJao%
[ J26%

C——138%
4%

I— 7
[C44%
3%

[ 138%
3%
C56%
C146%

C—153%
C—45%
C—36%
[C136%
[C34%

1 40%
C—37%
C34%
/1 40%
C51%

20

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

[ so%
I— 70

—

[ 72%
—

[ ]38%

(I—
—

I— L
I— 20
/) 59%

 I—
 I—
/| 79%
I— L

T 69%
T 68%
—
[ 58%
[ 57%

T ea%
0 58%
 I— 74

| I—
[ 71%



Appendix D.2.3 - Rights and advocacy

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 175

Father - [} 36

Other - N 343

Age Group
34 or younger - [l 114
3510 44 - [ 89
45 to 54 - I 122
55 or over - [ 211
Gender
Female - [ 241
Male - [ 310
Disability Type

ABIl
Stroke . 73
Autism -I 36
Cerebral Palsy&_. 91

Other Neurological

Hearing and
Other Sensory Disability

Intellectual disability & _- 163

Down Syndrome

-| low count

Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I29

Other Physical, Other - [JJ] 49
Psychosocial -. 81

Visual Impairment-l low count

Level of function
High - [l 45
Medium - [ 251
Low - I 258

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

C7s%
8%
I—

CC79%
C—74%
C—75%
 I—

I
6%

—
—
—

—
—
—

—

| I—
| I— L0
C——074%
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Appendix D.2.3 - Rights and advocacy
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

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

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - ] 29 1 79%
Non-Indigenous - [N 450 [ 78%

CALD Status
CALD -l 54 IS
Non-CALD - [N 491 [ ] 76%

State/ Territory
NSW -l 46 C———————180%
VIC - I 218  I—
QLD -l 131 C176%
SA-H 52 7%
ACT -| low count
SA/NT/WA -l 106 CC——————181%
Remoteness

Regional (population _ :
greater than 50000) . 72 76%
Regional (population _ I:I
between 15000 and 50000) . 57 84%
Regional (population _ :
between 5000 and 15000) I 27 74%
Regional (population
tess than 5000) & - [JJ| 58 [ %

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 230 [ 176%
State - [N 262 [ 179%
Commonwealth - [JJj 62 [ 176%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 173 C—————178%
Plan Managed - [N 285 | — 7
Self Managed Fully -] 33 | —— 17
Self Managed Partly - [l 63 [ 184%
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Appendix D.2.3 - Rights and advocacy
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 - [ 56
$30-50,000 - [ 94
$50-100,000 - [N 148
Over $100,000 - N 238

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 103
Capacity Building 0-15% - NI 248
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 100
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 78
Capacity Building 60-100% - H 25

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

C—68%
C83%
| — 2
CC74%

C—181%
C—78%
C—es%
C85%
CC176%

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

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328
35to 44 - [ 2081
45 to 54 - [ 2530

55 or over - [ 4095

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

a9
Cs2%
4%

T a9%
] 45%
] 43%
[ 145%

23

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

o P

[ 36%
[ 38%
32%

1 37%
33%
33%
[ 35%

% 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

they need

] 2s% (I 0

[ 26% [ 49%
[ 28% [ 48%
[ 24% I—
] 28% CC150%
1 24% — P71
= 23% 4%
/1 25% /T 48%



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

Total respondents

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

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

C——143%
4%

—
COs51%
] 34%

C———155%
Cas%

1%
7%

1 44%
C—41%
4%
C——151%
C—153%
C—51%
C—/158%
C——156%

24

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

[ 33%
— 2

3 33%
= 35%
/1 40%
—41%
1 56%
3 31%
/1 40%
/1 33%
/1 33%
/1 26%
/1 32%
= 34%
— 36%

[ 48%
C37%
[ 26%

I—
— 2

£ 28%
T 36%

/1 33%
/3 28%
/1 34%
/1 41%
/1 39%
/3 40%
 — 11}
/1 39%

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

[ 24%
[ 26%

1 24%
= 25%
== 26%
3 36%
/1 50%
3 23%
/= 31%
/=3 22%
/= 25%
/= 17%
/1 25%
=3 23%
== 26%

[ 0%
27%
= 17%

[ 29%
O 25%

] 20%
O 26%

1 24%
=3 20%
=1 26%
/3 30%
= 28%
3 28%
= 33%
/= 27%

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

[—
I— 0

| — T
/1 49%
/1 54%

1 62%
/1 49%
/1 50%

| m—
/1 47%
 s— 1

| — Y L)
/1 49%
1 4%

| I— A
5%
[ 39%

(I— 0
—

/] 40%
— LR

/0 46%
 m— )
 — 0 )

| — -1 )
1 54%
| — Y1
/1 55%
1 55%



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

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 972

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

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

-t
[ Jaa%
I
e
—
[ 1s6%

C——J46%
Cas%

Ca%
] 50%
] 50%

T a9%
] 43%

[ 50%
C—147%

Cea%
C—159%
8%
C38%
C38%

Caa%
2%
%
C51%
C65%

25

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

[C33%
3%
3%
[C39%
[ 38%
—

4%
/3%

33%
C37%
T 38%

1 37%
1 31%

I—
CC37%

[ s3%
[ 46%
[/ 35%
[ 28%
[ 28%

O 35%
1 30%
C31%
/T 38%
T 55%

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

[ 24%
[ 2%
[ 27%
[ 28%
[ 28%
[C]34%

O 25%
[ 30%

[ 24%
1 27%
] 29%

1 28%
1 22%
[ 34%
1 27%

I—
/37%
= 25%
=1 20%
1 18%

3 25%
= 20%
= 22%
1 29%
O 47%

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

[ 148%
— T
—
—
—
—

[I—
I— 0

I— L
[ 48%
I—

T 46%
T 45%
/O 56%
[/ 52%

T 62%
C57%
 E—
 I—
4%

) 48%
T 43%
—
 I— L
[ 62%



Appendix D.2.4 - Families feel supported

Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 175

Father - [} 36

Other - N 343

Age Group
34 or younger - [l 114
3510 44 - [ 89
45 to 54 - I 122
55 or over - [ 211
Gender
Female - [ 241
Male - [ 310
Disability Type

ABIl
Stroke . 73
Autism -I 36
Cerebral Palsy&_. 91

Other Neurological

Hearing and
Other Sensory Disability

Intellectual disability & _- 163

Down Syndrome

-| low count

Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I29

Other Physical, Other - [JJ] 49
Psychosocial -. 81

Visual Impairment-l low count

Level of function
High - [l 45
Medium - [ 251
Low - I 258

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

—

O s0%
C53%
[ 54%

Cse%
C47%
] 45%
[ 155%

(I
Cs5%

—
—
C—Ism

—
4%
—
[ 149%

—
[ 54%
] 50%

26



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

Total respondents % who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - ] 29 5%
Non-Indigenous - [N 450 [ 53%

CALD Status
CALD - 54 [ J43%
Non-CALD - [N 491 [ 54%

State/ Territory
NSW -l 46 | — 1
VIC - I 218 C—153%
QLD -l 131 C—153%
SA-H 52 C146%
ACT -| low count
SA/NT/WA -l 106 C————150%
Remoteness

Regional (population _ :
greater than 50000) . 72 56%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 57 I:I 49%

Regional (population _ :

between 5000 and 15000) I 27 56%
Regional (population

tess than 5000) & - [JJ| 58 [ Jea%

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 230 | I 1L
State - [N 262 [ 15%
Commonwealth - [JJj 62 [C——152%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [l 173 | I— 17
Plan Managed - [N 285 [ 151%
Self Managed Fully -] 33 | — 7T
Self Managed Partly - [l 63 [ 163%

27



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

Total respondents

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 - [ 56
$30-50,000 - [ 94
$50-100,000 - [N 148
Over $100,000 - N 238

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 103
Capacity Building 0-15% - NI 248
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 100
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 78
Capacity Building 60-100% - H 25

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

C—52%
C—s55%
C47%

C53%

C62%
C—52%
C46%
C47%
6%

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

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328
35to 44 - [ 2081
45 to 54 - [ 2530

55 or over - [ 4095

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

Ces%
6%
I— 0

CC65%
C65%
 —
C——169%

28

% 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

[ 133% [ 12%

3% [ 15%
C31% 1 14%
C133% O 1%
[ 34% =3 13%
1 33% O 12%
C31% O 12%
] 34% O 12%



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

Total respondents

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

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

—
6%

| — Y
| — )
1 64%

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

[ 33%
— 2

1 32%
=1 36%
/1 38%

[ 1 75%

[ 1 47%

——————170%

/1 47%

[ 1 72%

I 1 36%

C—67%
C——/70%
1 66%
C—//159%
/1 64%

/1 36%
/1 35%
/1 34%
/3 24%

= 35%

L 1 70%

L 1 30%

——62%

/1 32%

| 1 70%

| 1 44%

6%
C—63%

I
Cer%

— 0
Cer%

C——————162%
1 66%
1 64%

C3s%
1 28%

O 25%
— 2

3%
/3%

/3 28%
1 26%
/1 36%

[ ] 74%

[ 1 47%

" 167%
C—163%
/1 60%
1 55%

29

 I—
/3 30%
 m— 10
3 13%

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

O 1%
O 13%

= 12%
= 13%
= 15%
=3 22%
=3 20%
= 10%
= 17%
0 10%
= 10%
0 8%
03 1%
= 13%
= 1%

17%
O 13%
O 10%

O 10%
O 12%

O &%
O 13%

03 1%
0 9%
= 1%
3 19%
0 12%
= 14%
= 16%
0 5%



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

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 972

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

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

—
[ Jes%
—
—

——Jee%
[ 1s6%

—
(I—

Ces%

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

[C33%

3%

[C3e%
3%
3%
[C]25%

[ 33%
Cs7%

2%

| 1 70%

| | 40%

C————Je&7%

6%
C65%

£ 31%

C32%
1 28%

[ ] 72%

[ ] 50%

| ] 72%

[ ] 44%

[ ] 74%

[ ] 48%

C——e8%
C—/6es%
[ 63%

6%

C—68%
C——65%
6%
 —

C#1%
3 32%
1 29%
CO31%

[ 36%
3 32%
1 29%

[/ 34%

[ ] 74%

L ] 45%

30

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

O 12%
O 12%
O 12%
[ 13%
O 1%
O 12%

O 12%
O 13%

O 10%
= 17%
I 14%

1 16%
& 10%

1 14%
= 13%

3 23%
3 15%
3 10%
0 9%
3 13%

O 12%
3 13%
0 9%
O 12%
[ 23%



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

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 175

Father - [} 36

Other - N 343

Age Group
34 or younger - [l 114
3510 44 - [ 89
45 to 54 - I 122
55 or over - [ 211
Gender
Female - [ 241
Male - [ 310
Disability Type

ABIl
Stroke . 73
Autism -I 36
Cerebral Palsy&_. 91

Other Neurological

Hearing and
Other Sensory Disability

Intellectual disability & _- 163

Down Syndrome

-| low count

Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I29

Other Physical, Other - [JJ] 49
Psychosocial -. 81

Visual Impairment-l low count

Level of function
High - [l 45
Medium - [ 251
Low - I 258

% who work in
partnership with
professionals and
service providers to

% whose family
member with
disability and family
receive help to plan

meet the needs of  for the future

their family member

with disability

without difficulties

[ | 77% | | 68%
— 4 U — 0

| ] 81% | ] 64%

| ] 79% | |1 71%
[ ] 75% [ ] 63%

[ ] 78% [ ] 67%
[ ] 75% [ ] 70%
[ 177% [ ] 70%
| ] 79% | | 68%
| | 75% | | 69%
— RV —
e [ se%
C—leow [ 7s%
— N —
[ ] 93% [ ] 72%
— R — LA
C—desw [C67%
7% [CCTT58%

| ] 76% | ] 64%

| ] 78% | | 74%
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Appendix D.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who work in % whose family
partnership with member with
professionals and disability and family
service providers to receive help to plan
meet the needs of  for the future
their family member
with disability
without difficulties

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - ] 29 [ ] 79% | ] 83%
Non-Indigenous - [N 450 | 1 77% | ] 67%
CALD Status
CALD - 54 [ ] 81% [ ] 70%
Non-CALD - [ 491 | ] 76% | ] 68%
State/ Territory
NSW -l 46 [ 183% I ] 78%
VIC - I 218 C—74% [/ 64%
QLD - I 131 [ 1 80% I ] 74%
SA - 52 C————175% [CC—/158%
ACT -| low count
SA/NT/WA - [l 106 C—7s% /0 70%
Remoteness

Regional (populat
roater trn 50000) " 72 | | 81% | | 71%

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 57 | | 82% | | 72%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 27 | | 85% | | 78%

Regional (population
tess than 5000) & - [JJ| 58 [ ] 81% | ] 76%
Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type
New - I 230 [ ] 80% [ ] 73%
State - [N 262 | ] 76% | | 63%
Commonwealth - [JJj 62 [ 69% [ 171%
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 173 [ 72% [C————168%
Plan Managed - [N 285 [ ] 79% [ ] 67%
Self Managed Fully -] 33 [ ] 79% | 1 73%
Self Managed Partly - [l 63 [ ]179% [ ] 71%
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Appendix D.2.5 - Access to services
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % who work in % whose family
partnership with member with
professionals and disability and family
service providers to receive help to plan
meet the needs of  for the future
their family member
with disability
without difficulties

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count

$15-30,000 - [ 56 [ 168% [C—————163%
$30-50,000 - [ 94 [ 174% [C—/——155%
$50-100,000 - [N 148 [ 1 76% [ ] 70%
Over $100,000 - N 238 [ ] 80% [ ] 73%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - Il 103 [ ] 79% [ ] 78%
Capacity Building 0-15% - NI 248 [ ] 80% [ ] 69%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 100 [ 175% CC——163%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 78 [ 169% [CC———160%
Capacity Building 60-100% - H 25 [ 168% [CC————160%

Appendix D.2.6 - Families have succession plans
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents % of families or of those who made
carers who have or have begun
made plans for when making plans, % of
they are no longer  families or carers
able to care for their who have asked for
family member with help from service
disability providers,

professionals or
support workers

Overall

overal - [ 11034 [] 8% L se%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249 [ 12% [ 53%
Father - [l 702 12% 5%
other - N 5441 [ 6% ] 57%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328 9% [ 152%
35 to 44 - [N 2081 8% 5%
45 to 54 - M 2530 0 9% | — -
55 or over - [ 4095 8% [ 158%
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Appendix D.2.6 - Families have succession plans

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

% of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

0 &%
O 9%

0 9%
0 10%
1 14%
= 14%
= 12%
O 5%
1 13%
0 7%
0 7%
0 6%

0 4%

0 7%

0 3%

0Os%
O 9%
O8%

0 &%
O 9%

0 7%
O 9%

0O 8%
O 6%
0O 9%
. 12%
0O 8%
0 9%
0 5%
0 4%

34

of those who made
or have begun
making plans, % of
families or carers
who have asked for
help from service
providers,
professionals or
support workers

—
—

| — )
| s— 1
/—55%
/1 47%
/1 26%

/1 53%
/1 60%

| — kY
/1 68%

| — N LT

I— 2
5%
I—

—
/T s57%

—
/T s57%

/1 52%

| I— %

| I—
/1 64%
/1 56%
/1 61%
| e— Y
/1 69%



Appendix D.2.6 - Families have succession plans

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 872

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

% of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

O 9%
0 7%
[ 8%
O 9%
[ &%
0 7%

O 9%

[ 4%

0 7%
13%
O 10%

1 1%
0 7%
0 9%
O 8%

[ 10%
[ 10%
0 8%
0 6%
[ 10%

0 8%
[ 10%
0 7%
0 7%
O 1%

35

of those who made
or have begun
making plans, % of
families or carers
who have asked for
help from service
providers,
professionals or
support workers

—
—
m—
[ s51%
[ 9%
—

I— 7
T 34%

[ s3%
I—
I—

C/s5%
 — 11
/T 48%

C/55%

[ 39%
O 41%
 E— L
[ 58%
[ 73%

 I— 0
/T 66%
 I— 7
[/ 50%
/™ 40%



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328
35to 44 - [ 2081
45 to 54 - [ 2530

55 or over - [ 4095

Gender

Female - [ 4800
Male - [N 6100

Disability Type

ABI-mm 826
Autism — Il 764
Cerebral Palsy -0 208
Down Syndrome —1 204
Hearing Impairment — 1l 539
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424
Other — N 1785
Other Neurological — I 1721
Other Physical - 1204
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204
Stroke —l 719
Visual Impairment — @ 337

Level of function
High - [l 1258
Medium - [N 5732
Low - [ 4044

% of families or % of families or
carers who rate their carers who feel their
health as excellent, family member with

very good or good

disability gets the
support they need

[ 19%

C s [d21%
6% [J20%
CCes% [17%
C——61% [J20%
[ se% [18%
 I— 1 e 0
C—]e3% [J18%
e [J1e%
CJeow  [20%
6% 319%
5% ©C=318%
C—56% ©==25%
6% [ 35%
. 172% == 28%
6% [=3115%
5% [==25%
C————166% [=117%
C———160% [=116%
C——51%  0=12%
1 70% == 23%
7% =22%
5% [=314%

| | 69% [ 26%
[ e3% [C18%
CCOss% [1e%

36

% of families or of those unable to
carers who provide work as much as
informal care to their they want, % of
family member with families or carers

disability and are
able to work as
much as they want

I—
I— AT
4%

/5%
/T 53%
5%
[/ 52%

(I— 0
—

I— 0
[ s5%
I—

who say the
situation with their
family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

I— 7T
I— 20
I—

Ces%
T/ 90%
 —
 I—

9%
—

I— 7
I—
| I—



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 586

Non-Indigenous - [ NN s906

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960

Non-CALD - [N °065

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1090

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 972

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 399

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813
State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

% of families or

carers who rate their carers who feel their

health as excellent,
very good or good

— 7
6%

— 20
Ceo%

C—————160%
C—159%
/1 59%
C—163%
C—————165%
1 66%
1 64%
1 66%

—
I
—
[ 1s6%
%
—

— 0
Cer%

C e
Cs57%
I— L

37

% of families or

family member with
disability gets the
support they need

[ 13%
1 19%

[ 15%
1 19%

1 16%
E117%
3 15%
[ 28%
I 18%
3 19%
/ 21%
3 12%

[ 19%
[ 17%
[ 20%
[ 19%
[ 18%
] 16%

1 19%
1 19%

[ 16%
26%
2%

% of families or
carers who provide

of those unable to
work as much as

informal care to their they want, % of

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

(I— L
T 52%

T 39%
T 55%

=/ 49%

| I— .1
1 53%
| — Y]
T 53%
/1 56%
| m—
T 41%

[ 51%
[ 52%
—
[ se

—

/5%
T s50%

[ 29%
[ 57%
) se%

families or carers
who say the
situation with their
family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

I—
I—

9%
I—

1 9%0%
C////193%
1 90%
] 89%
] 89%
| —
) 96%
T 82%

—
—
—
—
—
—

I—
—

I—
I—
—



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

% of families or

carers who rate their carers who feel their
family member with

health as excellent,
very good or good

% of families or

disability gets the

support they need
[ 158% 1 23%
CC—159% [16%
7% [J22%
C——167% [CJ20%
[ 172% [ ] 33%
C———e67% [C24%
CC—159% [[O15%
C——s57% [ 14%
[——158% [120%
[ 164% [CJ19%
[C——58% [19%
C——56% [ 15%
[ 162% [CJ18%
[ 172% [ ] 33%

Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 3249
Father - [} 702

Other - NN 5441

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers

who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more

] 12%

[ 12%
O 12%
O 1%

38

of those unable to

work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers

barrier to working
more

[ 19%

[ 18%
1 18%
] 19%

% of families or
carers who provide

of those unable to
work as much as

informal care to their they want, % of

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

/T s5%
=/ 50%
/T 57%
[ 49%

T 66%
 I— 0
 I— T
[ 46%
[ 45%

[ 50%
/O 50%
 I— L
) 55%
[ 66%

families or carers
who say the
situation with their
family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

Ces%
 I— -
) es%
I—

C81%
 I—
 I— 1L
[ 92%
T 93%

2%
 I— Y
 E— 11
 I— 7
T 82%



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators 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, % of they want, % of

families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 2328 1 15% 1 21%
35 to 44 - [N 2081 1 14% 1 20%
45 to 54 - M 2530 [113% 1 18%
55 or over - [ 4095 O 9% ] 17%
Gender
Female - [ 4800 ] 12% 1 19%
Male - [ 6100 [ 13% 1 19%
Disability Type
ABI-mm 826 12% 3 19%
Autism — Il 764 12% 1 18%
Cerebral Palsy -0 208 1 14% =3 20%
Down Syndrome -1 204 = 12% =3 20%
Hearing Impairment — M 539 —3 23% =3 21%
Multiple Sclerosis -l 424 o 7% = 1%
Other — N 1785 = 15% = 21%
Other Neurological — I 1721 0 6% = 16%
Other Physical - 1204 1 14% /3 22%
Psychosocial disability — IR 2099 /3 15% /1 19%
Spinal Cord Injury —1 204 /3 14% / 21%
Stroke - 719 0 9% 3 19%
Visual Impairment — @ 337 = 12% =3 20%
Level of function
High - [l 1258 [ 12% ] 19%
Medium - [ 5732 ] 14% ] 19%
Low - [ 4044 [ 1% 1 18%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jj 586 [ 139% C31%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 5906 [] 11% [ 18%
CALD Status
CALD - [l 1960 C117% ] 18%
Non-CALD - | 0065 [] 11% 0 19%

39



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory

NSW - I 2536
VIC — I 2699
QLD — . 2171
WA - 2225

SA - 752

TAS -0 312

ACT-1132
NT -0 199

Remoteness

major Cities - [ 7381
-l 1020

-l 972

-l 399

-l 840

Remote/Very Remate -I 309

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 10524

Benefit from EI - || 467

Scheme Entry Type

New - NN 7813

State - [ 2157
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1064

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 2801
Plan Managed - [N 5981
Self Managed Fully - [l 1098
Self Managed Partly - [l 1146

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 928
$15-30,000 - [ 1651
$30-50,000 - N 2525
$50-100,000 - N 3477
Over $100,000 - I 2453

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

[ 12%

O 1%

. 12%

O 9%

1 14%

1 14%

O 10%
/1 52%

0 10%
[ 13%
[ 12%
[ 13%
] 15%
—

] 12%
O 1%

[ 12%
1 14%
[ 15%

1 14%
1 13%
0 9%
O 8%

[ 12%
1 13%
1 13%
13%
O 1%

40

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

/3 19%
3 18%
[/ 20%
1 18%
1 15%
=1 15%
1 18%
/1 37%

] 18%
[ 14%
[ 21%
[ 14%
[ 2%
[ 135%

1 19%
[ 18%

] 19%
1 21%
J17%

1 18%
1 19%
1 19%
1 17%

1 17%
1 21%
=1 19%
118%
1 19%



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for SF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2569
Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 2833
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2939
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2005
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 684

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers

who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more

O 1%
O 1%
1 13%
1 14%
[ 15%

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers

barrier to working
more

[ 18%
1 17%
1 20%
/1 20%
[/ 23%

Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 175
Father - [} 36

Other - N 343

Age Group
34 or younger - [l 114
3510 44 - [l 89
4510 54 - [ 122
55 or over - [ 211

Gender

Female - [ 241
Male - [ 310

thinking about what % who disagree or

happened last year,
and what they

strongly disagree
that having a family

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

pleased or mostly
satisfied

4%
Cam%
I— 0

[ 36%

C52%
5%
C—51%

C——150%
Cas%

41

it more difficult to
meet the everyday
cost fo living

[ ]2s%

[ 23%
] 28%
[ 28%

1 20%

1 28%
1 30%
1 27%

[ 28%
2%

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

[ 4%
T 47%
I—

T 49%

T 56%
/T 57%
[ 60%

T 55%
T 57%



Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type

ABIl
Stroke . 73
Autism -I 36
Cerebral Palsy&_. 91

Other Neurological

Hearing and
Other Sensory Disahility

Intellectual disability & _- 163

Down Syndrome

-| low count

Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I29

Other Physical, Other - [J] 49
Psychosocial -. 81

Visual Impairment-' low count

Level of function
High - [l 45
Medium - [ 251
Low - I 258

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - ] 29

Non-Indigenous - [ N 450

CALD Status
CALD - 54

Non-CALD - [ 491

State/ Territory
NSW -l 46
VIC - I 218
QLD -l 131
SA-H 52
ACT -| low count
SA/NT/WA -l 106

thinking about what % who disagree or
happened last year, strongly disagree
and what they
expect for the future, member with a

% who are delighted, disability has made
pleased or mostly it more difficult to

satisfied meet the everyday
cost fo living
i PPOS s P
e
[la%  [2e%
i P s EIT
C Jes% [d21%
i P i £
4% 3%
CJa9% O 9%
I— ) [ 24%
I— S T 32%
CJa1% £ 17%
— L 3 27%
C—dso% [ 22%
C 4% 3 27%
C—/57% [E15%
C/139% [/ 26%
C—153% [ 24%
C—37% /1 27%
1 54% [ 34%

42

% who strongly
agree or agree that

that having a family services and

supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

—
)
—

T 4m%
I—
—
[CCC51%

[ s1%
[/ 52%
I—

T e%
—

—
T s6%

|/ 70%
=/ 50%
T 66%
 I— 1
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Appendix D.2.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Baseline indicators for LF - by participant characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities -- 340

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 72

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 57

Regional (population _I 27
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population
less than 5000) & - M 58
Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type

New - [N 230
State - [N 262
Commonwealth - [JJj 62

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [l 173
Plan Managed - [N 285
Self Managed Fully -] 33
Self Managed Partly - [l 63

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 - [ 56
$30-50,000 - [ 94
$50-100,000 - [N 148
Over $100,000 - N 238

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 103
Capacity Building 0-15% - NI 248
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 100
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 78
Capacity Building 60-100% - H 25

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

—
[ ]s50%
[ e
]
[ Jeo%

I—
2%
I—

Cas%
C44%

C—s52%
[ 52%

C143%
C—aa%
C51%
1 46%

] 50%
] 49%
T 45%
[ 36%
C56%

43

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

[ 28%
] 19%

[ 26%
[ 2s%
[ 28%

[ 21%
[ 29%
I 35%

[ 34%
[ 26%
0 6%

1 17%

1 21%
1 18%
[ 28%
[ 30%

1 24%
3 32%
= 17%
[ 26%
[ 20%

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

—
. s1%
[ ]e0%
T se%
I 30

T es%
I—
/T 50%

/T 50%
T 56%
I—
C65%

[/ 46%
/1 43%
T 64%
[ 59%

T 65%
T 56%
 I— 74
 I—
[ 52%



Appendix D.3 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Longitudinal
indicators from baseline to first review - C1 cohort - aggregate

Appendix D.3.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

52% 52%
50% —
40%
30% — 27% 27%
20%
10% —
0% -
Mother Father Grandmaother Grandfather Sister Brother Spouse/partner
I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review
Are you currently working in a paid job? Is it permanent or casual?
65% 66% 80% 7% 7%
60% —
60% |
40% —| 349%
40% —|
23% 23%
20%
20% —
0% - T T 0% - T T
Yes No Permanent Casual
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review 3379 responses, 8789 missing at baseline/ 1st review
What are the typical hours per week worked (range)? Are you currently studying?
F R
B 5 97% 98%
— 100% —
50%
80% —
40%
60% —
30%
o,
20% - 40%
100;1’ — 2004"1) =
1% 0% 2% 2%
0% 0% L —— :
0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more i i
butlessthan lessthan 15 lessthan 30 hours Yes, full time Yes, parttime No
& hours hours hours
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
3351 responses, 8817 missing at baseline/ 1st review 9686 responses, 2482 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix D.3.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any
government benefits

45%
40% —|
29%

300‘,"’ - 23%

20% —

10%

0% T T

Carer payment Carer allowance

I Baseline [T 1st review

10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Appendix D.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

50% 48% 469,
40% 37%  36%
30%
20% 15% 17%
L]

0% - T T

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

I Baseline [T 1st review

10502 responses, 1666 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

69% g79s
60% —
40% —|
23% 23%
20% —
gy 10%
0% | ]
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

10493 responses, 1675 missing at baseline/ 1st review

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
82% 81%

80%
60% —
40% -
20% 14% 14%

- I_l 4% 4%

0% - : = — ]
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

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

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

53% 52%

50%

40% —|

30%

20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

71% 71%

60% |

40% |

20% |

0% -

Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

60%
60% | 56%

or
50% 24%
40% -
30% |
20% |

10% |

0% -
Yes MNo

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

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

63% 62%
60%

40% |

20% |

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

S0% - 49% 51% 51% 49%

40% |

30% —

20% |

10% —

0% -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review
10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix D.3.5 - Access to services

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

69% 72%
60% —|
40%
23% 22%
20% |
0% — T T
Yes Mot very much Mot at all

I Baseline [T 1st review

10247 responses, 1921 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

disability

80% 77% 77%

60% |

40% —|

20% 14% 16%

[] =
0% | )
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

412 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

74%

67%

60%

40% —| 33%

26%

20%

0% - T
Yes

MNo
I Baseline [T 1st review

412 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

family
42% 42% 4% 409

40%

30%

20% 17% 19%

10% —

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

difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [T 1st review

10291 responses, 1877 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

80%

80% 73%
60% —|

A40% —

27%
20%
N .
0% — T T
Yes MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review

10574 responses, 1594 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix D.3.6 - Families have succession plans

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

60%

60% 55%
50%

40%

29% 32%
30%
20%
119% 13%
100{0 _J
0% T T
Yes | have begun MNo

I Baseline [T 1st review

10403 responses, 1765 missing at baseline/ 1st review

Have you asked for assistance from any of the following?

29%
26%

50%
43%

40% | 37%

30% —

20%

1% 11%
10%
0% - .
Siblings of the Your extended Your friends  The friends of your Service providers
person with family family member
disability

I Baseline [T 1st review

3966 responses, 8202 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Professionals

25%
21%

Support workers




Appendix D.3.7 - 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
5 8 8
40% o5 I
— e & 30% o ~ =
® o | &
30% ™ °
=
= 20% — 2 © -~
20% 5 = 2B $ -
10% —
10% =
"1 & § S 3
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
10451 responses, 1717 missing at baseline/ 1st review 412 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review

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

37%
33%
30% 28%
25%
22% |
20%
15%
10%
5% g9 39 4% 5% g9 5% 5%
2% 2%
0% - :
Delighted Pleased Mostly satisfied Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible Don't know
dissatisfied
I Baseline [T 1st review
412 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review
| feel that my family member gets the support he/she needs | feel that the services and supports have helped me to
better care for my family member with disability
= =
[=] [=]
=+ h
40% = 50% — =
= ) £ g
= [ ] oy |
30% < — 40% =
o~ ] " 30% — ° <
20% — & 2 )
= £ 20% -
0% e s 10% - - 28
+ = 0 = =
)
0% - 0% -
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree agree disagree
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
10418 responses, 1750 missing at baseline/ 1st review 412 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix D.3.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing (continued)

Family who provide informal care to my family member with The barriers to working more are (choose one or more)
disability are able to work as much as they want

60% 57% 59% 91% 93%
0 80%
20% 41%
A40% — 60% -
30% —|
’ 40% |
20% . 21% 23% g0 20%
10% 20% — 11% 12% .D .D
0% - . , 0% - :
Yesg No they would like to Situation of Availability of  Awvailable jobs do Other
! family member jobs not have
work more with disability sufficient
flexibility (e.g. of
hours)
I Baseline [T 1st review I Baseline [T 1st review
9902 responses, 2266 missing at baseline/ 1st review 3622 responses, 8546 missing at baseline/ 1st review
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Appendix D.4 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Longitudinal
indicators from baseline to second review - C2 cohort - aggregate

Appendix D.4.1 - Family member/carer information

What is your relationship to the participant?

56%
52%152%
50% | [
40% —|
30% 28% 25%23%
20%
9%
10% 8% 8% 8% 79, 8%
3% 3% 3%
0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
0% -
Mother Father Grandmaother Grandfather Sister Brother Spouse/partner

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review

Are you currently working in a paid job? Is it permanent or casual?

66% 2% 68% 80% 79% 80% 79%
60% —|
60% |

40%

3% 319, 32% A40% |
20% | 0% - 21% 20% 21%
Do.l"{D_ ' Dﬂffn_ " -

Yes MNo Permanent Casual

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

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review 802 responses, 2617 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review 458 responses, 2961 missing at 1st review

What are the typical hours per week worked (range)? Are you currently studying?

§ § § 98%

60% 10 10 0 100% 97%97%98%
80% —
60% -

40%
20% —|
1% 1% 1% 3% 2% 2%
L 0% -~
0 hours Morethan0 8 hours to 15 hoursto 30 or more i i
butlessthan lessthan 15 lessthan 30 hours Yes, full time Yes, parttime No
& hours hours hours

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

795 responses, 2624 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

456 responses, 2963 missing at 1st review
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2577 responses, 842 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1649 responses, 1770 missing at 1st review



Appendix D.4.2 - Government benefits

Please specify whether you currently receive any
government benefits

3% 50%

50% — 46%

40% 349%
30% 3%

30% —

20%

10% —

0% - 1 ]

Carer payment Carer allowance

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review

Appendix D.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%

36%36% 36%

40% —|
30%
20% —
10%

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

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2774 responses, 645 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1759 responses, 1660 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

72% ?Ei; 69%
60%
40%
21% 1904, 21%
o5
20% lD| | 9% 9% 10%
0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal

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

2771 responses, 648 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1756 responses, 1663 missing at 1st review

I understand my rights and the rights of my family member

with disability
89%
79v% 83%
80% |
60% |
40%
17%149,
20% |
’ 8% 4% 3% 3%
0%

Yes | have some
difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

| have a great deal
of difficulty

163 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

52




Appendix D.4.4 - Families feel supported

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

50% ago, 50% 50% S51% 50%

50% — e

40%

30%

20%

10%

0% — 1 ]

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

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 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

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review

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

66%
63% 61%
60%
39%
20%
0% - 1 ]
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

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

need
61% 62% 63%
60% —|
40% | 39% 38% 37%
20%
0% - ,

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

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review

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

as | need
0% - 50% S1% 51% 50% 49% 49%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0% , ,

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

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review
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Appendix D.4.5 - Access to services

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

) 75%
80% 1 ggo,72% 2
60% —
40%

23%21%20%
20%
0% - -
Yes Mot very much Mot at all

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2710 responses, 709 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1715 responses, 1704 missing at 1st review

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

disability

81%81%83%
80% — 1]
60%
40%
20% 13%

’ 11%10% 6% 7% 7%
0% - -
Yes | have some | have a great deal
difficulty of difficulty

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

162 responses, 1 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

162 responses, 1 missing at 1st review

The services my family member with disability and my family

receive help us to plan for the future

79%

80% 75%
64%
60% —|
21% 25%
20% —|
0% - 1 ]
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

162 responses, 1 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

162 responses, 1 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

41%42%42% 42% 400, 41%
40% —| —1 ]
30%
20% 16%17% 18%
10% —

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

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2728 responses, 691 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1729 responses, 1690 missing at 1st review

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

80% 79%
’ 68% g%

60% —|

40% 329, 34%

21%
20% —|
0% - -
Yes MNo

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2797 responses, 622 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1773 responses, 1646 missing at 1st review

54



Appendix D.4.6 - Families have succession plans

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

60%
50%
40% —|
30%
20% —
10%

11%12%13%

Yes
I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

34, 35%
29%

| have begun MNo

2749 responses, 670 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1744 responses, 1675 missing at 1st review

Have you asked for assistance from any of the following?

50% —

40%

30%

20% —

10%

0% -

55%

52
49% _%

Siblings of the
person with
disability

51%
45%[ ]
40% [
23%29:},;,3.1‘3%
13% 440, 12%
6% gop, 6%
I
Your extended Your friends  The friends of your Service providers

family family member

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

1012 responses, 2407 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

627 responses, 2792 missing at 1st review
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Professionals

Support workers




Appendix D.4.7 - 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

30%

20%

10% —

SR e
© o &
A0% M
22
o o g
30% - N A -
32 2352
20% | 238 g2
o,
10% Erﬁ Erﬁ §
Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2753 responses, 666 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1752 responses, 1667 missing at 1st review

living
=
8 3
o =
LIS =
25 PRs £8
(3] g o~
=
TLEE
2e -
=
S <&
(2]
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

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

40%

30% —

23%

18%

20%

13%

&
=
=+

7%

10% —

0% -
Delighted

Pleased

25%

26%

24%

Mostly satisfied

38%

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at 1st review

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

£
40% - =
a
30% =
(]
20%
10% ===
T TS
0% -
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2753 responses, 666 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1751 responses, 1668 missing at 1st review

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

: R
o™
3 =
s Esd s R .3
- - - = ﬁ - &
Mixed Mostly Unhappy Terrible Don't know
dissatisfied

50%
40% —|
30% —
20% —

10%

0% -

56

=
=i
<
=
@ =
" @
=
g4
Strongly Agree Neutral ~ Disagree  Strongly
agree disagree

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

163 responses, 0 missing at 1st review




Appendix D.4.7 - 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

58% 59% 61%
60% |
42%  41% 399

40%

20%

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

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

2591 responses, 828 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

1640 responses, 1779 missing at 1st review

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

57

92%
94%
94%

12%
15%
15%

22%
25%
26%

19%
19%
21%

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

I Baseline [ 1st review [ 2nd review

833 responses, 2586 missing at baseline/ 2nd review

503 responses, 2916 missing at 1st review



Appendix D.6 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Change in
longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review - C1 cohort - by
participant characteristics

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

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

Overall

overal - [ 12168 -1% 0% 0% 0%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759 1% | | 0% 0% | 0% |
Father - [l 1110 -1% | | 0% -1% | 0% |
Other - [ 4221 -1% | | 0% 0% | -1% |
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751 1% | | 0% | 0% 0% |
3510 44 - [ 2710 -1% | | 0% | 0% -1% |
45to 54 - [ 2590 0% | 1 1% | 1% 0% |
55 or over - [ 3117 -1% | | 0% -1% | -1% |
Gender
Female - [ 5188 -1% | | 0% | 0% | 0%
Male - [ 6878 -1% | | 0% | 0% | 0%
Disability Type
ABI- mm 895 -1% 1 11% 12% 0% 1
Autism - HE 951 2% 1 1% 1 1 0% 0% I
Cerebral Palsy — W 627 11% 1% 1 0 3% 1% 1
Down Syndrome — 1 820 -1% 1 1 0% -2% 1 0% 1
Hearing Impairment— B 324 12% 1 0% -4% 10 -2% 1
Intellectual Disability — I 3893 -1% 1 1 0% 1 0% 0% 1
Multiple Sclerosis — W 468 -1% 1 11% 11% -1% 1
Other— 147 03% -4% 0
Other Neurological — B 1196 -1% 1 -1% 1 1 0% -1% 1
Other Physical — 1 741 1% 1 11% 1 0% 1% 1
Psychosocial disability — 8 1120 -1% 1 1 0% 1 0% 0% |
Spinal Cord Injury = 1 200 -1% 1 -2% 1 0 3% -1% 1
Stroke — W 476 12% 11% -1% 1 0% |
Visual Impairment— B 410 1 0% -1% 1 -1% 1 -1% 1
Level of function
High - [l 1355 0% | | 1% | 0% 1% |
Medium - [N 6447 -1% | | 0% | 0% 0% |
Low - [ 4366 -1% | | 0% | 0% -1% |
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Appendix D.6.1 - Family member/carer information
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 431

Non-Indigenous - [N o843

CALD Status

CALD - [l 1526

Non-CALD - [N 10337

State/ Territory
NSW - [ 2762
VIC — I 4030
QLD - [l 2710
WA - 780
SA- 1313
TAS- B 333
ACT- 190
NT - 1150
Remoteness

major Cities - | N 8021

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 608

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NNENE 11850

Benefit from EI - || 267

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 3447
State - [N 7384
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337

-1% |
-1% |

0% |
-1% |

1 0%
-1% 1

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

11%
-4% 0

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

2% |

-1% |

0% |

1% |
1% |
-1% |

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

59

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

[ 5%
| 0%

-2% |
0% |

11%

1 0%

1 0%
-2% 1

1 0%

1 0%
-5% 0
-2% 1

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

[ 2%

| 0%
| 0%

| 0%
| 0%
| 0%

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

| 1%
| 0%

| 1%
| 0%

-1% 1
| 0%

-1% 1
12%
11%
11%
| 0%
12%

| 0%
| 1%
[ 2%
[ 3%
| 0%

[ 2%

| 0%
| 0%

| 0%
| 0%
1%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

-1% |
0% |

-1% |
0% |

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

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

1% |

0% |
-2% |

1% |
0% |
0% |



Appendix D.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 - [N 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 685
$15-30,000 - [ 1882
$30-50,000 - [N 2597
$50-100,000 - [N 3707
Over $100,000 - [N 3297

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 1866
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 4814
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 2711
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 711

Plan utilisation
below 20% - Il 1599
20-40% - I 2609
40 - 60% - [N 3078
60 - 80% - I 2830
80% and over - [ 2052

% of families or
carers who are in a
paid job

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

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

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

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

Appendix D.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

60

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

| 0%

| 0%
1% |

| 1%

| 0%
| 0%
| 0%
| 0%
| 0%

| 0%
| 0%
11%
| 0%
| 0%

| 0%
-1% |

| 0%

| 1%

| 1%

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

[ 4%

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

| 1%

| 0%
1% |

| 0%

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

| 0%

| 0%
-1% |

| 1%
-1% |

| 0%

| 1%
-1% |
-1% |

| 1%

% of families or
carers who are
currently studying

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

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

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

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



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759
Father - [l 1110

Other - I 4221

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751
35 to 44 - [N 2710
45 to 54 - [ 2590

55 or over - [ 3117

Gender

Female - [ 5188

Male - [N 878

Disability Type

ABlI- mm 895
Autism — I 951
Cerebral Palsy — B 627
Down Syndrome — 1 820
Hearing Impairment— 0 324
Intellectual Disability — I 3893
Multiple Sclerosis — B 468
Other— 147
Other Neurological - HH 1196
Other Physical - 741
Psychosocial disability — B8 1120
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200
Stroke — W 476
Visual Impairment— ® 410

Level of function
High - [l 1355

Medium - | RN 6447

Low - [N 4366

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 431

Non-Indigenous - [N o843

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

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

| 1%
| 1%

1 0%
1 0%
-1% 1
1 0%
-2% 1
1 0%
11%
-6% 0
12%
12%
12%
11%
12%
1 0%

1% |
| 1%
| 1%

-1% |
| 1%

61

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

0 4%
[ 3%
0 4%

0 4%
0 4%
3%
0 4%

0 4%
0 4%

0 3%
0 3%
0 4%
0 4%
0 2%
0 4%
0 5%
1 0%
0 5%
0 2%
0 3%
0 4%
05%
02%

3%
3%
0 4%

[ 5%
[ 4%



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD - ] 1526

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
payments

| 1%

Non-CALD - [N 10337 | 0%

State/ Territory

NSW - [ 2762
VIC — I 4030
QLD — . 2710
WA - 1 780
SA- Il 1313
TAS- 0333
ACT- 190
NT - 1150

Remoteness

major Cities - | 8021

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 608

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

1 0%
1 0%
11%
12%
11%
11%
-3% 1
1 0%

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

1% |

Disability Met - [ NG 11850 | 1%

Benefit from El - || 267

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 3447
State - [ 7384
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

| 1%

| 1%
| 1%
-1% |

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

62

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer
allowance

3%
[ 4%

0 4%
0 3%
0 4%
0 4%
0 4%
0 3%
0 3%
0 4%

[l 4%
[l 4%
3%
3%
[] 4%

[l 4%

[ 4%
0l 3%

3%
0 4%
03%

0 3%
0 4%
0 3%
0 3%



Appendix D.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 685
$15-30,000 - [ 1882
$30-50,000 - [N 2597
$50-100,000 - [N 3707
Over $100,000 - [N 3297

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [l 1866
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 4814
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 2711
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 711

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1599
20 - 40% - I 2609
40 - 60% - I 3078
60 - 80% — I 2830
80% and over - I 2052

% of families or % of families or
carers who are carers who are
receiving carer receiving carer
payments allowance
1 0% 11%
-1% | [ 3%
| 0% 0 4%
| 1% 0 4%
| 1% 0 4%
| 1% 0 4%
1 0% 03%
12% 0 4%
| 0% 0 4%
-1% | 3%
| 0% 3%
1 0% 0 4%
| 1% 0 4%
11% 0 4%
| 1% 0 4%

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

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759

Father - [l 1110
Other - [ 4221

% 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

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

63



Appendix D.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

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751 1% | 2%
35t0 44 - [ 2710 -2% | -2% |
4510 54 - [ 2590 -2% | -2% |
55 or over - [ 3117 -1% | -1% |
Gender
Female - [ 5188 -2% | -2% |
Male - | NN 6878 1% | 2%
Disability Type
ABI- mm 895 2% 1 1 0%
Autism - HE 951 1% 1 2% 1
Cerebral Palsy — B 627 -1% 1 -1% 1
Down Syndrome — 1 820 -4% 10 -2% 1
Hearing Impairment - B 324 -2% 1 -2% 1
Intellectual Disability — I 3893 -2% 1 -2% 1
Multiple Sclerosis — W 468 11% -1% 1
Other— 147 -3% 10 -3% 10
Other Neurological — B 1196 -1% 1 -2% 1
Other Physical — 1 741 1 0% 1 0%
Psychosocial disability — B8 1120 1 0% 1 0%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200 1 0% 11%
Stroke — W 476 -1% 1 -1% 1
Visual Impairment— B 410 1 0% -3% 10

Level of function

High - [l 1355 -2% | -2% |
Medium - [N 6447 2% | 2% |
Low - [ 4366 -1% | -1% |

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 431 -4% [| -2% |
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 9843 -1% | -2% |

CALD Status

CALD - [l 1526 -3% ] -3% ]
Non-CALD - [ 10337 -1% | -1% |

64



Appendix D.6.3 - Rights and advocacy

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW - [ 2762
VIC — [ 4030
QLD - w2710
WA- 780
SA- 1313
TAS- WB333
ACT- 190
NT- 1150
Remoteness

major Cities - | N 8021

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 608

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NNENE 11850

Benefit from El - || 267

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 3447
State - [N 7384
Commonwealth - [l 1337

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

% 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

10%
-2% 1
-1% 1
-1% 1
-3% 1
05%
-4% 0
-9% 0

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

2% |

-1% |
-1% |

0% |
2% |
-1% |

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

65

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

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

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

1% |

-2% |
-3% ]

1% |
2% |
2% |

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



Appendix D.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 - [H 685 -3% 1 -3% 1
$15-30,000 - [ 1882 -2% 1 -2% 1
$30-50,000 - [ 2597 -1% | -2% 1

$50-100,000 - | 3707 -3% 11 -3% 11

Over $100,000 - N 3297 0% | 0% |

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [ 1866 0% | 0% |

Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 4814 1% | 2% |
Capacity Building 15-30% - [N 2711 1% | 1% |
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049 2% | 3%
Capacity Building 60-100% - [ 711 -4% I 3%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [ 1599 -3% 11 -3% 11
20 - 40% - [ 2609 -1% | -2% 1

40 - 60% - [ 3078 -1% | -2% 1

60 - 80% - [ 2830 -1% | -1% |
80% and over - [ 2052 -1% | -1% |

Appendix D.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 with
disability

Overall

overal - [ 412 | 0%

66



Appendix D.6.3 - Rights and advocacy

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 224
Father - [l 51

Other - [N 137

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 122
35to44- [ 108
45t054- M 75
55 or over - [ 106

Gender

Female - [ 162
Male - | 244

Disability Type

ABI _
Stroke

i3
[ ES

mr
Hearing Impairment/

Visual Impairement/ = I 24
Other Sensory or Speech

Autism -

Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological

Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 154
Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I 26
oter- [ 41
Psychosocial - I 21
Level of function
High- [l 45
Medium - [ 202
Low - [ 159

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

1% |
O 10%
-3% ||

2% |

0 5%
1% |
5%

| 1%
-1% |

-12% []
-5% |

[ 5%

7% 1
1% |
3%

67



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

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

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD - ] 30 0 7%

Non-CALD - [ 372 1% |

State/ Territory
NSW- [ 121 12%
ViC- [l 111 -2% |
QLD - | 87 0 8%
SA- W47 -13% 0
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - [l 46 -7% 0
Remoteness
Major Cities - - 236 I 2%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 55 I 2%
Regional (population _ y
between 15000 and 50000) . 50 6% I]
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 29 I 0%
Regional (population
less than 5000) & - 42 -10% D
Remote/Very Remote
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 135 -2% |
State - [N 211 | 1%
Commonwealth - [l 66 -3% [
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 188 | 0%
Plan Managed - [l 114 3%
Fully/Partly Self-Managed - [l 106 -5% []
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 43 9% 0
$15-30,000- (W 72 -1% |
$30-50,000- [ 69 | 1%
$50-100,000 - [ 80 -4% )
Over $100,000 - [N 148 13%

68



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% — Il 56
20 - 40% - 1N 87
40 - 60% - [l 98
60 - 80% - [ 88
80% and over - [ 83

% who have no
difficulties
understanding their

rights and the rights

of their family
member with
disability

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

12%

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

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759
Father - [l 1110

Other - I 4221

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751
35 to 44 - [N 2710
45 to 54 - [ 2590

55 or over - [ 3117

Gender

Female - [ 5188
Male - NN ¢878

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

| 1%

[ 2%
I 2%
| 1%

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

| 1%
I 2%

69

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

| 0%
| 0%
| 0%

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

-1% |
| 1%

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

0%

| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

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

| 0%
| 1%

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

[ 2%
I 2%
| 1%

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

I 2%
| 1%



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type

ABI - mm 895

Autism — Bl 951

Cerebral Palsy — B 627

Down Syndrome — Il 820
Hearing Impairment — B 324

Intellectual Disability — I 3893

Multiple Sclerosis — B 468
Other — 1 47
Other Neurological — ll 1196
Other Physical — Il 741
Psychosocial disability — 8 1120
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200
Stroke — W 476
Visual Impairment — B 410

Level of function
High - [l 1355

Medium - | RN 6447
Low - [N 4366

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [ 431

Non-Indigenous - [N o843

CALD Status
CALD - [l 1526

Non-CALD - | N 10337

State/ Territory

NSW - [ 2762
VIC- [ 4030
QLD - . 2710

WA- 780
SA- 1313

TAS- B333

ACT- 190
NT- 1150

% of families or
carers who have

as often as they'd

like

-1%

| 1%
1%
1 2%

| 1%
| 1%

| 0%
I 2%

1

1 0%
11%
0 4%
1 0%
11%
11%
0 6%
12%
1 0%
11%
12%
0 4%
12%

11%
11%
03%

-1% 1
-1% 1

0 3%

-3% 10

12%

70

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

11%
11%
11%
1 0%
-1% 1
1 0%
12%
0 9%
11%
1 0%
1 0%
11%
-1% 1
1 0%

1% |
| 0%
2%

-1% |
0% |

-1% |
0% |

11%

-1% 1

12%

-3% 1

1 0%
11%

-4% 0
-10% 0O

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

1 0%
1 0%
0 4%
1 0%
1 0%
-1% 1
12%
0 9%
1 0%
1 0%
11%
12%
12%
-1% 1

| 0%
1% |
2%

| 0%
| 0%

-1% |
| 1%

1 0%

1 0%

12%
-2% 1

1 0%

1 1%
-4% 0
-2% 1

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

0 4%
11%
0 3%
012%
012%
012%
012%
03%
1 0%
11%
11%
0 4%
0 3%
10%

| 1%
1%
1 2%

| 1%
I 2%

| 1%
I 2%

12%
11%
03%
1 0%
1 0%
03%
0 4%
0 4%



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - | NN 8021

eaers ool |l 1193
e Copien - [l 076
e 2T Boriten 1 eoe

el onuin - [ 1064

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

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

like

| 1%
| 2%
| 1%
[l 5%

| 2%

-4% |

Disability Met - [ NNENE 11850 | 1%

Benefit from EI - || 267

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 3447
State - [N 7384
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 685
$15-30,000 - I 1882
$30-50,000 - [N 2597
$50-100,000 - (NN 3707
Over $100,000 - [N 3297

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 1866
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 4814
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 2711
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 711

| 0%

| 1%
| 1%
1 2%

11%
0 2%
1 2%
1 2%

-3% 1
| 0%
1 1%
12%
3%

12%
12%
1 1%
| 0%
2%

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

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

-3%

0% |
-1% |

| 0%
| 0%
| 1%

| 0%
11%
11%
| 0%

-4% [
| 0%
1% |
11%
12%

| 0%

| 1%

| 0%
-2% |

| 0%

71

% 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

they need

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

| 0% | 1%

1% 2%

| 0% 3%

| 0% 11%

| 0% 2%

1 2% 2%

1% | 12%
-4% 10 1 0%
1% | 1 0%
1% | 11%
1 1% 12%
3% 3%

12% 11%

1 1% 2%

| 0% 12%

2% 1 11%
| 0% 2%



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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% - Il 1599
20 - 40% - [ 2609
40 - 60% - [ 3078
60 - 80% - (N 2830
80% and over - [ 2052

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

| 0%
12%
I 2%
12%
| 0%

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

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [N 412

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 224
Father- [l 51
Other- [ 137

Age Group
34 oryounger - [ 122
35t044- [N 108
45t054- [ 75
55orover- [ 106
Gender
Female - [ 162
Male - N 244

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

-5% ]

1% [0
08%
| 1%

2% |
-11% [0
5%
2% |

-3% )
-5% ]

72

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

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

they need

1% | 11%
2% 2%
1% 11%
| 0% 1 2%
| 0% 11%



Appendix D.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 families of

people with
disability as they
would like
Disability Type
ABIl
Stroke ~ I 33 -6% [I
Autism - I 36 -14% I:I
Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological . 77 I 0%
Hearing Impairment/
Visual Impairement/ = I 24 -25% D
Other Sensory or Speech
Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 154 -4% I]
Multiple Sclerosis/ _ _
Spinal Cord Injury I 26 15% I:I
Other - I 41 I] 5%
Psychosocial - I 21 [l 10%
Level of function
High- [l 45 -18% [
Medium - [ 202 -4% [|
Low - - 159 -2% |
CALD Status
CALD- JJ 30 7% 1

Non-CALD - [ 372 -3% |

State/ Territory
NSW - I 121 | 0%
VIC- [l 111 -8% 0
QLD - [ 87 -9% 0
SA- B 47 0 4%
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - [l 46 -9% [0
Remoteness

Major Cities - - 236 -7% l]

Regional (population _ r I]
greater than 50000) . 55 9%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 50 -4% I]
Regional (population _ I D
between 5000 and 15000) 29 14%
Regional (population
tess than 5000) & - [ 42 | 0%

Remote/Very Remote
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Appendix D.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 families of
people with
disability as they
would like

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 135 7% 1
State - [ 211 -4% [1
Commonwealth - [JJ] 66 0% |

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 188 -4% [l
Plan Managed - [ 114 -9% []
Fully/Partly Seli-Managed - [l 106 -1% |

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - W 43 -14% O
$15-30,000- W72 -1% |
$30-50,000- M 69 0 4%

$50-100,000- | 80 -8% 00

Over $100,000 - [N 148 -6% [0

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [ 56 -5% 10
20-40% - M 87 -6% 00
40-60%- [ 98 -15% O
60-80% - [ 88 [ 5%
80% and over- [ 83 | 0%

Appendix D.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 - [ 12168 [| 3% 0% [ 7%
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Appendix D.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

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759 3% | 0% 0 7%
Father - [l 1110 I 2% | 0% O 7%
Other - [ 4221 0 4% | 0% O 7%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751 0 3% | 0% O 7%
3510 44 - [ 2710 0 3% | 0% 0 6%
45to 54 - [ 2590 I 2% -1% | 0 6%
55 or over - [ 3117 0 5% | 1% O8%
Gender
Female - [ 5188 3% | 0% 0 7%
Male - [N 6878 0l 3% | 0% 0 7%
Disability Type
ABI- mm 895 0 3% 1% 1 0 8%
Autism — B 951 0 2% 1 0% 0 6%
Cerebral Palsy — B 627 O 5% 12% 0 8%
Down Syndrome — B8 820 0 4% -2% 1 o 7%
Hearing Impairment - 0 324 1 0% -2% 1 0 3%
Intellectual Disability — IE————— 3893 0 3% 1 0% 0 6%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 468 O 6% -1% 1 O 7%
Other - 147 1 0% -3% 10 0 9%
Other Neurological — HE 1196 0 4% 12% 0 10%
Other Physical — B 741 0 3% 1% 1 0 6%
Psychosocial disability — HE 1120 0 3% 1 0% 0 8%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200 0 3% 0 5% 0 4%
Stroke — W 476 0 3% -1% 1 o 7%
Visual Impairment — B 410 O 5% -1% 1 0 9%
Level of function
High - [l 1355 [ 2% 3% [ 0 4%
Medium - [N 6447 [ 2% -1% | [0 7%
Low - [ 4366 [ 5% I 2% O 8%

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 431 [ 4% -1% | [ 5%

Non-Indigenous - [NRNREE 9843 [] 3% 0% | 0 7%
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Appendix D.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
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
CALD Status
CALD - ] 1526 3% | 0% 0 5%
Non-CALD - I 10337 [] 3% | 0% 0 &%
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 2762 0 4% 1 0% 0O 8%
VIC - I 4030 12% -1% 1 0 5%
QLD - [l 2710 0 6% 0 3% 0 12%
WA- 780 -1% 1 -3% 1 -1% 1
SA- 1313 0 3% 1 0% 03%
TAS- B 333 0 5% 12% 0 9%
ACT- 190 0 3% 11% 0 10%
NT- 1150 -5% 0 -1% 1 0 10%
Remoteness
major Cities - | NNNNNN 8021 [ 2% 1% | [ e%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193 I] 5% ﬂ 3% D 9%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076 I] 4% | 0% D 9%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 608 I:I 7% |] 3% I:I 8%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064 u 6% I 1% D 8%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 204 I] 4% -1% I I] 4%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ NG 11850 [] 3% | 0% 0 7%
Benefit from El - || 267 I 2% | 1% O 9%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 3447 5% | 1% 0Os%
State - NN 7384 [ 3% | 0% 06%
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337 [ 2% | 0% O 7%
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 4960 1 1% 1% | O 6%
Plan Managed - [ 4694 0 4% | 1% O 7%
Self Managed Fully - [l 818 O 7% I 2% O 1%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677 0 5% | 1% 0 6%

76



Appendix D.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

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [H 685 -1% | -5% 1 1 1%
$15-30,000- [N 1882 12% -2% 1 0 4%
$30-50,000 - [N 2597 12% -1% | 0 6%

$50-100,000 - [N 3707 0 4% | 1% O 8%

Over $100,000 - NN 3297 0 5% 12% O 10%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [ 1866 0 5% 12% O 8%

Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 4814 0 4% | 0% O 9%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 2711 0 3% 1 1% O 7%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049 2% -1% | 0 4%
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 711 1 1% -5% 0 03%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [ 1599 -2% 1 -3% 11 3%
20 - 40% - [ 2609 0 4% | 0% O 7%
40 - 60% - [ 3078 0 3% | 0% 8%
60 - 80% - [ 2830 0 5% 1 1% 9%
80% and over - [ 2052 0 5% 12% O 5%

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

Total respondents % who have no % whose family
difficulties working member with
in partnership with  disability and family
professionals and receive help to plan
services providers  for the future
to meet the needs of
their family member
with disability

Overall

overal - [ 412 | 0% [ 7%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 224 | 0% 0 5%
Father - [l 51 0 8% 0 6%
Other - [ 137 2% | O 12%
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Appendix D.6.5 - Access to services

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 122
35to44- [ 108
45t054- M 75
55 or over - [ 106

Gender

Female - [ 162
Male - [N 244

Disability Type

ABI _
Stroke

i3

Autism -

Cerebral Palsy & _

[ ES
Other Neurological . 77
Hearing Impairment/

Visual Impairement/ = I 24

Other Sensory or Speech
Intellectual disability & _ -154
fl 2

Down Syndrome
[ K3

[ BX

Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury

Other -

Psychosacial =

Level of function
High - [l 45
Medium - [ 202
Low - [ 159

CALD Status
CALD -JJ 30

% who have no
difficulties working
in partnership with
professionals and
services providers
to meet the needs of
their family member
with disability

0 6%
3%
5%

1 2%

| 0%
| 1%

[] 18%

| 0%
[l 5%
-13% []
| 0%
-8% [
2% |

-10% []

-2% |
0% |
0% |

3%

Non-CALD - [ 372 | 0%
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% whose family
member with
disability and family
receive help to plan
for the future

O 10%
0 8%
0 5%
0 4%

[ 10%

[ 5%

-3% ||
[ 22%
[0 12%
[ 13%
[] 8%

[ 4%
-2% |

5% []

0 7%

O 1%
0 4%

[ 20%

[0 6%



Appendix D.6.5 - Access to services

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

State/ Territory
NSW - I 121
VIC - [l 111
QLD - [l 87
SA- 47
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - [l 46
Remoteness

Major Cities - - 236
Bss

Regional (population _
greater than 50000)

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

B so
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

2
Regional (population
less than 5000 & - [J] 42
Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 135

State - [ 211
Commonwealth - [JJil 66

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 188
Plan Managed - [l 114
Fully/Partly Sel-Managed - [l 106

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 43
$15-30,000 - [ 72
$30-50,000 - M 69
$50-100,000 - [ 80
Over $100,000 - [N 148

% who have no
difficulties working
in partnership with
professionals and
services providers
to meet the needs of
their family member
with disability

-4% [1

-3% 1
0 8%
0 4%
12%

| 1%

[ 1%
2% |
7% ]

7% ]

1% |
| 0%
0 6%

| 2%
-3% 1
| 0%

12%
-6% 0

0 3%

0 5%
-1% |
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% whose family
member with
disability and family
receive help to plan
for the future

3%
-3% 1

1 18%

12%

[ 26%

[ 9%
[] 7%

[ 4%

[ 14%

2% |

[ 1%
1%

1 18%

[ 10%
O 10%
03%

I 2%

O 8%
1 16%
O 8%

0 4%



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

Total respondents % who have no % whose family
difficulties working member with
in partnership with  disability and family
professionals and receive help to plan
services providers  for the future
to meet the needs of
their family member

with disability
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 56 -7% 0 -5% [
20-40% - [ 87 2% [ 15%
40 - 60% - [ 98 2% 0 10%
60 -80% - [N 88 1 2% 0 9%
80% and over - [ 83 | 0% 12%

Appendix D.6.6 - Families have succession plans
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents % of families or of those who made
carers who have or have begun
made plans for when making plans, % of
they are no longer  families or carers
able to care for their who have asked for
family member with help from service
disability providers,

professionals or
support workers

Overall

overal - [ 12168 [ 2% [ 4%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759 | 1% 0 4%
Father - [l 1110 I 2% 0 4%
Other - [ 4221 [ 2% [ 5%

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751 I 2% 0 4%
35 to 44 - [ 2710 | 1% 0 4%
45 to 54 - M 2590 I 2% 0 4%
55 or over - [ 3117 I 2% 0 5%

Gender

Female - [ 5188 I 2% 0 5%
Male - NN 6578 [2% 0 4%
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Appendix D.6.6 - Families have succession plans
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or of those who made
carers who have or have begun
made plans for when making plans, % of
they are no longer  families or carers
able to care for their who have asked for
family member with help from service

disability providers,
professionals or
support workers
Disability Type
ABI - mm 895 12% 0 4%
Autism — B 951 1 0% 0 3%
Cerebral Palsy — B 627 11% 0 5%
Down Syndrome — Il 820 0 3% 0 6%
Hearing Impairment = B 324 -1% 1 -2% 1
Intellectual Disability — I 3893 12% 0 4%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 468 12% 12%
Other — 1 47 03%
Other Neurological — I 1196 12% 0 6%
Other Physical — I 741 11% O 7%
Psychosocial disability — 8 1120 12% 0 5%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200 11%
Stroke — W 476 12% 0 3%
Visual Impairment — B 410 11% 0 4%
Level of function
High - [l 1355 [ 2% 3%
Medium - [ 6447 | 1% 1 4%
Low - [N 4366 I 2% 0 4%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 431 3% -1% |
Non-Indigenous - [ NNENREEE 9843 | 2% 0l 4%
CALD Status
CALD - ] 1526 | 1% 0 5%
Non-CALD - NN 10337 [| 2% 4%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 2762 0 2% 0 4%
VIC - I 4030 11% 0 4%
QLD - . 2710 11% 0 4%
WA -l 780 11% 0 6%
SA - 1313 0 2% 3%
TAS -0 333 0 3% 0 2%
ACT-190 11%
NT -1 150 0 2% O 7%
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Appendix D.6.6 - Families have succession plans
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - [ N 8021

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) I 608

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064

Remote/Very Remate -I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 11850

Benefit from El - || 267

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 3447

State - [N 7384

Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 685
$15-30,000 - [ 1882
$30-50,000 - [N 2597
$50-100,000 - N 3707
Over $100,000 - N 3297

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 1866
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 4814
Capacity Building 15-30% - I 2711
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049
Capacity Building 60-100% -l 711

% of families or

carers who have

made plans for when

they are no longer

able to care for their

family member with

disability

[ 2%
[ 2%
[ 3%
[ 2%
| 1%

| 1%

I 2%
| 1%

| 1%
I 2%
03%

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

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

| 1%
I 2%
I 2%
| 1%
I 2%
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of those who made
or have begun
making plans, % of
families or carers
who have asked for
help from service
providers,
professionals or
support workers

0 5%
[ 4%
[ 3%
[ 2%

[ 2%

0 7%

0 4%

0 &%

[ 6%
0 4%
03%

0 4%
0 4%
0 3%
0 3%

05%
0 4%
03%
05%
0 4%

0 5%
0 5%
3%
0 4%
0 4%



Appendix D.6.6 - Families have succession plans
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1599
20 - 40% - I 2609
40 - 60% - I 3078
60 - 80% — I 2830
80% and over - I 2052

% of families or of those who made
carers who have or have begun
made plans for when making plans, % of
they are no longer  families or carers
able to care for their who have asked for
family member with help from service

disability providers,
professionals or
support workers

11% 0 3%

11% 05%

2% 03%

2% O 6%

12% 0 4%

Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759
Father- [l 1110
Other - [ 4221
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751
35t044 - [ 2710
45to 54 - [ 2590
55orover- [ 3117
Gender
Female - [ 5188
Male - | 6378

% 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers
support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

-5% ] [ &% | 2% 1%
-5% ] 0 8% 2% 2%
-a% | O 10% 12% | 1%
-4% 1 O 9% | 1% | 1%
-4% | O 9% 12% | 1%
5% ] 0 7% 12% 1%
-6% 1 0 7% | 1% | 1%
-a% | O 10% | 1% | 1%
-4% [| 0 8% | 1% | 1%
-5% ] 0 8% 2% | 1%
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Appendix D.6.7 - 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 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers

support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

Disability Type
ABlI- mm 895 -4% 0 0 8% 1 0% 1 0%
Autism — I 951 -3% 10 0 8% 03% 03%
Cerebral Palsy — W 627 -5% 0 0 7% 03% 11%
Down Syndrome — 18 820 -5% 0 0 9% 12% 12%
Hearing Impairment - 0 324 -2% 1 -2% 1 1 0% 1 0%
Intellectual Disability — I 3893 -5% 0 O 8% 12% 11%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 468 -6% 0 0 10% -2% 1 12%
Other— 147 -3% 1 1 0% 03%
Other Neurological - HH 1196 -5% 0 0 10% 11% 11%
Other Physical - 1 741 -5% 0 0 7% 1 0% 12%
Psychosocial disability — Bl 1120 -4% 0 0 12% 11% 11%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200 -2% 1 o7% -1% 1 1 0%
Stroke — W 476 -5% 0 0 13% 12% -1% 1
Visual Impairment— ® 410 -4% 0 o 7% 0 3% 04%
Level of function
High- [l 1355 -4% [] 0 3% 2% 2%
Medium - [N 6447 -4% 1 O 8% | 1% | 1%
Low - [ 4366 -5% [] O 10% 12% | 1%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 431 -9% ] [ 4% | 0% | 1%
Non-Indigenous - (NN 9843 -4% || 0 8% I 2% | 1%
CALD Status
CALD - [l 1526 -4% [| 0 7% | 0% | 0%
Non-CALD - [ 10337 -5% [] 0 9% 2% | 1%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 2762 -4% 10 0O 10% 12% 1 1%
VIC- S 4030 -5% 0 0 6% 12% 1 1%
QLD - |mm 2710 -5% 0 0 14% 0 3% 1 1%
WA- 780 -5% 0 2% 1 -4% 0 11%
SA- [HH 1313 -4% 10 0 5% 1 1% 12%
TAS- 0333 -4% 0 O 1% |1 0% 1 0%
ACT- 190 -5% 0 3 17% | 0% | 0%
NT- 1150 -10% 0O 0 6% -1% 1 0 4%
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Appendix D.6.7 - 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 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers

support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

Remoteness
major Cities - | NN 8021  -4%[| 0 &% [ 2% | 1%
“areater an so000) I 1193 %] O 11% | 1% I2%
petveen 15000 and so000) ~ I 1076 4% O 3% | 1%
petween 5000 and 15000) ~ I 608 3% 011 | 0% 12%
o - M 1o % 07 | 1% | 1%

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204 -7% |] |:| 8% I 2% | 0%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NNE 11850 -5% [| 0 8% 2% | 1%
Benefit from EI - || 267 -5% ] [ 12% | 0% | 1%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 3447 -4% [] O 10% 2% | 1%
State - [N 7384 5% 1 0s8% | 1% | 1%
Commonwealth - [l 1337 -4% [| 0 6% 12% | 1%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 4960 5% O 6% 12% 12%
Plan Managed - | 4694 -4% [] O 1% I 2% | 0%

Self Managed Fully - [l 818 -3% || O 1% I 2% I 2%
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677 -5% O 7% | 1% | 1%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - [l 685 -6% 0 -3% 1 -1% | I 2%
$15-30,000- (I 1882 -5% 1 0 4% | 1% I 2%
$30-50,000 - (NN 2597 -4% [l 07% 1 1% 1 1%

$50-100,000 - [N 3707 -5% 1 0 10% 12% | 1%

Over $100,000 - NN 3297 -4% [1 0 13% 3% | 0%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [ 1866 -5% 1 0 8% 2% 1 1%

Capacity Building 0-15% - NN 4814 -5% 1 O 1% 2% 1 1%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 2711 -3% 0 0 9% 12% 1 1%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049 -5% 1 0 5% | 1% | 0%
Capacity Building 60-100% - [l 711 -5% 0 -1% | 2% 0 5%
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Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1599
20-40% - [ 2609
40-60% - [N 3078
60-80% - ([N 2830
80% and over - [ 2052

% 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers
support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

-5% 1 I 2% 1 1% I2%
-4% I O 10% | 1% | 1%
-4% 1 0 9% I 2% 11%
-4% [1 O 1% I 2% | 1%
-7% 0 0 7% | 0% I2%

Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 5759
Father - [l 1110

Other - I 4221

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 3751
35 to 44 - [N 2710
45 to 54 - [ 2590

55 or over - [ 3117

Gender

Female - [ 5188
Male - [N 6578

of those unableto  of those unable to
work as much as work as much as
they want, % of they want, % of
families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
| 1% | 1%
| 1% | 1%
| 1% I 2%
| 1% [ 2%
1% 2%
| 0% | 1%
| 0% | 1%
| 1% | 1%
| 1% I 2%
| 0% | 1%
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Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first 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, % of they want, % of

families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
Disability Type
ABI - mm 895 1 0% 11%
Autism — B 951 12% 12%
Cerebral Palsy — B 627 1 2% 0 4%
Down Syndrome — Il 820 1 0% 11%
Hearing Impairment = B 324 12% -2% 1
Intellectual Disability — I 3893 1 0% 12%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 468 11% 12%
Other - | low count
Other Neurological — I 1196 11% 11%
Other Physical — I 741 11% 12%
Psychosocial disability — 8 1120 11% 1 0%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 200 1 0% 1 0%
Stroke — W 476 11% 12%
Visual Impairment — B 410 1 0% 1 0%
Level of function
High - [l 1355 3% [ 2%
Medium - [ 6447 | 1% [ 2%
Low - [N 4366 | 0% 1%
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 431 | 1% -1% |
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 9843 | 1% | 1%
CALD Status
CALD - ] 1526 I 2% I 2%
Non-CALD - NN 10337 | 1% 1%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 2762 11% 12%
VIC - . 4030 11% 12%
QLD - mm 2710 | 0% 11%
WA - Il 780 -1% 1 11%
SA- Il 1313 11% 12%
TAS -0 333 1 0% 1 0%
ACT-190 0 3% 1 0%
NT -1 150 1 0% 12%
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Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

major Cities - | N 8021

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1193

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1076

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 608

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1064

Remote/Very Remaote - I 204

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 11850

Benefit from El - || 267

Scheme Entry Type

New - [ 3447
State - [N 7384
Commonwealth - [JJi] 1337

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 4960
Plan Managed - [ 4694
Self Managed Fully - [l 818
Self Managed Partly - [l 1677

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 685
$15-30,000 - [ 1882
$30-50,000 - [N 2597
$50-100,000 - N 3707
Over $100,000 - N 3297

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 1866
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 4814
Capacity Building 15-30% - I 2711
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2049
Capacity Building 60-100% -l 711

of those unable

to

work as much as

they want, % of

families or carers
who say availability

of jobs is a barrier to

working more

| 1%
2% |

| 0%
1% |

| 2%

| 2%

| 1%
| 1%

| 1%
| 1%
| 0%

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

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

| 1%
| 1%
1%
| 1%
| 0%
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of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers
who say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

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

[ 2%

| 1%
| 1%

| 1%
I 2%
| 1%

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

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

I 2%
| 1%
I 2%
| 1%
3%



Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first 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, % of they want, % of

families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
Plan utilisation

below 20% - Il 1599 | 1% | 1%

20 - 40% - I 2609 | 1% | 0%

40 - 60% - [ 3078 | 0% I 2%

60 - 80% - N 2830 | 0% | 1%

80% and over - I 2052 I 2% 3%

Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to first review for LF - by participant
characteristics

Total respondents thinking about what % who disagree or % who strongly
happened last year, strongly disagree agree or agree that
and what they that having a family services and
expect for the future, member with a supports have

% who are delighted, disability has made helped them to
pleased or mostly it more difficult for  better care for their

satisfied them to meet the family member with
everyday cost of disability
living

Overall

overal - [ 412 [] 1% [l 5% [ ]22%

Relationship to participant

Mother - I 224 [] 16% 0 4% ] 19%
Father - [l 51 0e% 0 4% C135%
Other - [ 137 0 5% O 7% 1 22%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 122 1 12% 0 5% C127%
35to 44 - [ 108 O 1% 03% O 10%
4510 54 -l 75 03% 0 7% 17%
55 or over - [l 106 ] 15% 0 7% [C—130%
Gender
Female - [ 162 ] 14% 0 7% ] 12%
Male - [ 244 [ 10% 0 4% [ 29%
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Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Disability Type
ABIl
Stroke I 33
Autism - I 36
Cerebral Palsy & _
Other Neurological . 77
Hearing Impairment/
Visual Impairement/ = I 24
Other Sensory or Speech
Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 154
Multiple Sclerosis/ _
Spinal Cord Injury I 26
oter- ] 41
Psychosocial - I 21
Level of function
High- [l 45
Medium - [N 202
Low- [ 159
CALD Status
CALD -JJ 30

Non-CALD - [ 372 [] 11%

State/ Territory
NSW - [ 121
VviC - [l 111
QLD - [ 87
SA- W47
NT/TAS/ACT/WA - [l 46

thinking about what % who disagree or
happened last year, strongly disagree
and what they that having a family
expect for the future, member with a

% who are delighted, disability has made
pleased or mostly it more difficult for

satisfied them to meet the
everyday cost of
living
[l 6% 6% ]
1% 22% ]
[ 3% [] 16%
-a% | | 0%
[ 17% [] 9%
[ 12% [ 4%
[] 20% [] 10%
[] 10% | 0%
-9% [0 | 0%
0 1% 13%
O 17% 0 9%
[123% [ 10%
[ 4%
O 1% 12%
0 9% 07%
0 15% 010%
-4% 1 -2% 1
1 26% 07%

90

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

[ ]a2%
[ ]a2%
[ 13%

[ 13%

[] 18%
[] 19%
[]24%
[ ]29%

] 1%
CJ27%
C17%

C27%
[ 22%

O 8%

1 20%
C54%
| 0%

1 24%



Appendix D.6.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

Major Cities - - 236

Regional (population _ .
greater than 50000)
B so
between 5000 and 15000) I 29
Regional (population

less than 5000) & - 42
Remote/Very Remote

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000)

Regional (population _

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 135
State - [ 211
Commonwealth - [JJi] 66

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 188
Plan Managed - [l 114
Fully/Partly Self-Managed - [JJll 106

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 43
$15-30,000 - M 72
$30-50,000 - [N 69
$50-100,000 - [ 80
Over $100,000 - [N 148

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 56
20 - 40% - [N 87
40 - 60% - Il 98
60 - 80% - [N 88
80% and over - I 83

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

[0 12%
[ 13%

[l 4%

)17
[0 10%

0O s%
17%
| 0%

O 1%
13%
O 9%

-2% 1
| 1%
17%
[ 13%
1 16%

1 13%
[ 10%
1 14%
O 1%
O 7%

91

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

[ 8%

-4% ]
-4% ]

[ 10%

] 5%

0 7%
0 6%
2% |

| 1%
05%
O 1%

1 19%
-3% 1

0 4%

0 3%

0 7%

0 7%
O 9%
0 4%
12%
0 4%

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

2%
[]2s%
[]18%
07
[ 26%

3%
1 16%
CJ24%

] 16%
C30%
CJ23%

CJ23%
O 13%
C—36%
C34%
[ 13%

Cd21%

C33%

 23%

C31%
1% |



Appendix D.7 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Change in
longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review - C2 cohort - by
participant characteristics

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

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

Overall

overal - [ 3419 -2% | 1% 0% 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 1606 -2% | | 1% | 1% 0% |
Father - [l 298 -1% | I 2% -6% ] 0% |
Other- [ 1187 -1% | | 0% | 0% -1% |
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026 2% 12% | 0% 0% |
35t0 44 - [ 803 -1% | | 0% -2% | -1% |
4510 54 - [ 741 -1% | | 1% | 1% -1% |
55 or over - [N 849 -2% | -1% | -2% | -1% |
Gender
Female - [ 1526 -2% | 2% -1% | -1% |
Male - [N 1854 -1% | | 0% 0% | -1% |
Disability Type
ABI- mm 272 -1% 1 -2% 1 0 4% 1% 1
Autism - 1 241 2% 1 013% -2% 1 10%
Cerebral Palsy — W 182 -1% 1 12% -3% 0 1% 1
Down Syndrome — Il 268 -3% 1 12% 013% 10%
Hearing Impairment-= 1 69 -7% 0 -4% 0 10% -4% 0
Intellectual Disability — - 1120 -2% 1 12% 10% -1% 1
Multiple Sclerosis — B 160 11% -2% 1 10% -2% 1
Other = | low count
Other Neurological - B 344 -2% 1 -2% 1 -5% 0 -2% 1
Other Physical— M 155 12% 13% 10% 1% 1
Psychosocial disability — 18 280 11% 10% -4% 0 1% 1
Spinal Cord Injury = 1 56 0 5% -2% 1
Stroke — W 140 12% 10% -3% 0 11%
Visual Impairment— B 125 -6% 0 03% 03% 10%
Level of function
High- [l 367 -5% ] [ 3% [ 3% 1% |
Medium - [N 1702 -1% | | 2% -1% | -1% |
Low - [ 1350 -2% | -1% | -1% | -1% |
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Appendix D.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

carers who areina job, % who are

of those in a paid % of families or
job, % who work 15 carers who are

paid job employed in a hours or more per  currently studying
permanent position week
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - Ji] 127 -1% | | 2%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 -1% | -1% |
CALD Status
CALD - [l 394 0% | | 0% | 0% -1% |
Non-CALD - [N 3023 -2% | | 1% | 0% 1% |
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1409 -1% 1 -1% 1 2% 1 0% |
VIC - I 1164 -2% 1 0 3% 11% -1% 1
QLD - [ 406 -2% 1 11% 11% -2% 1
WA- 133 0% I -4% 0
SA- Il 325 -1% 1 11% 0 4% -2% 1
TAS- 137 -3% 1 -4% 0
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - | NNNNNNNN 1950 2% | | 2% | 0% 1% |
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323 2% I -4% [l -3% n -2% I
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) ~ BN 459 1% | [ 3% -3% | | 1%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) ~ Il 245 -1% | 2% | [ 3% 1% |
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 39 -1% I 2% I -1% I -1% I
Remote/Very Remaote - I 45 |] 3% |] 3%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met- [ NG 3337 1% | | 1% 0% | -1% |
Benefitfrom EI- | 61 -8% [] -5% ] -5% ] | 2%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 3% [ | 0% 3% [ 1% |
State - [ 2222 -1% | | 1% | 1% -1% |
Commonwealth - [l 429 -1% | -2% | | 0% -1% |
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Appendix D.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 - [ 1253 2% 1% | 2% 1% |
Plan Managed - [ 1394 -1% | | 1% | 0% | 0%
Self Managed Fully - [] 93 -1% | 0 9% 3% | 1%
Self Managed Partly - [ 678 -1% | | 1% | 1% -2% |

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - W 123 -6% 0 -3% 1 -6% 0 | 1%
$15-30,000 - (N 408 -3% 1 12% 2% -2% |
$30-50,000 - (I 706 -1% | 1 1% | 0% | 0%

$50-100,000 - (NN 1105 -2% | 12% -1% | -1% |

Over $100,000 - [N 1077 -1% | -1% | | 0% -1% |

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - NN 1041 -2% 1 -1% | | 0% -1% |

Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 0% | | 0% -1% | -1% |
Capacity Building 15-30% - [ 584 -3% 0 [ 3% -1% | -2% |
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 -2% | 12% | 1% 0% |
Capacity Building 60-100% - W 144 -3% 1 12% | 0% 0% |

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 223 -2% 1 0 5% -2% 1 -1% |
20 - 40% - [ 655 -1% | | 0% -2% 1 0% |

40 - 60% - I 974 -2% 1 | 1% | 0% -1% |

60 - 80% - [ 981 -2% | 1 1% | 0% -1% |
80% and over - [ 586 -2% 1 -1% | 12% -1% |

Appendix D.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 - [ 3419 | 1% [ 4%
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Appendix D.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 - NN 1606 | 0% 0 4%
Father - [l 298 I 2% 0 4%
Other - [ 1187 [ 2% 0 4%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026 | 1% 0 5%
35 to 44 - [ 803 | 0% 0 4%
45 to 54 - [ 741 | 0% 0 4%
55 or over - [ 849 I 2% 3%
Gender
Female - [ 1526 | 1% 0 4%
Male - [N 1854 | 0% 4%
Disability Type
ABl- mm 272 1 0% O 6%
Autism — I 241 2% 1 0O 8%
Cerebral Palsy — H 182 1 0% 0 4%
Down Syndrome — Il 268 -1% 1 0 3%
Hearing Impairment — 1 69 12% 1 0%
Intellectual Disability — I 1120 11% o 3%
Multiple Sclerosis — l 160 0 5% o0 3%
Other - | low count
Other Neurological — I 344 11% a 7%
Other Physical — B 155 1 0% a 7%
Psychosocial disability — 8 280 1 0% 11%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 56 0 5% O 5%
Stroke — W 140 0 3% O 5%
Visual Impairment — @ 125 12% O 5%
Level of function
High - [l 367 | 1% 3%
Medium - [ 1702 | 0% [ 5%
Low - [N 1350 I 2% 1 3%

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jj 127 | 1% 3%

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 | 1% 0 4%
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Appendix D.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

CALD Status
CALD - ] 394 I 2% 0 5%
Non-CALD - [ 3023 | 1% 0 4%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 1409 11% 0 4%

VIC — . 1164 1 0% 0 3%

QLD —mm 406 | 0% 0 6%

WA -133 O 8% O 8%

SA -l 325 3% O 8%

TAS -137 0 3% 0 3%

ACT —| low count
NT —| low count
Remoteness
Major Cities - | R 1950 | 1% 3%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323 I 2% D 6%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 459 l] 4% [I 3%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 245 1% I I 2%
Regional (population _ _
less than 5000) . 39 1% I D 7%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 45 -3% |] D 12%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 3337 | 1% 0 4%
Benefit from El - || 61 0 4% [0 6%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 | 1% 5%
State - [ 2222 | 1% 0 4%
Commonwealth - [JIll 429 | 1% 3%

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 1253 I 2% 0 4%
Plan Managed - [ 1394 | 0% 03%

Self Managed Fully - [} 93 -1% | [ 13%
Self Managed Partly - [ 678 | 0% 0 5%
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Appendix D.7.2 - Government benefits
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

% of families or
carers who are
receiving carer

Total respondents

payments allowance
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -l 123 0 3% 0 4%
$15-30,000 - [N 408 1 1% 0 5%
$30-50,000 - [ 706 | 1% 0 5%
$50-100,000 - N 1105 1 1% 0 5%
Over $100,000 - N 1077 | 0% I 2%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 1041 | 1% 0 4%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 | 1% 0 4%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 | 0% I 3%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 12% 0 5%
Capacity Building 60-100% - W 144 -3% 1 0 4%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 223 -1% | 0 4%
20 - 40% - [ 655 0 4% 03%
40 - 60% - [ 974 | 0% 0 6%
60 - 80% - (I 981 -1% | 03%
80% and over - [ 586 12% 03%

Appendix D.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

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 1606

Father - [l 298
Other - [ 1187

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
how to access
available services
and supports to
meet these needs

2% |

-4% |
1% |
0% |
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up) for their family
member with
disability

-3%

-4% |
-4% |
1% |



Appendix D.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
34 or younger - [ 1026 -3% [ 2% |
35t044 - [N 803 -4% 1 -3% [l
45t0 54 - [ 741 0% | -3% ||
55 or over - [ 849 0% | -3% [
Gender
Female - [ 1526 -2% | -3% ]
Male - [N 1854 2% | 3%
Disability Type
ABlI- 272 -4% 0 11%
Autism - 1 241 -6% 0 -4% 0
Cerebral Palsy - W 182 12% -1% 1
Down Syndrome — 1l 268 -3% 1 -1% 1
Hearing Impairment - 1 69 -2% 1 -7% 0
Intellectual Disability — - 1120 -3% 10 -4% 10
Multiple Sclerosis — 1 160 12% -2% 1
Other = | low count
Other Neurological = I 344 -2% 1 -1% 1
Other Physical- @ 155 12% -3%1
Psychosocial disability — 8 280 -6% 0 -5% 0
Spinal Cord Injury = 1 56 1 0% -9% O
Stroke — W 140 0 3% -4% 1D
Visual Impairment— W 125 11% -1% 1

Level of function

High- [l 367 2% -2% |
Medium - [ 1702 -3% || -3% ||
Low - | 1350 2% | -3% |

Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 127 -5% ] 7% 1
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 -2% | -2% |

CALD Status

CALD - [l 394 -4% [| -6% []
Non-CALD - [N 3023 -2% | 2%
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Appendix D.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
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
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 1409 -2% 1 -2% 1
VIC — I 1164 -5% 0 -6% 0O
QLD - [ 406 0 3% -1% 1
WA- 133 1 0% -4% 10
SA- 1325 -2% 1 0 3%
TAS- 137 0 10% 1 0%
ACT - | low count
NT = | low count
Remoteness
Major Cities - | I 1950 -3% || -4% [|
Regional (population _ K
greater than 50000) . 323 I 1% 3% ﬂ
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 459 | 0% 2% I
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 245 -3% “ 1% I
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 39 2% I -1% I
Remote/Very Remote - I 45 |] 3% |] 3%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ NEGEB 3337 -2% | -3% ]
Benefit from EI- | 61 [ 15% 0% |
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 | 1% 3% [
State - [N 2222  -3%[ -3% [
Commonwealth - [l 429 -2% | -3% [
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1253 -3% [ 5%
Plan Managed - | 1394 -2% | -2% |
Self Managed Fully - ] 93 0% | -3% ||
Self Managed Partly - [ 678 0% | 0% |
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Appendix D.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 - W 123 7% 0 -4% 1
$15-30,000- [ 408 -1% | -5% 0
$30-50,000- [ 706 -2% 1 -4% 0

$50-100,000 - | 1105 -3% 11 -3% 11

Over $100,000 - | 1077 -1% | -1% |

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - [ 1041 0% | 1%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 -4% 1 -4% 1
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 1% 3%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 1% 2% |
Capacity Building 60-100% - [ 144 5% 0O -8% [0

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [ 223 -4% 11 -4% 11

20 - 40% - [ 655 -1% | -2% 1

40 - 60% - [ 974 -3% 0 -4% 0

60 - 80% - [ 981 -2% | -3% 11
80% and over - [ 586 0% | 1 1%

Appendix D.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 with
disability

Overall

overal - [N 163 [] 10%
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Appendix D.7.3 - Rights and advocacy

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 113

Father -| low count

Other - [l 34

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 61
3510 44 - [ 41
4510 54 - [l 29
55 or over - [l 31
Gender
Female - [ 63
Male - [ ©7
Disability Type

Autism -| low count

Cerebral Palsy & _- 34

Other Neurological
Intellectual disability & _- 78
Down Syndrome

Other-- 36

Level of function

High - | low count
Medium - [ 65
Low - I 81

State/ Territory
NSW - [ 71
VIC -l 35
SA-N 32
NT/TAS/ACT/WA/QLD -l 25

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

0Os%

[ 26%

0 7%

1 12%
0 7%

1 19%

] 13%
0 &%

[]2a%

[]17%

05%
[ 14%

O 10%
0 3%

1 19%
O 8%
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Appendix D.7.3 - Rights and advocacy

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness
Major Cities - - 76
Regional (population _ - 53
greater than 15000)
Regional (population
less than 15000) & - 34
Remote/Very Remote
Scheme Entry Type

New - | low count

State - [N 127
Commonwealth - [l 30

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 71
Plan Managed - [l 51
Fully/Partly Sel-Managed - [l 41

Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less - | low count
$30-50,000 - M 24
$50-100,000 - [ 35
Over $100,000 - [N 84

Plan utilisation
below 40% -l 21
40-60% - [l 26
60 - 80% - I 52
80% and over - [ 64

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

[]16%

2% |

|:| 15%

0 9%
O 10%

0 4%
[118%
O 10%

0 8%
0 9%
O 12%

[ 29%
1 12%

1 13%
| 0%
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Appendix D.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
they need

Overall

overal - [ 3419 | 0% 2% | 0% | 2%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 1606 | 1% -2% | | 0% | 1%
Father - [l 298 -2% | -4% 1 -6% ] -2% |
Other- [ 1187 | 0% -1% | | 1% [ 3%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026 | 0% 2% 0% | | 1%
35t0 44 - [ 803 2% -3% [ 0% | I 2%
45to 54 - [ 741 -1% | 0% | 0% | 0l 3%
55 or over - [ 849 -1% | -3% -1% | I 2%
Gender
Female - [ 1526 | 0% -2% | -1% | 2%
Male - [N 1854 | 0% -2% | 0% | | 1%
Disability Type
ABlI- 272 -6% 0O 1% 1 1 0% 1 0%
Autism - 1 241 11% -6% 0 -4% 0 -1% 1
Cerebral Palsy — W 182 o 7% -1%1 0 3% 0 6%
Down Syndrome — Il 268 11% 11% 12% 03%
Hearing Impairment - 1 69 -2% 1 0 4% 0 6% -4% 0
Intellectual Disability — - 1120 11% -4% 10 -1% 1 11%
Multiple Sclerosis — 1 160 0 5% 12% -1% 1 O 8%
Other = | low count
Other Neurological = I 344 1 0% -4% 0 -2% 1 0 3%
Other Physical— ™ 155 2% 1 -1%1 11% -5% 0
Psychosocial disability — 1l 280 1 0% 11% 12% 1 0%
Spinal Cord Injury = 1 56 1 0% -2% 1 -5% 0 12%
Stroke — W 140 -5% 0 -9% O -4% 0 o 7%
Visual Impairment— W 125 -2% 1 013% 12% 11%
Level of function
High - [l 367 -2% | 1% | 1% | | 0%
Medium - [N 1702 | 1% -3% || -1% | | 0%
Low - [ 1350 | 0% -1% | | 1% 0 4%
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Appendix D.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

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

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

Total respondents % 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

like often as they need  family member with support as often as
disability as often as they need
they need
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 127 -3% ] -6% [] -6% [] | 0%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 | 1% -2% | 0% | 2%
CALD Status
CALD - [l 394 -3% ] -4% [| -2% | -3% ]
Non-CALD - [ 3023 | 1% -2% | 0% | | 2%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1409 1 0% -1% 1 1 0% 02%
VIC - [N 1164 1 0% -4% 10 -1% 1 11%
QLD - [ 406 0 4% -1% 1 11% 0 5%
WA- 133 1 0% 1 0% -4% 10 1 0%
SA- 325 11% -2% 1 1 0% 11%
TAS- 137 0 6% 0 3% -6% 0 0 9%
ACT - | low count
NT = | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - | NN 1950 1% | -3% | 1% | | 0%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323 [l 4% 2% I l 0% I] 6%
Regional (population _
between 15000 anc 50000, ~ B 459 | 2% 3% | 2% 4%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000~ Il 245 1 2% [ 0% | 0% 1% |
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 39 2% I I 1% | 1% I‘?'%
Remote/Very Remote - I 45 D 9% | 0% -9% [I I:I 9%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ NENEGN 3337 | 0% -2% | -1% | 2%
Benefit from EI - || 61 [ 10% 0% | 0l 4% [ 10%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 | 0% 1% | | 2% [ 2%
State - [ 2222 | 0% -2% | -1% | [ 2%
Commonwealth - [l 429 | 0% -3% [ -2% | | 1%
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Appendix D.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

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

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

they need
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1253 12% -4% 1 2% | 1 2%
Plan Managed - [ 1394 -1% | -2% | | 0% | 1%
Self Managed Fully - [J 93 0 7% -1% | I 4% 0 5%
Self Managed Partly - [ 678 -1% | | 1% 12% 3%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - W 123 3% -1% | 12% -1% |
$15-30,000 - [N 408 -2% | -6% 0 -2% | | 1%
$30-50,000 - [ 706 3% -2% | -2% | 12%
$50-100,000 - [N 1105 -1% | -3% -1% | | 0%
Over $100,000 - | 1077 | 1% | 1% 12% 0 4%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - | 1041 | 0% -1% | | 1% 12%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 | 1% -1% | | 1% 12%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 2% -3% 0 -4% 1 0 3%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 -2% | -5% 0 -4% 1 -2% |
Capacity Building 60-100% - W 144 3% -4% 1 0 5% 0 4%
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 223 -3% 1 -4% 1 -2% | 0 4%
20-40% - [ 655 | 1% 0% | | 1% -1% |
40 -60% - [ 974 | 1% -3% 01 -2% | 2%
60 - 80% - [N 981 | 1% -3% | 1% 12%
80% and over - [ 586 -1% | -1% | -1% | 12%

Appendix D.7.4 - Families feel supported
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics

% who have as
much contact with
other families of
people with
disability as they
would like

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [N 163 -2% |
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Appendix D.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 families of
people with
disability as they
would like

Relationship to participant
Mother - [ 113 -4% []

Father - | low count

Other - [l 34 ] 6%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 61 8% [
35todd - [ 41 -2% |
45t054- [ 29 0 14%
55orover- [l 31 | 0%
Gender
Female - [ 63 -2% |
Male- [ 97 1% |
Disability Type
Autism = | low count
Cerebral Palsy & _ _
Other Neurological . 34 15% D
Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 78 [l 6%

Other - . 36 I] 6%

Level of function
High- | low count
Medium - [ 65 -9% []
Low - [ 81 |2%

State/ Territory
NSW - [ 71 -4% 11
VIC - [l 35 | 0%
SA- Il 32 3%
NT/TAS/ACT/WA/QLD - [l 25 -4% [l
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Appendix D.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 families of
people with
disability as they
would like

Remoteness
Major Cities - - 76 I] 4%
Regional (population _ - K I
greater than 15000) 53 2%
Regional (population
less than 15000) & - . 34 -15% D

Remote/Very Remote

Scheme Entry Type

New - | low count

State - [ 127 -2% |
Commonwealth - [JJil 30 0% |

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 71 -4% []
Plan Managed - [ 51 -4% []
Fully/Partly Self-Managed - [l 41 [l 5%

Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less - | low count

$30-50,000 - [ 24 0% |

$50-100,000 - [ 35 -3% [

Over $100,000 - N 84 -2% |

Plan utilisation
below 40% - [l 21 -14% O
40-60%- [ 26 0 8%

60-80%- [ 52 -2% |
80% and over- [ 64 -2% |
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Appendix D.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

overal - [ 3419 [] 7% 0% ] 12%

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 1606 5% | 0% [ 12%
Father - [l 298 I 2% | 0% 1 14%
Other - [ 1187 [ 10% | 1% 1 12%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026 O 7% | 1% 1 12%
3510 44 - [N 803 0 4% | 0% 12%
45to 54 - [ 741 0 8% | 1% O 1%
55 or over - [ 849 O8% -1% | ] 13%
Gender
Female - [ 1526 0 &% | 0% O 1%
Male - [N 1854 [0 6% | 0% [ 13%
Disability Type
ABI- mm 272 o 7% 12% 0 12%
Autism - I 241 -1% 1 1% 1 3 13%
Cerebral Palsy - H 182 0 6% O 8% /1 20%
Down Syndrome — 1 268 0 5% 12% 0 12%
Hearing Impairment - 1 69 12% -8% 0O = 13%
Intellectual Disability —  ———) 1120 0 9% -1%1 =0 1%
Multiple Sclerosis — W 160 0O 12% 0 3% 0O 9%
Other — | low count
Other Neurological — 1 344 0O 9% -2% 1 /3 16%
Other Physical— ™ 155 0O 9% 2% 1 0 10%
Psychosocial disability — B8 280 -2% 1 -1% 1 0 10%
Spinal Cord Injury = 1 56 0 5% -5% 0 0 1%
Stroke — W 140 = 17% O 8% = 14%
Visual Impairment— W 125 11% -1% 1 O 7%
Level of function
High - [l 367 5% | 1% [ 10%
Medium - [N 1702 O 7% | 0% 12%
Low - I 1350 O 7% | 0% ] 13%
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Appendix D.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

Total respondents % of families or

carers who feel that
the services they
use for their family
member with
disability listen to

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

them disability their needs
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jj 127 I 2% | 1% O 9%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 [] 6% | 0% [ 13%
CALD Status
CALD - [l 394 0 5% -2% | O 9%
Non-CALD - [ 3023 []7% | 1% [ 13%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1409 00 8% 1 0% 1 13%
VIC - I 1164 0 3% -2% 1 0 9%
QLD - [l 406 0 12% 0 5% 1 18%
WA- 133 -4% 0 -4% 0 0O 8%
SA- IH 325 0 6% 0 3% 1 15%
TAS- 137 0 3% 0 3% 1 13%
ACT - | low count
NT = | low count
Remoteness
major Cities - | NN 1950 [ 5% 1% | [ 10%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323 D 1% I 1% D 17%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 459 D 10% “ 3% I:I 15%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . "3% I 1% EI 14%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) - 39 D 9% | 0% D 13%
Remote/Very Remaote - I 45 I:I 24% [I 6% I:I 24%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ NENEG 3337 [] 6% | 0% ] 12%
Benefit from El - || 61 [ 20% O 9% []18%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 [ 12% [ 3% J17%
State - [ 2222 [ 6% -1% | [112%
Commonwealth - [l 429 | 1% | 0% O 7%
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Appendix D.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 management type

Agency Managed - [ 1253 0 4% 1% | 1 12%
Plan Managed - [ 1394 O 7% | 0% O 1%

Self Managed Fully - [} 93 ] 14% 08% []16%
Self Managed Partly - [ 678 O 9% 3% ] 15%

Annualised plan budget

$15,000 or less - 123 -5% 0 -9% O 0 6%
$15-30,000- [ 408 0 4% -3% 1 0 8%
$30-50,000- (HEEEN 706 0 6% 11% O 10%

$50-100,000 - (NN 1105 0 7% | 0% [ 14%

Over $100,000 - NN 1077 0 8% 12% [ 14%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - NN 1041 [ 10% 3% [ 15%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 0 5% -2% 1 O 12%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 O 1% 12% [ 15%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 1 1% -1% | O 7%
Capacity Building 60-100% - W 144 | 0% -4% [1 12%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - [l 223 | 0% -2% 1 O 8%
20 - 40% - [ 655 00 6% -2% 1 1 12%
40 - 60% - I 974 0 7% | 0% 1 14%
60 - 80% - [ 981 0 6% 1 1% O 11%

80% and over - [ 586 O 10% 0 4% 1 15%
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Appendix D.7.5 - Access to services
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant

characteristics

% who have no % whose family
difficulties working member with

in partnership with  disability and family
professionals and receive help to plan
services providers  for the future

to meet the needs of

their family member

with disability

Total respondents

Overall

overal - [N 163 | 2% [ 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [ 113 I 4% 0O 8%
Father - | low count
Other- [l 34 -9% [ ] 15%
Age Group
34 oryounger- [ 61 0 8% O 17%
35t044- [l 41 O 12% 0 12%
45t054- [l 29 -7% 01 -3% 1
S55orover- [ 31 -16% [ O 13%
Gender
Female - [ 63 [ 5% 3%
Male - [ 97 1% | C117%
Disability Type

Autism = | low count

Cerebral Palsy & _ . D
Other Neurological 34 9%

Intellectual disability & _
Down Syndrome - 78 [l 5%

[]18%
[ &%

oter- [ 36 -6% [] []19%
Level of function
High - | low count
Medium - [ 65 1 3% ] 17%
Low-IEE 81 |0% ] 10%



Appendix D.7.5 - Access to services

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

% who have no

% whose family

difficulties working member with
in partnership with
professionals and

disability and family
receive help to plan

services providers  for the future
to meet the needs of
their family member
with disability
State/ Territory
NSW - I 71 -1% | -1% |
VIC - [l 35 | 0% [126%
SA- N 32 0 6% | 0%
NT/TAS/ACT/WA/QLD - [l 25 0 8% [ 42%
Remoteness
Major Cities - - 76 | 0% D 13%
Regional (population _
greater than 15000) - 53 I:] 9% D 13%
Regional (population
less than 15000) & - . 34 -6% [l [l 3%
Remote/Very Remote
Scheme Entry Type
New - | low count
State - [N 127 | 1% O 1%
Commonwealth - [l 30 [ 10% [ 10%
Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 71 [ 3% 0O 8%
Plan Managed - [l 51 -8% [] ] 18%
Fully/Partly Seli-Managed - [l 41 O 13% O 8%
Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less - | low count
$30-50,000 - M 24 08% O 8%
$50-100,000 - [ 35 3% C—134%
Over $100,000 - N 84 -2% | 0 6%
Plan utilisation
below 40% - [l 21 -10% [0 0 5%
40-60%- [ 26 0 4% 1 16%
60-80% - [ 52 2% 17%
80% and over - [ 64 0 5% 0 6%
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Appendix D.7.6 - Families have succession plans

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

characteristics

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 1606
Father - ] 298

Other - I 1187

Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026
35 to 44 - [ 803
45 to 54 - [ 741
55 or over - [ 849

Gender

Female - [ 1526

Male - [N 1854

Disability Type

ABI - mm 272
Autism — Il 241
Cerebral Palsy — Il 182
Down Syndrome — Il 268
Hearing Impairment — @ 69
Intellectual Disability — - 1120
Multiple Sclerosis — B 160
Other - | low count
Other Neurological — Il 344
Other Physical — B 155
Psychosocial disability — Il 280
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 56
Stroke — W 140
Visual Impairment — B 125

Level of function
High - [l 367
Medium - [ 1702
Low - I 1350

% of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

0 4%
0 4%
| 1%

0 2%
0 5%
0 3%
I 1%

I 2%
0l 3%

0 4%
0 3%
0 7%
12%
O 6%
0 3%
-1% 1

0 3%
12%
1 0%
12%
1 0%
12%

| 1%
0 3%
0 4%
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of those who made
or have begun
making plans, % of
families or carers
who have asked for
help from service
providers,
professionals or
support workers

[ 6%

0Os%
0 3%
1 2%

O 9%
0 4%
0 4%
0 4%

0 &%

[ 5%

1 0%
0 3%
O 10%
1 13%

O 6%

0 5%
0 10%

O 1%
O 7%
03%



Appendix D.7.6 - Families have succession plans
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents % of families or of those who made
carers who have or have begun
made plans for when making plans, % of
they are no longer  families or carers
able to care for their who have asked for
family member with help from service

disability providers,
professionals or
support workers
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [Jj 127 I 2% | 0%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2340 [] 3% 0 7%
CALD Status
CALD - ] 394 3% 0 4%
Non-CALD - [N 3023 [ 3% Oe%
State/ Territory
NSW - I 1409 0 4% 12%
VIC — [ 1164 12% O 7%
QLD - [ 406 0 3% O 8%
WA- 133 -4% 0
SA- Il 325 0 3% O 11%
TAS- 137 1 0%
ACT - | low count
NT - | low count
Remoteness
Major Cities - | RN 1950 [ 3% [l 4%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323 ﬂ 2% D 5%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 459 [I 3% D 10%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) 245 [I 3% D 7%
Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 39 ﬂ 2% D 10%
Remota/Very Remote -I 45 [I 3%

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NI 3337 [ 3%

Benefit from El - || 61 I 2%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768 0 4% 5%
State - I 2222 [ 2% 06%
Commonwealth - [JIll 429 3% [ 6%
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Appendix D.7.6 - Families have succession plans

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1253

Plan Managed - [ 1394

Self Managed Fully -] 93
Self Managed Partly - [ 678

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -l 123
$15-30,000 - [N 408
$30-50,000 - [ 706
$50-100,000 - N 1105
Over $100,000 - N 1077

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 1041
Capacity Building 0-15% - NI 1161
Capacity Building 15-30% - Il 584
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488
Capacity Building 60-100% -l 144

Plan utilisation
below 20% -l 223
20 - 40% - [ 655
40 - 60% - I 974
60 - 80% - [N 981
80% and over - I 586

% of families or
carers who have
made plans for when
they are no longer
able to care for their
family member with
disability

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

| 0%
3%
I 2%
3%
3%

11%
0 4%
0 4%
03%
11%

3%
I 2%
3%
I 2%
0 4%
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of those who made
or have begun
making plans, % of
families or carers
who have asked for
help from service
providers,
professionals or
support workers

0 5%
0 6%

O 7%

0O 7%
[ 10%
0 9%
I 2%

0 6%
0 6%
0 6%
0 8%
3%

| 0%

0 6%
0 7%
[ 10%
| 1%



Appendix D.7.7 - 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 % 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers

support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

Overall

overal - [ 3419 -7%[] [ 14% 3% | 1%

Relationship to participant

Mother - [N 1606 6% [] 1 16% [ 5% [ 2%
Father- [l 298 -6% ] [ 10% | 0% I 2%
Other- [ 1187 -7% ] [ 12% | 1% | 1%
Age Group
34 oryounger- [ 1026 6% [ 1 15% I 3% I2%
35t044- [N 803 -4% [ 1 16% 0 4% | 1%
45t054- [ 741 -5% 1 14% 2% | 1%
55orover- [ 849 -11% 0 [ 12% I2% | 1%
Gender
Female - [ 1526 -6% [] 1 15% [l 4% | 1%
Male - [ 1854 7% ] [ 14% 0l 3% I 2%
Disability Type
ABI - m 272 -5% 0 0 10% 1% 1 11%
Autism — w241 -6% 0 3 16% 0 6% 12%
Cerebral Palsy - | 182 -5% 0 / 20% 03% -4% 0
Down Syndrome — I 268 -8% 0 = 14% 0 6% 0 5%
Hearing Impairment — 169 o 7% o 7% 1 0%
Intellectual Disability — I 1120 -6% 0 1 16% 0 4% 12%
Multiple Sclerosis — | 160 -5% 0 3 15% 12% 12%
Other - I low count
Other Neurological — . 344 -9% 0O 3 15% -2% 1 1 0%
Other Physical - | 155 -16% O 0 10% 0 4% 10%
Psychosocial disability — I 280 -6% 0 3 15% 11% 013%
Spinal Cord Injury = 156 -11% 0O 0 12% 0 5% 10%
Stroke — | 140 -9% 0 0 1% o 7% 12%
Visual Impairment — B 125 -6% 0 O 7% 0 4% 1 0%
Level of function
High- [l 367 -4% [1 O 10% [ 2% -2% |
Medium - [N 1702 -7% [ [ 15% I 2% 3%
Low- [ 1350 -6% [] ] 14% [ 5% | 0%
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Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status
Indigenous -

Mon-Indigenous -

CALD Status
CALD -
MNon-CALD -

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 -

Benefit from EIl -

Scheme Entry Type
New -
State -

Commonwealth -

B 127

I 2340

B 394
I, 3023

I 1409
I 1164
I 406

133

Il 325

137

| low count

| low count

I 1950
B 323

B 450

H 245

B 396

| 45

(I, 3337

| &1

I 768
I 2222
B 420

% of families or

health as excellent,
very good or good

-4% [|
-6% []

-4% [|
7% ]

-7% 0
-6% 0
-4% 1
-17% O
-8% 0
0% |

7% 1
-4% |

7% 1
-6% 1
6% ]
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% of families or
carers who rate their carers who feel their
family member with
disability gets the
support they need

] 16%
[ 14%

[ 10%
[ 15%

O 15%

0 12%

3 20%
-29%

O 16%

0 10%

1 14%
17%

[ 15%
1 15%
O 9%

% of families or of those unable to
carers who provide work as much as
informal care to their they want, % of
family member with families or carers
disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

-2% | | 0%
0l 4% 2%
-2% | | 0%
0l 4% I 2%
12% 11%
0 5% 11%
0 5% 1 0%
-13% 0O
11% O 8%
07%
3% | 2%
[ 2% | 1%
[] 6% | 0%
3% | 2%
[ 2% 1% |
] 12%
0l 3%
0 7%
[ 2% | 0%
0 4% 2%
| 0% 2%



Appendix D.7.7 - 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 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, % of
very good or good  disability gets the family member with families or carers
support they need  disability and are who say the
able to work as situation with their
much as they want family member with
disability is a barrier
to working more

Plan management type

Agency Managed - [ 1253 7% 00 O 12% | 1% I 2%
Plan Managed - [ 1394 -6% ] ] 16% 0 5% | 1%
Self Managed Fully - ] 93 -4% [] 1 16% 3% 0 5%
Self Managed Partly - [l 678 -6% 1 1 15% 0 5% 1 1%
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 orless - W 123 -5% 0 0 4% -1% |
$15-30,000- [ 408 -10% 0O 0 6% -5% 0 3%
$30-50,000- | 706 -4% [ 1 15% 0 5% 2%
$50-100,000 - | 1105 -8% 0 1 16% 3% | 1%
Over $100,000- [N 1077 -5% 0 1 16% 0 5% I 1%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - [ 1041 -9% 0 ] 13% 13% | 0%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 1161 -5% 0 1 16% 0 4% I 1%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 -4% [ 1 18% 0 4% | 1%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 -10% 0O 12% 1 1% 0 5%
Capacity Building 60-100% - | 144 -4% 1 03% -2% |
Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 223 -7% 0 -1% | 12% | 0%
20-40% - [ 655 -6% 00 0 8% | 0% 11%
40-60% - [ 974 -9% 0 118% 0 5% 11%
60-80% - (N 981 -6% 00 1 18% 0 5% 03%
80% and over - [ 586 -5% 0 [ 14% 11% 11%
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Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

of those unable to
work as much as

of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of they want, % of
families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

Total respondents

working more

barrier to working

more
Overall
overa - I s [ =+ [ o
Relationship to participant
Mother - [ 1606 | 2% 3%
Father - [l 298 -2% | 0 4%
Other - [ 1187 0l 4% 0 6%
Age Group
34 or younger - [ 1026 | 1% I 2%
35 to 44 - [ 803 0l 3% 0 5%
45 to 54 - [ 741 0 4% 8%
55 or over - [ 849 0 4% 0 5%
Gender
Female - [ 1526 3% [ %
Male - NN 1854 03% 03%
Disability Type
ABl- mm 272 0 5% 0 4%
Autism — I 241 0 3% 1 0%
Cerebral Palsy — H 182 0 6% O 6%
Down Syndrome — Bl 268 12% =3 11%
Hearing Impairment - | low count
Intellectual Disability — I 1120 1 0% 11%
Multiple Sclerosis — l 160 1 0% 0 9%
Other - | low count
Other Neurological — I 344 0 3% 1 2%
Other Physical — B 155 12% 0 8%
Psychosocial disability — 8 280 -2% 1 1 2%
Spinal Cord Injury — 1 56 0 4% a 7%
Stroke — W 140 = 17% =1 14%
Visual Impairment — @ 125 0 10% 0 10%
Level of function
High - [l 367 [ 10% 3%
Medium - [ 1702 1 4% [ 6%
Low - [N 1350 1% 0 4%



Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for SF - by participant

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [Jj 127

Non-Indigenous - [N 2340

CALD Status
CALD - ] 394

Non-CALD - [N 3023

State/ Territory

NSW — I 1409
VIC — . 1164
QLD —m 406
WA —| low count
SA -l 325
TAS -| low count
ACT —| low count
NT —| low count

Remoteness

major Cities - | NN 1950

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 323

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 459

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000)

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 396

Remote/Very Remote -| low count

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 768

State - [N 2222
Commonwealth - [JIll 429

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 1253
Plan Managed - [ 1394
Self Managed Fully -] 93
Self Managed Partly - [ 678

of those unable to

work as much

as

they want, % of
families or carers
who say availability

of jobs is a barrier to

working more

0 7%

0l 3%

I 2%
0l 3%

03%
0 2%
0 3%

1 0%

[ 3%
| 0%
[ 2%
| 0%

[ 5%

0 4%
[ 3%
| 0%

0 3%
0 2%
| 0%
0 4%
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of those unable to
work as much as
they want, % of
families or carers
who say insufficient
flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working
more

0 5%
[ 5%

3%
[ 5%

0 5%
0 4%
0 4%

0 5%

[l 4%
3%

[ 5%
0%
[ &%

5%
05%
| 0%

0 3%
0 4%
| 0%

O 8%



Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second 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, % of they want, % of

families or carers families or carers
who say availability who say insufficient
of jobs is a barrier to flexibility of jobs is a

working more barrier to working
more
Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 - [N 408 1 3% O 7%
$30-50,000 - [ 706 0 6% 0 3%
$50-100,000 - N 1105 3% 0 4%
Over $100,000 - N 1077 I 2% 0 6%
Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 1041 3% 0 4%
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 1161 I 2% 0 6%
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 584 0 4% 0 4%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 488 0 4% 3%
Capacity Building 60-100% -] low count
Plan utilisation
below 20% -l 223 0 4% 0 4%
20 - 40% - I 655 0 4% 0 5%
40 - 60% - [N 974 0 3% 0 6%
60 - 80% - I 981 | 1% I 2%
80% and over - I 586 0 5% 0 6%

Appendix D.7.7 - 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
happened last year, strongly disagree agree or agree that
and what they that having a family services and
expect for the future, member with a supports have

% who are delighted, disability has made helped them to
pleased or mostly it more difficult for  better care for their

satisfied them to meet the family member with
everyday cost of disability
living

Overall

overal - [ 163 [] 4% ] 12% [ ]19%
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Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing
Change in longitudinal indicators from baseline to second review for LF - by participant
characteristics (continued)

Total respondents thinking about what % who disagree or % who strongly
happened last year, strongly disagree agree or agree that
and what they that having a family services and
expect for the future, member with a supports have

% who are delighted, disability has made helped them to
pleased or mostly it more difficult for  better care for their

satisfied them to meet the family member with
everyday cost of disability
living
Relationship to participant
Mother - [ 113 -1% | [ 1% J17%
Father - | low count
Other - [l 34 O 12% [ 18% [C129%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 61 12% O 10% [ 25%
35t0 44 - [ 41 -2% | [ 20% [ 15%
4510 54 - [l 29 0 10% O7% O 10%
55 or over - [l 31 O 10% [116% [C23%
Gender
Female - [ 63 [ 13% O 1% 0 s%
Male - [ 97 2% | [ 13% [C128%
Disability Type

Autism -| low count
i ms O R s
i e (e e
oer - [JJJj 36 [] 6% [] 1% [ ]3e%

Level of function

High - | low count

Medium - [ 65 O 1% 0% [ 135%
Low - I 81 | 0% 117% [ 5%
State/ Territory
NSW - [ 71 O11% 13% [ 10%
VvIC - [l 35 0 6% O 9% 117%
SA- M 32 -6% ] 13% [C—134%
NT/TAS/ACT/WA/QLD - [l 25 -8% [0 [116% [128%
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Appendix D.7.7 - Families enjoy health and wellbeing

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

characteristics (continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness
Major Cities - - 76
Regional (population _ - 53
greater than 15000)
Regional (population
less than 15000) & - 34
Remote/Very Remote
Scheme Entry Type

New - | low count

State - [N 127 [] 3%

Commonwealth - [l 30

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 71
Plan Managed - [ 51
Fully/Partly Sel-Managed - [l 41

Annualised plan budget
$30,000 or less - | low count
$30-50,000 - [ 24
$50-100,000 - | 35
Over $100,000 - [N 84

Plan utilisation

below 40% - [l 21
40-60%- [ 26
60-80%- [ 52

80% and over- [ 64

thinking about what % who disagree or
happened last year, strongly disagree
and what they
expect for the future, member with a

% who are delighted, disability has made
pleased or mostly it more difficult for

satisfied them to meet the
everyday cost of
living

1% | []1e%

[] &%
[ 9%

[ &%
[ 12%

13%
03% O 10%
I 3% 0 &%
2% | 2%
O 12% 0 5%
0 4% | 0%
O 11% CJ17%
1% | 1 14%
| 0% O 10%
-15% O [ 15%
O 10% O 12%
08% O 13%
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% who strongly
agree or agree that

that having a family services and

supports have
helped them to
better care for their
family member with
disability

o

| 2%

|:| 15%

1 14%
[ J40%

3%
C127%
C37%

C25%
C46%
O 7%

1 19%

1 23%
C131%
O 8%



Appendix D.9 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Has the NDIS
helped? indicators at first, second and third reviews - aggregate

Appendix D.9.1 - All domains

Rights and advocacy: Has the NDIS helped you to know
your rights and advocate effectively?

59% 59%
60% 55% pe—— o

50%
41% 41%

40%
30%
20%
10%

NN

0% - 1 : ]
Yes MNo

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

13857 responses at 1st review
3574 responses at 2nd review
138 responses at 3rd review

Access to services: Has the NDIS helped you to access
services, programs and activities in the community?

70%
63% —
60%

s 37% 359,
40% 30% 7
20% /

0% - 1 ] /
Yes No
I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review
14286 responses at 1st review
3636 responses at 2nd review
139 responses at 3rd review
Families enjoy health and wellbeing: Has the NDIS improved
your health and wellbeing?
60% 59% 570, 58%
I
50% /
a1 3% 4% /
40% 7 /
30% / /
20% % %
10% / /
)% )7

Yes MNo
I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

13998 responses at 1st review
3577 responses at 2nd review
139 responses at 3rd review

Families feel supported: Has the NDIS improved the level of
support for your family?

80% 76% 75%
69% [
60%
40% 31%
24% 25%

20%
0% - 1 ]

Yes No

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

14245 responses at 1st review
3608 responses at 2nd review
139 responses at 3rd review

Families have succession plans: Has the NDIS helped you
with preparing for the future support of your family

member?

60% 62%

60% — 58% 7
42% /
40% | ks 38% /
20% é
0% - : 7.

Yes No

I st review [T 2nd review [ZZA 3rd review

14104 responses at 1st review
3592 responses at 2nd review
139 responses at 3rd review
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Appendix D.10 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Has The
NDIS helped? indicators at first review - by participant characteristics

Appendix D.10.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS helped them
access to services, with preparing for
programs and the future support of

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS improved the
capacity to advocate level of support for
(stand up) for their  their family

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

family member

Cssw

activities in the
community

s [ w—

their family member

Mother - NN 7336 [Cse% [CCCes% [T 6s% [T 42%
Father - [l 1411 [C———Jse% [CCJ67% [CC65% [C]45%
Other - I 5065 C——154% | ] 71% | ] 61% [ 36%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 5215 I - m— 74 R I— - m—
35to 44 - [N 3252 [Csa% [T es% [T e4% [T 42%
4510 54 - [ 3040 [Cs3% [T es% [T 63w [T 41%
55 or over - [ 3623 [————156% [ ] 73% | 161% [C—137%
Gender
Female - [ 6413 [ 154% [ ] 70% | ]64% [ 40%
Male - [N 8586 Css% [T esw [T 63% [T 40%
Disability Type
ABI —mm 1081 1 55% CC——68% [CCCC62% ) 40%
Autism — I 1332 1 55% 1 66% C63% O 41%
Cerebral Palsy - 795 C—//153% C67% 1% [ 41%
Down Syndrome — il 1088 C——158% e 72% 172% [ ] 46%
Hearing Impairment = 375 —1 3% /1 51% =1 43% == 27%
Intellectual Disability — IEG—— 4994 C————155% C68% [ 67% C——342%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 546 1 54% L 1 75% [ 1 59% /1 36%
Other =1 51 [ 166% [CC166% [ 58% ) 40%
Other Neurological — Il 1416 C—161% [ 1 75% [ 166% [CC41%
Other Physical -~ 841 C——51% 1 67% [ 52% /= 35%
Psychosocial disability — Il 1301 /1 54% 1 66% [ 61% [/ 38%
Spinal Cord Injury =i 234 1 45% 1 67% = 51% 1 34%
Stroke —W 577 C————58% I 1 78% I 1 64% [/ 38%
Visual Impairment — @ 499 C——47% CC68% [ 57% 3 33%
Level of function
High - [l 1649 CJa9% e [CCCss% [ 36%
Medium - [N 7967 [C—s4a% [CC0e8% [C063% [C]39%
Low - [ 5514 C—57% | ] 71% | ] 66% [ 42%
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Appendix D.10.1 -

All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Indigenous Status

Indigenous

Non-Indigenous - [ NN 11963

CALD Status
CALD

Non-CALD - [N 12570

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 - [ NG 14739

Benefit from EI

Scheme Entry Type

-l 561

- 1835

— I 3820
— I 5080
—- . 3149

- 854

— [ 1583

-0 354

-1 116

-1174

- I 5735
-l 1450

- 1463

-l 821

-l 1200

-] 250

- 321

New - [ 4051
State - NG 9431

Commonwealth - [JJij 1648

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member

(I
T s6%

C——150%
Cs5%

C—51%
C—53%
/1 62%
C—61%
/1 50%
C—57%
/1 50%
C—15%%

—
[ se%
——Jse%
[ 1s6%

—

C———155%
Ceo%

5%
Cs5%
Cs3%
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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,

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them
with preparing for

their family programs and the future support of
activities in the their family member
community

[ se% [T ss% [ 35%

[ ] 70% | ]64% [ ]41%

[ esw [T se% [ 36%

e [T ea% [T 40%

CCC65% [CCCCCTT60% [ 35%

1 67% O 61% |/ 38%

[ 177% [ 172% [ ] 48%

[ 1 73% I 1 70% [ ] 49%

/1 65% [/ 58% [ 34%

[ 177% I ] 68% [C—45%

CCCCCT 68% [ 68% [T 45%

CCC63% [CCTHe4% CCCO41%

i LA s— LV w—

| ] 72% | |67% [ 43%

[ ] 70% | Je8% [ ]42%

[ ] 72% | 8% [ ]44%

s LU s LS —

s  [mmsos [ st

oo 63w [T 40%

[ ] 73% | ]65% [C]38%

[ 170% | 161% [C137%

[ ] 69% [ ]66% [ ] 41%

e [CTTse% [T 40%



Appendix D.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 - [ 6028
Plan Managed - [ 5887
Self Managed Fully - [l 943
Self Managed Partly - [l 2252

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - [l 795
$15-30,000 - N 2261
$30-50,000 - [N 3232
$50-100,000 - N 4721
Over $100,000 - I 4121

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - I 2546
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 5900
Capacity Building 15-30% - I 3276
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2526
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 864

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 1805
20 - 40% - I 3152
40 - 60% - I 3921
60 - 80% — I 3721
80% and over - I 2531

Appendix D.10.1 - All domains

% of families or
carers who say the

NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate

(stand up) for their
family member

Cs51%
C56%
 I— 21
[ J59%

1 40%
] 48%
C—s3%
C55%
C62%

C54%
C—57%
C56%
C50%
1 49%

C37%
C—52%
C56%
[ 159%
C62%

% 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
with preparing for

their family programs and the future support of
activities in the their family member
community

[CMesw [T e1% [CC39%

7w T es% [T 41%

[ 177% [ 167% [C141%

[ ] 72% [ ]65% [ 40%

] 49%  I— 1 28%

[ e1% [T 54% /1 33%

e [T 63% [T 38%

[ 172% [ ] 66% [ 40%

[ 1 75% [ 1 70% [ ] 48%

[ 170% [ ] 58% [CC37%

[ 1 72% [ ] 69% [ ] 44%

[ 170% | 165% [ 40%

Ce3% [CCCTs8%  [[CC36%

T 56% T 51% [ 38%

T 43% T 36% [ 25%

Cee% [CCCTTTTs59% [CC37%

[ 173% [ 167% [C—141%

[ ] 75% [ ] 72% [ ] 45%

[ 1 75% [ 171% | ] 46%

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 D.10.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics
(continued)

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 7336 Ca0%
Father - [l 1411 ] 40%
Other - I 5065 4%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 5215 [ 40%
35 to 44 - [ 3252 C—141%
45 to 54 - [ 3040 —141%
55 or over - [ 3623 [ 143%
Gender
Female - NN 6413 I—
Male - [N 8586 Cda%
Disability Type
ABI —mm 1081 C—41%
Autism — I 1332 /1 38%
Cerebral Palsy -l 795 — 40%
Down Syndrome — Il 1088 — 42%
Hearing Impairment -8 375 —1 32%
Intellectual Disability — IEG—— 4994 — 40%
Multiple Sclerosis — B 546 C—41%
Other -1 51 C—41%
Other Neurological — Il 1416 C—145%
Other Physical -~ 841 1 42%
Psychosocial disability — 8 1301 C/—143%
Spinal Cord Injury —0 234 1 46%
Stroke —W 577 1 46%
Visual Impairment — @ 499 C—37%
Level of function
High - [l 1649 3%
Medium - [N 7967 [ J40%
Low - [N 5514 I— S
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - JJ] 561 [ 38%

Non-Indigenous - [N 11963 [ 42%
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Appendix D.10.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at first review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD -l 1835

Non-CALD - [N 12570

State/ Territory

NSW - I 3820
VIC — I 5080
QLD — . 3149
WA -l 854

SA -l 1583
TAS -l 354
ACT-1116

NT -1 174

Remoteness

o s - I 9735

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 1450

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 1463

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) l 821

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . 1400

Remote/Very Remate -I 259

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ NG 14739

Benefit from EI -] 321

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 4051

State - [N 9431
Commonwealth - [JJij 1648

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [ 6028
Plan Managed - [ 5887
Self Managed Fully - [l 943
Self Managed Partly - [l 2252

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

[
4%

/1 38%
/1 39%
1 48%
1 49%
1 39%
/1 39%
1 48%
C—143%

4%
4%
—
4%
3%
3%

1%
4%

4%
Ca%
[ 40%

C—139%
4%
C48%
C44%
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Appendix D.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 - [l 795 C—128%
$15-30,000 - I 2261 [C—136%
$30-50,000 - I 3232 1 40%

$50-100,000 - I 4721 C—142%

Ovwer $100,000 - I 4121 C—147%

Plan cost allocation

Capital 5-100% - I 2546 C—142%
Capacity Building 0-15% - [N 5900 C——144%
Capacity Building 15-30% - I 3276 C—141%
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 2526 1 38%
Capacity Building 60-100% - |l 864 C—133%

Plan utilisation

below 20% - Il 1805 [ 26%
20 - 40% - Il 3152 [C—139%%
40 - 60% - I 3921 C—142%
60 - 80% - [ 3721 C——146%
80% and over - I 2531 1 46%
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Appendix D.11 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Has The
NDIS helped? indicators at second review - by participant characteristics

Appendix D.11.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who say the

NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate

(stand up) for their
family member

% 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
with preparing for
the future support of
their family member

Overall
overal - [ 3820 [ ]s9% | | 76% | | 70% | | 42%
Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 1839 I L ] 76% [ 172% [ ] 44%
Father - [l 335 [ 158% | ]73% | ] 72% | ] 47%
Other - I 1261 C—57% | ] 76% | ] 68% [ 38%
Age Group
34 or younger - [N 1397 C———160% | ] 76% [ ] 72% [ ] 42%
35to 44 - M 814 5% [ ] 76% [ 1 71% | ] 41%
45 to 54 - [ 751 [ 158% [ ] 73% | ]168% [C—144%
55 or over - [ 858 [ 159%% [ 1 77% | ] 67% [ 40%
Gender
Female - [ 1677 I 1 77% | ] 72% | ] 42%
Male - | 2101 Cse% | ] 75% | ] 68% [ 42%
Disability Type
ABIl-mm 282 C—1e64% [CCTTO76% CCCCC70% CC44%
Autism — I 335 C—60% [ 75% [ 71% 2 42%
Cerebral Palsy -l 214 C—61% a1 75% 174% [ 1 49%
Down Syndrome — Il 306 1 60% [ 1 81% 1 80% I 1 47%
Hearing Impairment = 75 C—48% 3 51% = 49% =3 23%
Intellectual Disability — n——— 1297 C———60% I 177% [ 174% I 1 42%
Multiple Sclerosis -l 161 C—————159% L 1 80% I 1 69% [ 45%
Other -1 low count
Other Neurological — il 360 CC—63% CC176% 1 69% Ca41%
Other Physical -l 160 C——/57% | 711% [ 63% /1 36%
Psychosocial disability — Il 290 C—/151% | 72% e 62% /3%
Spinal Cord Injury =i 60 1 51% I 178% I ] 55% //32%
Stroke -l 141 C————58% I 182% I 1 62% /1 43%
Visual Impairment -0 132 1 46% 1 68% 1 60% 3 31%
Level of function
High - [l 407 Cs0% 7w 6% [CC37%
Medium - [ 1917 [ 158% | ] 76% | ] 69% | ] 41%
Low - [N 1496 C———162% | ] 7% | ] 72% | ] 44%
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Appendix D.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 helped them
with preparing for

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
access to services,

% of families or

carers who say the
NDIS improved the
level of support for

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate

Total respondents

(stand up) for their  their family programs and the future support of
family member activities in the their family member
community
Indigenous Status
Indigenous - [ 146 4% e [Ces% [ 29%
Non-Indigenous - [ NN 2618 [ ] 60% | ] 76% | ] 70% | | 43%
CALD Status
CALD -l 423 [C——155% [ ] 72% | ]62% [ 141%
Non-CALD - N 3305 [ ]59% | ] 76% | ] 71% | ] 42%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 1575 C—57™% 1 74% [CCCCCCTO67% 2 [CCO3%%
VIC - I 1300 C—159% /7% /O 7% /T 44%
QLD — 1 451 C—163% CC77% [CCCC73% C44%
WA =137 C——73% CC78% [ 69% [/ 55%
SA -l 358 C—159% 7% o 72% O 4%
TAS -1 41 [ 1 78% I 1 89% I 1 82% I 1 49%
ACT =131 1 48% 7% T 61% T 40%
NT -127 1 35% | — b | — R w— .
Remoteness
major Cities - [ NN 2173 [ se% | ] 75% | Jes% [ ]40%
Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 362 : 60% I I 7% I I 73% I I 45%
Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) - 516 |:| 61% I I 5% I I 76% I IM%
Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 276 I:| 56% I I 78% I I 76% I I 42%
Regional (population _
loss tnan s000) ~ I 441 C———Je% | ] 7% | |69% [CT]43%
Remotevery Remote -] 51 e [ 7 [ ee% [ 32%
Scheme Access Criteria
Disability Met - [ NN 3731 [ 158% | ] 75% | ] 70% | ] 41%
Benefit from EI - | 68 [ 1 70% | ] 79% | ]67% [___151%
Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 830 | I -1 [ 1 72% | ] 64% [C]38%
State - NN 2520 [ 160% | 177% | ] 72% | ] 43%
Commonwealth - [JJill 470 [C———156% [ ] 72% | ] 66% [ 40%
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Appendix D.11.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 1377
Plan Managed - [ 1560
Self Managed Fully -l 114
Self Managed Partly - [ 768

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less -l 137
$15-30,000 - [N 464
$30-50,000 - [N 788
$50-100,000 - N 1247
Over $100,000 - NN 1184

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 1107
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 1315
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 668
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 556
Capacity Building 60-100% -l 173

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 247
20 - 40% - [ 709
40 - 60% - I 1075
60 - 80% - I 1124
80% and over - I 665

Appendix D.11.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Overall

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate
(stand up) for their
family member

5%
Cs8%
C—65%
6%

[ 36%
] 48%
C—s8%
[ 159%
C65%

C158%
C—63%
C—s55%
C—/57%
1 50%

[ 36%
C—52%
C—s8%
[ 63%
CCe8%

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing
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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,

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS helped them
with preparing for

their family programs and the future support of
activities in the their family member
community

CC——73% | ] 69% [ ] 41%

1 76% | 1 71% | ] 42%

[ ] 86% [ ] 73% | ] 45%

1 78% | ] 69% [ ] 40%

T 48% T 41% 1 28%

[ e77% [CCTTT60% [CCO33%

[ 1 75% | ] 68% [ 38%

[ ] 78% | ] 73% [ ] 41%

[ ] 80% [ ] 76% [ ] 50%

[ 175% [ 1 65% [C—139%

[ ] 80% [ 177% [ ] 46%

[ 1 75% | 1 71% [/ 42%

7% [CCCes% [ 41%

Ce3% [CCCTTe0% [ 30%

T 44% T 41% [ 25%

1 70% [ e3% [C34%

[ 177% | 171% [ 43%

[ ] 81% [ ] 75% | ] 44%

[ ] 82% [ 1 79% [ ] 51%




Appendix D.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN 1839
Father - ] 335

Other - I 1261

Age Group
34 or younger - [N 1397
35to 44 - M 814
45 to 54 - [ 751
55 or over - [ 858

Gender

Female - [ 1677

Male - [N 2101

Disability Type

ABl-mm 282
Autism — Il 335
Cerebral Palsy -l 214
Down Syndrome — Il 306
Hearing Impairment -8 75
Intellectual Disability — I 1297
Multiple Sclerosis -l 161
Other -1 low count
Other Neurological — Il 360
Other Physical -l 160
Psychosocial disability — Il 290
Spinal Cord Injury =0 60
Stroke -l 141
Visual Impairment -0 132

Level of function
High - [l 407
Medium - [N 1917
Low - [ 1496

Indigenous Status

Indigenous - [J] 146

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

4%
[CJ39%
4%

Ca%
T 40%

—
[ 145%

4%
4%

1 44%
1 42%

—41%
—/27%
— 42%
4%

1 44%
C—143%

— 49%

— 46%
— 35%

I—
2%
] 46%

C——36%

Non-Indigenous - [N 2618 [ 42%
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Appendix D.11.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at second review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

CALD Status
CALD -l 423

Non-CALD - [N 3395

State/ Territory

NSW - I 1575
VIC — I 1300
QLD - 451
WA -137
SA -l 358
TAS -1 41
ACT -1 31
NT -1 27

Remoteness

major Cities - [ N 2173

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) . 362

Regional (population _
between 15000 and 50000) . 516

Regional (population _
between 5000 and 15000) . 276

Regional (population _
less than 5000) . a

Remote/Very Remate -I 51

Scheme Access Criteria

Disability Met - [ 3731

Benefit from EI - | 68

Scheme Entry Type
New - [ 830
State - NN 2520
Commonwealth - [JJill 470

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 1377
Plan Managed - [ 1560
Self Managed Fully -l 114
Self Managed Partly - [ 768

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

C——J39%
4%

1 39%
C—43%
1 48%
C—61%
1 50%
/1 49%
C—143%
1 44%

4%
[ as%
—
[ J38%
—
[ J41%

C——143%
4%

4%
I—
[ 40%

Ca%
4%
[ 50%
[ 145%
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Appendix D.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 -l 137
$15-30,000 - [N 464
$30-50,000 - [N 788
$50-100,000 - N 1247
Over $100,000 - NN 1184

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 1107
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 1315
Capacity Building 15-30% - [l 668
Capacity Building 30-60% - [l 556
Capacity Building 60-100% -l 173

Plan utilisation
below 20% - [l 247
20 - 40% - [ 709
40 - 60% - I 1075
60 - 80% - I 1124
80% and over - I 665

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

[C130%
C130%
C39%
 m— L
Ca9%

Ca%
4%
4%
1 36%
1 30%

27%
] 38%
%
1 45%
O s0%
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Appendix D.12 - Family/carers of participants aged 25 and over - Has The
NDIS helped? indicators at third review - by participant characteristics

Appendix D.12.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

Total respondents

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
capacity to advocate

% 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
with preparing for

(stand up) for their  their family programs and the future support of
family member activities in the their family member
community
Overall
overa - [ s+ s | ] 75% | Josv [T 5o
Relationship to participant
Mother - NN 56 [ 151% [ 173% | ] 66% [ 42%
Father - | low count
Other - I 47 C———61% | ] 76% | ] 64% [ 35%
Age Group
34 or younger - NN 59 [ 152% 0 74% ] 69% [ ] 33%
35to 44 - [N 28 [Ceow [T e7% [EETs4% [T 43%
45 to 54 - [N 36 [ ] 74% | 175% [ 161% [——147%
55 or over - [ 31 [ 154% [ ] 83% [ ] 69% [ ] 34%
Gender
Female - [ 70 I ] 76% [ ] 8% [ 30%
Male - [N 54 Cse% | | 74% | Je3% [CT]44%
Level of function
High - | low count
Medium - [N 77 C——s54% | ] 76% [ ] 65% [ 44%
Low - [ 6 | ]70% | ] 79% | | 67% [ 32%
State/ Territory
NSW — I 65 1 55% CCC167% /O 62% [ 35%
VIC - 25 C—63% [/ 75% O 67% /0 42%
QLD - . 43 C—165% [ 187% [ ] 68% [ 45%

WA —| low count
SA —-| low count
TAS -| low count
ACT —| low count
NT —| low count
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Appendix D.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Remoteness

weiorcives - [N 6

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 39

Regional (population

between 15000 and 50000) ~| 10W count
Regional (population _

between 5000 and 15000) ~| 10W count

Regional (population _I low count

less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote -| low count

Scheme Entry Type

New - I 53

State - [N 88

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 53
Plan Managed - [ 43

Self Managed Fully - | low count
Self Managed Partly - [ 57

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 -| low count
$30-50,000 - I 29
$50-100,000 - N 44
Over $100,000 - N 56

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 72
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 44
Capacity Building 15-30% -| low count
Capacity Building 30-60% - | low count
Capacity Building 60-100% -] low count

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS improved the
capacity to advocate level of support for
(stand up) for their  their family

family member

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS helped them
access to services, with preparing for
programs and the future support of
activities in the their family member

community
[ s~ [Oew e s
| | 71% | | 91% | | 79% | | 53%
C49% [Ceow [CTTe3% [C32%
[ 165% | ] 79% [ ] 68% [C___140%
[Cse% [CCCCCT73% [T 65% [T 45%
Cs51% I— 1L R — U — -1
[ 165% | ] 82% [ ] 69% [ ] 38%
1 50% | I— Rl LR ee— R e— -1
[ e2% [CC75% [T 67% [0 29%
[ 1 72% [ ]187% [ ] 69% [ ] 36%
[ 166% [ ] 85% [ ] 73% [ ] 36%
CJesw [T 71% [T 67% [T 38%
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Appendix D.12.1 - All domains

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Plan utilisation
below 20% —| low count
20 - 40% - I 27
40 - 60% - I 41
60 - 80% - [ 47
80% and over - I 30

Appendix D.12.1 - All domains

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS improved the
capacity to advocate level of support for
(stand up) for their  their family

family member

1 46%
C54%

| —
 —

% of families or % of families or
carers who say the carers who say the
NDIS improved their NDIS helped them
access to services, with preparing for
programs and the future support of
activities in the their family member
community

[/ 60%
 I— T

1 24%
/32%

[ 1 72% [

] 83% [

]173% | ] 48%

[ e1% [CCCT75%

[ 1 72% [ ] 45%

Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Overall

Relationship to participant

Mother - NN s6

Father - | low count

Other - I 47

Age Group
34 or younger - NN 59
3510 44 - [ 28
45 to 54 - [ 36
55 or over - [ 31

Gender

Female - [N 70
Male - N 54

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

2%

I—

C131%
C—36%
C—52%
[ 61%

C——143%
2%
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Appendix D.12.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents

Level of function

High - | low count

Medium - R 77

Low - [N 61

State/ Territory
NSW — I 65
VIC — . 25
QLD — . 43
WA —| low count
SA —-| low count
TAS -| low count
ACT —| low count
NT —| low count
Remoteness

weiorcives - [N 6

Regional (population _
greater than 50000) - 39

Regional (population

between 15000 and 50000) ~| 10W count
Regional (population _

between 5000 and 15000) ~| 10W count

Regional (population _I low count

less than 5000)

Remote/Very Remote -| low count

Scheme Entry Type

New - I 53

State - [N 88

Commonwealth - | low count

Plan management type
Agency Managed - [N 53
Plan Managed - [ 43

Self Managed Fully - | low count
Self Managed Partly - [ 57

Annualised plan budget
$15,000 or less - | low count
$15-30,000 -| low count
$30-50,000 - I 29
$50-100,000 - N 44
Over $100,000 - N 56

% of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

C37%
C—52%

1 44%
/3 29%
/1 45%

a1

Ca0%
C]45%

Ca%
C37%

[ 145%

C39%
I—
C53%
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Appendix D.12.1 - All domains
Has The NDIS Helped? indicators at third review for SF - by participant characteristics

(continued)

Total respondents % of families or
carers who say the
NDIS improved their
health and wellbeing

Plan cost allocation
Capital 5-100% - NN 72 [ 154%
Capacity Building 0-15% - IS 44 C—140%
Capacity Building 15-30% -| low count
Capacity Building 30-60% - | low count
Capacity Building 60-100% -] low count

Plan utilisation
below 20% —| low count

20 - 40% - I 27 C—144%

40 - 60% - I 41 119%

60 - 80% - [ 47 C—150%
80% and over - I 30 | — L
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