2. Families/carers of participants from
birth to age 14: Outcome indicators

21 Key findings
Overall, the three cohorts (C3, C2 and C1) have progressed in similar ways longitudinally.

Box 2.1: Overall findings for C3 cohort (families/carers of participants from
birth to age 14, who have been in the Scheme for three years)

e For participants entering the Scheme in 2016-17, the longitudinal analysis revealed
significant improvements across a number of family/carer indicators, with trends in the
first year generally continuing into the second and third years in the Scheme.

e The percentage of families/carers working in a paid job has increased by 8.2% over
three years in the Scheme, from 44.9% at baseline to 53.0% at third review. For
mothers of participants (around 94% of respondents), there was an 8.4% increase, from
43.8% to 52.2%, and for fathers (around 6% of respondents) there was a 4.3%
increase, from 61.2% to 65.5%. However, this is still considerably lower than population
figures of 73.2% for females and 84.6% for males."

e The percentage of families/carers in a paid job who work 15 hours or more per week
has increased by 6.3% over three years, from 79.0% at baseline to 85.2% at third
review. The percentage working 30 hours or more per week has also increased, from
36.1% to 48.9% overall. For mothers, there was a 10.4% increase in the percentage
working 30 or more hours per week, from 34.7% to 45.1%, and for fathers there was a
4.6% increase, from 82.2% to 86.8%. These percentages are lower than population
figures for full-time work of 60.2% for females and 88.6% for males.

e The percentage who say that they (and/or their partner) are able to work as much as
they want has declined slightly over three years (39.5% at baseline and 37.7% at third
review). Looking at barriers to working more, the percentage who say that the situation
of their child with disability is a factor has increased by 4.6% between baseline and third
review, from 90.3% to 94.9%, and the percentage who say insufficient flexibility of jobs
is a factor increased by 8.0%, from 39.7% to 47.8%.

3 Labour Force, Australia, Detailed, January 2021 | Australian Bureau of Statistics (abs.gov.au)
Original series, as at 30 June 2020, age range 25 to 49. The actual ages of families/carers are not
reliably known, but mothers and fathers of participants aged 0 to 14 are likely to be in this age range.

4 Labour Force, Australia, Detailed, January 2021 | Australian Bureau of Statistics (abs.gov.au)
Original series, as at 30 June 2020, age range 25 to 49. Employed full-time to employed total. The
ABS defines full-time work as 35 hours or more per week, so the population benchmarks for working
30 hours or more per week would likely be higher than the figures quoted.
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Box 2.1 (continued): Overall findings for C3 cohort (families/carers of
participants from birth to age 14, who have been in the Scheme for three
years)

Families and carers report increasing ability and confidence in helping their children
develop and learn. The percentage of families/carers who know what specialist services
are needed to promote their child’s learning and development increased by 11.9%
between baseline and third review, from 41.4% to 53.3%. Similarly, the percentage of
respondents who know what they can do to support their child’s learning and
development increased by 9.4%, from 42.5% to 51.9%. The percentage who say they
get enough support to feel confident in parenting their child has increased by 4.3%, from
44.2% to 48.4%.

Improvements in interacting with services have been observed. The percentage of
families/carers who say their relationship with services is good or very good has
increased by 5.1%, from 85.5% at baseline to 90.6% at third review.

Some deterioration was observed in self-rated health for families/carers, with the
percentage rating their health as excellent, very good or good decreasing by 9.8%, from
74.5% at baseline to 64.7% at third review.

There has also been some deterioration in informal supports for families/carers, with
reductions over three years in the percentages who have: friends they can see as often
as they like (6.4% decrease); people they can ask for practical help as often as they
need (6.8% decrease); people they can ask for childcare as often as they need (5.7%
decrease). However, the percentage who have someone they can talk to for emotional
support as often as they need increased by 1.7%.

Families and carers are also less likely to say they are able to engage in social
interactions and community life as much as they want (a decrease of 4.5%, from 27.6%
at baseline to 23.1% at third review). For those who are unable to engage as much as
they want, the percentage who say the situation of their child with disability is a barrier
to engaging more has increased by 4.2%, from 92.0% at baseline to 96.2% at third
review.

There has been a small increase (1.95%) in the percentage of families and carers who
experienced no boundary to access and/or advocacy between baseline and third
review.
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Box 2.2: Overall findings for C2 cohort (families/carers of participants from
birth to age 14, who have been in the Scheme for two years)

e Trends observed for families and carers of participants who have been in the Scheme
for two years were generally similar to those observed for families and carers of
participants who have been in the Scheme for three years.

e The percentage of families/carers working in a paid job has increased by 3.6% over two
years in the Scheme, from 47.4% at baseline to 51.0% at second review. As for those
who have been in the Scheme for three years, there has also been an increase in the
percentage working 15 hours or more per week, from 77.4% at baseline to 83.0% at
second review (a 5.6% increase).

e The percentage who say that they (and/or their partner) are able to work as much as
they want has not changed materially (38.5% at baseline and 38.4% at second review).
However, for those unable to work as much as they want, there have been increases in
the percentage who perceive their child’s disability as a barrier to working more (a 4.4%
increase, from 88.5% to 92.9%), and the percentage who say insufficient flexibility of
jobs is a barrier to working more (a 6.3% increase, from 39.8% to 46.0%).

e The percentage of families/carers who say their relationship with services is good or
very good has increased by 13.2%, from 76.3% at baseline to 89.5% at second review.

¢ Improvements were observed across all indicators related to families/carers helping
their child develop and learn. Most notably, the percentage of respondents who know
what specialist services are required to promote their child’s learning and development
increased by 12.3%, from 41.0% at baseline to 53.3% at second review. Similarly, the
percentage of families/carers who know what they can do to support their child’s
development increased by 10.0%, from 42.1% at baseline to 52.1% at second review.

e As for those who have been in the Scheme for three years, there has been some
deterioration in self-rated health. The percentage of families/carers who rate their health
as excellent, very good or good fell by 6.7%, from 72.4% at baseline to 65.7% at second
review.

e The percentage of families/carers who have experienced no boundaries to access or
advocacy increased by 3.0%, from 35.3% at baseline to 38.3% at second review.
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Box 2.3: Overall findings for C1 cohort (families/carers of participants from
birth to age 14, who have been in the Scheme for one year)

e Trends observed for families and carers of participants who have been in the Scheme
for one year were generally similar to those observed for families and carers of
participants who have been in the Scheme for longer.

e The percentage of families/carers working in a paid job has increased by 1.8% over the
first year in the Scheme, from 47.9% at baseline to 49.7% at first review. There has also
been an increase in the percentage working 15 hours or more per week, from 79.2% at
baseline to 81.2% at second review (a 2.0% increase).

e The percentage who say that they (and/or their partner) are able to work as much as
they want has not changed materially (39.9% at baseline and 39.8% at first review).
However, for those unable to work as much as they want, there have been increases in
the percentage who perceive their child’s disability as a barrier to working more (a 2.0%
increase, from 88.8% to 90.8%), and the percentage who say insufficient flexibility of
jobs is a barrier to working more (a 3.3% increase, from 36.1% to 39.4%).

e The percentage of families/carers who say their relationship with services is good or
very good has increased by 7.5%, from 80.6% at baseline to 88.1% at second review.

¢ Improvements were observed across all indicators related to families/carers helping
their child develop and learn. Most notably, the percentage of respondents who know
what specialist services are required to promote their child’s learning and development
increased by 8.3%, from 41.2% at baseline to 49.5% at first review. Similarly, the
percentage of families/carers who know what they can do to support their child’s
development increased by 7.0%, from 41.6% at baseline to 48.6% at first review.

e There has been significant improvement in the percentage who strongly agree or agree
that their child gets the support he or she needs with an improvement of 20.0%, from
41.2% at baseline to 61.5% at first review.

e The percentage of families/carers who have experienced no boundaries to access or
advocacy increased by 0.9%, from 38.1% at baseline to 39.1% at first review, and the
percentage of families/carers who are able to identify the needs of their child and family
increased by 1.3%, from 68.4% at baseline to 69.7% at first review.
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Box 2.4: Outcomes by key characteristics for families/carers of participants
from birth to age 14

e Families/carers of participants with autism tended to have less positive longitudinal
outcomes, particularly in relation to support networks and social and community
interactions.

o For the majority of indicators in all domains, longitudinal outcomes are better for
families/carers of participants with a high level of function. A similar trend was observed
for families/carers of participants with a lower annualised plan budget.

e For most of the indicators modelled, longitudinal outcomes tended to be worse for
families/carers of older participants. For example, families/carers of older participants
were less likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate in having people they can ask
for practical help as often as needed, and in rating their health as excellent, very good
or good (which may be partly age related). However, families/carers of older participants
were less likely to deteriorate with respect to having a paid job.

e Longitudinal outcomes related to work and health tended to be better when the
respondent was the father compared to when the respondent was the mother.

e Families/carers of participants from a CALD background tended to be more likely to
improve with respect to having friends they can see as often as they like, and less likely
to deteriorate in self-rated health. However, they tended to be less likely to improve
and/or more likely to deteriorate across a number of other indicators, in particular
related to helping their child develop and learn.

e Indigenous status was significant in a relatively small number of models and results
were mixed. For example, families/carers of Indigenous participants tended to be more
likely to improve with respect to having friends they can see as often as they like, but
were more likely to deteriorate with respect to getting enough support to feel confident in
parenting their child.

e Outcomes for families/carers from Queensland tended to be more likely to improve after
spending time in the Scheme, while families/carers from Victoria were less likely to
improve.

e Some outcomes were better for families/carers of participants living outside a major city.
For example, they were generally more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate
with respect to having people they can ask for practical help as much as needed.
However, they were less likely to improve with respect to having a paid job.

o Families/carers of participants with self-managed plans (fully or partly) experience more
positive outcomes in the domains of work, advocacy and access to services over time.

¢ Outcomes tend to be more positive across all domains for families/carers of participants
living in a private home owned by their family.

o Relocating to a new LGA was associated with worse longitudinal outcomes for a
number of indicators, for example, being more likely to deteriorate with respect to being
able to engage socially and in the community as much as desired.
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Box 2.4 (continued): Outcomes by key characteristics for families/carers of
participants from birth to age 14

e COVID-19 was identified as significant factor for all 14 indicators considered. Results
were mixed. For example, when the later response occurred during the COVID period,
deterioration over two years was more likely for having a paid job, and deterioration
between second and third review was more likely for working 15 or more hours per
week. However, deterioration was less likely in transitions from baseline for having
people to ask for practical help, and for being able to engage in social interactions and
community life.

Box 2.5: Has the NDIS helped families/carers of participants from age 0 to 14

e The percentage of families/carers reporting that the NDIS has helped has increased
gradually over participants’ time in the Scheme, by 2-3% between one and three years,
across all five SF domains except for the rights and advocacy domain (no change) and
the health and wellbeing domain (a small decrease). The percentages satisfied with the
amount of say they had in the development and implementation of their child’s plan
increased slightly over the participant’s second year in the Scheme but were largely
unchanged over the third year.

e Opinions on whether the NDIS has helped after one year in the Scheme vary by
participant/carer characteristics. Results tended to be more positive for families/carers
of participants who have higher baseline plan utilisation and higher annualised plan
budget, have higher level of function, live in a State/Territory other than NSW, and did
not previously receive State/Territory supports. Opinions at first review also tended to be
better for families/carers of participants with developmental delay, and for
families/carers of younger participants.

e Looking at changes over the participant’s second and third years in the Scheme, higher
utilisation of plan budget in general, and higher utilisation of capacity building supports
in particular, is associated with a higher likelihood of improvement and lower likelihood
of deterioration in thinking that the NDIS has helped. On the other hand, outcomes for
families/carers of older participants were more likely to deteriorate between both first
and second review, and first and third review.

e Families/carers of CALD participants were less likely to improve in saying they are
satisfied with the development and implementation of their child’s plan. They were also
more likely to deteriorate in saying they are satisfied with the implementation of their
child’s plan.

o Families/carers of Indigenous participants were more likely to deteriorate in some
domains, particularly level of support for the family, health and wellbeing, and being
satisfied with the amount of say they had in the implementation of their child’s plan.

o Self-managing fully was associated with more positive changes in responses for a
number of outcome domains, for example, health and wellbeing.

e Compared to those living in major cities, families and carers of participants living in
regional areas were more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate over the
participant’s second year in the Scheme in being satisfied with development of their
child’s plan, and were more likely to improve in being satisfied with its implementation.
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2.2 Outcomes framework questionnaire domains

For families/carers of participants aged from birth to 14 years, the outcomes framework
seeks to measure the extent to which they:

¢ know their rights and advocate effectively for their child with a disability (RA domain)
e feel supported (SP)
e can gain access to desired services, programs and activities in their community (AC)
e are able to help their children develop and learn (DV)
e enjoy health and wellbeing (HW).

The LF contains an extra domain, measuring the extent to which families/carers:
¢ understand their children’s strengths, abilities and special needs (UN)

The LF also includes a number of extra questions in other domains, particularly the health
and wellbeing domain.

Families and carers of participants who contributed to either the age 0 to starting school
participant survey or the starting school to age 14 participant survey are invited to contribute
to this survey. For the longitudinal analysis, the 0 to 14 family/carer cohort comprises
families and carers of participants who are aged between 0 to 14 when they enter the
Scheme, and includes responses at all review time points until the participant turns 15.

2.3 Longitudinal indicators — overall

Longitudinal analysis describes how outcomes have changed for families/carers of
participants during the time the participant has been in the Scheme. Included here are
families/carers of participants who entered the Scheme between 1 July 2016 and 30 June
2019 for whom a record of outcomes is available at scheme entry (baseline) and at one or
more of the two time points: approximately one year following scheme entry (first review),
approximately two years following scheme entry (second review) and approximately three
years following scheme entry (third review).

For this year’s report, results are shown separately for the three cohorts described in Section
1.4, including the value of the indicator at baseline and each review, as well as the change in
the latest year, and the change between baseline and latest review. For example, for the C3
cohort, results at baseline, first review, second review, and third review are shown, as well
as the change between second review and third review, and the change from baseline to
third review.

Table 2.1 below summarises changes for selected indicators across the two time periods.
Indicators were selected for the tables if the change, either overall or for the latest year, was
statistically significant'® and had an absolute magnitude greater than 0.02 for at least one
entry year cohort.

15 McNemar's test at the 0.05 level.
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Table 2.1: Selected longitudinal indicators for families/carers of participants aged 0 to 14

Indicator at: Change Significant?®
Latest Latest
Indicator Cohort Baseline Review1 Review2 Review3 ~  Overall | | Overall
year year
Improvement
C3 44.9% 49.2% 51.4% 53.0% 1.6% 8.2% * **
o -
WK (SF) % of familes i whoare o, 47.4% 504%  51.0% 0.7% 3.6% ** **
C1 47.9% 49.7% 1.8% 1.8% ** **
) o C3 79.0% 82.0% 83.6% 85.2% 1.6% 6.3% * *
of those in a paid job, % who
WK (SF) work 15 hours or more per Cc2 77.4% 80.6% 83.0% 2.4% 5.6% > >
week

C1 79.2% 81.2% 2.0% 2.0% ** **
% of families or carers who C3 37.5% 39.1% 40.6% 39.4% -1.2% 2.0% * >
RA (SF) bgjr‘]’ja‘ji’;p:{(')eggggs';°or c2 35.3% 37.9% 38.3% 0.3% 2.9% * »
advocacy C1 38.1% 39.1% 0.9% 0.9% > *
% of families or carers who C3 60.8% 63.1% 63.6% 62.5% -1.2% 1.7% *
SP (SF) h:r‘r’f)t‘l’sﬁ;'ijzar‘t’j‘stgf'{‘e L";gr c2 60.9% 62.8%  62.5% -0.3% 1.6% =
they need C1 58.4% 60.8% 2.4% 2.4% > **
% who have as much contact C3 41.3% 64.0% 70.4% 65.9% -4.5% 24.6% >

0
SP (LF) with other parents of children Cc2 41.9% 55.9% 57.5% 1.5% 15.6% >

with disability as they would like

C1 45.4% 50.1% 4.7% 4.7% * *

16 ** statistically significant, p-value<0.001; * statistically significant, p-value between 0.001 and 0.05.
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Indicator at: Change Significant®

Domain Latest Latest
Indicator Cohort Baseline Review1 Review2 Review 3 Overall Overall
(Form) year year
. . ) C3 85.5% 87.2% 89.7% 90.6% 0.9% 5.1%
% who say their relationship
AC (LF) with services is good or very Cc2 76.3% 87.4% 89.5% 21% 13.2% >
d
900 C1 80.6% 88.1% 7.5% 7.5% - -
% of families or carers who C3 41.4% 50.0% 53.3% 53.3% 0.0% 11.9% >
know what specialist services o o o o 0 . .
DV (SF) are needed to promote their C2 41.0% 50.0% 53.3% 3.4% 12.3%
child's learning and
development C1 41.2% 49.5% 8.3% 8.3% * *
% of families or carers who C3 42.5% 50.4% 52.8% 51.9% -0.9% 9.4% >
DV (SF) Sl‘jggg"n"‘;ﬂzitrtzr?ﬁ' d‘.’sa?eg:’nf‘;g c2 42.1% 49.4%  52.1% 2.7% 10.0% = o
and development C1 41.6% 48.6% 7.0% 7.0% ** **
. C3 44.2% 48.9% 49.3% 48.4% -0.9% 4.3% **
% of families or carers who get
DV (SF) enough support in parenting Cc2 44.2% 47.9% 49.2% 1.3% 5.0% > >
their child
C1 44.2% 48.2% 4.0% 4.0% ** **
% of families or carers who feel C3 87.3% 89.2% 89.3% 88.8% -0.5% 1.5% *
DV (SF) Zirr]yﬁggg??negbF‘)’;;?ﬁr:g"t"hh;: c2 86.1% 88.7%  88.7% 0.1% 2.6% . »
child's development, C1 86.0% 88.1% 2.2% 2.2% ** **
Thinking about what happened C3 57.1% 64.0% 57.6% 54.0% -3.6% -3.2%
last year, and what they expect o o o o 0 .
delighted, please or mostly o o o o . .
satisfied C1 44.7% 53.9% 9.2% 9.2%
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Indicator at: Change Significant®
Domain Latest Latest
Indicator Cohort Baseline Review1 Review2 Review 3 Overall Overall
(Form) year year
% who disagree or strongly C3 7.9% 16.0% 10.4% 17.5% 7.1% 9.5% *
disagree that having a child o o o 0 b
HW (LF) with disability has made it more c2 14.0% 12.8% 11.4% -1.4% -2.5%
difficult to meet the everyday o o o o . .
cost of living C1 11.9% 14.7% 2.8% 2.8%
% who Strong|y agree or agree C3 50.4% 75.8% 78.2% 74.4% -3.8% 24.0% >
that they feel confident about o o o o o *x
HW (LF) the future of their child under Cc2 52.1% 67.1% 72.4% 5.3% 20.3%
the NDIS C1 65.1% 75.2% 10.1% 10.1% ** **
C3 31.2% 62.9% 57.3% 68.8% 11.5% 37.6% *
% who strongly agree or agree
HW (LF) that their child gets the support Cc2 36.3% 57.4% 61.5% 4.1% 252% >
he or she needs
C1 41.2% 61.5% 20.2% 20.2% ** **
% who Strong|y agree or agree C3 71.9% 88.8% 96.2% 96.2% -0.1% 24.2% >
HW (LF) [natihe ::(}']"t'ﬁgrsnatgdbi‘tgfzgfe c2 73.8% 90.7%  95.6% 50%  21.8% ** **
for their child with disability C1 67.8% 85.5% 17.7% 17.7% *x *x

C3 56.1% 64.8% 69.7% 69.3% -0.4% 13.2% *
% of families or carers who are o o o o o - -
GB (SF) receiving carer allowance Cc2 56.7% 63.9% 67.1% 3.2% 10.5%
C1 50.2% 56.3% 6.1% 6.1% ** **
Deterioration
. C3 73.7% 74.6% 73.0% 71.3% -1.7% -2.4% * *
% of families or carers who are
RA (SF) able to identify the needs of Cc2 72.1% 72.9% 71.7% -1.3% -0.5% >
their child and family
C1 68.4% 69.7% 1.3% 1.3% ** **
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Indicator at: Significant®

Domain Latest
( ) Indicator Cohort Baseline Review1 Review2 Review 3 Overall
Form year
- C3 45.0% 44.0% 41.3% 38.6% -2.6% -6.4% * >
% of families or carers who
SP (SF) have friends they can see as Cc2 44.8% 43.6% 41.2% -2.4% -3.7% > >
often as they'd like
C1 43.5% 43.4% -0.1% -0.1%
% of families or carers who C3 41.6% 41.0% 38.0% 34.9% -3.1% -6.8% > >
SP (SF) have people they can ask for c2 41.2% 403%  37.5% 28%  -37% - -
practical help as often as they
need C1 39.7% 39.4% -0.3% -0.3%
- C3 29.5% 27.5% 25.5% 23.9% -1.7% -5.7% > >
% of families or carers who
ave people they can ask for T% 8% 6% -1.2% -2.1%
SP (SF) h le th k f Cc2 27.7% 26.8% 25.6% 1.2% 2.1% > >
childcare as often as they need
C1 27.7% 27.7% 0.0% 0.0%
. C3 74.5% 70.6% 67.4% 64.7% -2.7% -9.8% * >
% of families or carers who rate
HW (SF) their health as excellent, very Cc2 72.4% 69.2% 65.7% -3.5% -6.7% > >
good or good
C1 72.8% 69.9% -2.9% -2.9% ** **
Of those unable to work as C3 90.3% 92.4% 93.8% 94.9% 1.0% 4.6% > >
much as they want, % who say o o o o o . .
HW (SF) the situation of their child/family C2 88.5% 91.0% 92.9% 1.9% 4.4%
member with disability is a o o o o " .
barrier to working more C1 88.8% 90.8% 1.9% 1.9%
Of those unable to work as C3 39.7% 45.1% 47.9% 47.8% -0.1% 8.0% * >
0,
HW (SF) much as they want, % who say c2 39.8% 44.1% 46.0% 1.9% 6.3% * *
insufficient flexibility of jobs is a
barrier to working more C1 36.1% 39.4% 3.3% 3.3% ** **
Of those unable to work as C3 18.4% 21.3% 21.9% 23.9% 1.9% 5.5% > >
0,
HW (SF) much as they want, % who say c2 19.0% 21.4% 23.1% 1.8% 4.2% - -
availability of jobs is a barrier to
working more C1 16.6% 18.6% 2.0% 2.0% ** **
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Indicator at: Significant®

Domain Latest
Indicator Cohort Baseline Review1 Review2 Review 3 Overall
(Form) year
% who are able to engage in C3 27.6% 26.5% 23.9% 23.1% -0.9% -4.5% i i
social interactions and o o o 4 a0 4 g0 - -
HW (SF) community life as much as they Cc2 25.6% 25.1% 23.8% 1.3% 1.8%
want C1 26.9% 26.6% -0.3% -0.3%
Of those unable to engage as C3 92.0% 94.2% 95.4% 96.2% 0.8% 4.2% * *
much as they want, % who say o o o o o . .
HW (SF) the situation of their child/family c2 91.0% 92.6% 93.9% 1.3% 2.9%
member with disability is a
C1 90.6% 92.0% 1.4% 1.4% > >

barrier to engaging more
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For families and carers of participants aged 0 to 14, most changes have been positive
overall.

Key findings include the following:

¢ Work: the percentage working in a paid job has increased by 8.2% over three years
for the C3 cohort (including a 1.6% increase in the latest year), by 3.6% over two
years for the C2 cohort (0.7% over the latest year) and by 1.8% over one year for the
C1 cohort. Some of this change may be attributed to the participant being one year
older and likely more independent, allowing their families/carers to work more. Data
from the Household, Income, and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA)"" survey for
wave 18 (2018) shows employment rates averaging around 75% for respondents
from households with children aged 0 to 14. There is a large increase of 7% as
child’s age increases from 0 to 1 (from 64% to 71%), followed by an increase of 2%
from age 1 to age 2, then smaller and more stable increases averaging 0.9
percentage points for each one year increase in age for older ages. Overall, the
increases for families and carers of participants aged 0 to 14 appear to be higher
than for HILDA.

e The percentage working 15 hours or more has also increased, by 6.3% over three
years for the C3 cohort (1.6% in the latest year), 5.6% over two years for the C2
cohort (2.4% in the latest year) and by 2.0% over one year for the C1 cohort.

o However, families/carers who are not able to work as much as they want are more
likely to perceive the situation of their child as a barrier to working more (a 4.6%
increase over three years), and are also more likely to cite insufficient flexibility of
jobs as a barrier (an 8.0% increase over three years). The percentage citing
availability of jobs as a barrier has also increased, by around 2% in the latest year
across all cohorts.

e Support for families/carers in helping their child to develop and learn:
families/carers report improved knowledge of what they can do (9.4% increase over
three years), and the specialist services that are needed (11.9% increase), to support
their child’s learning and development. Family and carers are also more likely to get
enough support to feel confident in parenting their child (4.3% increase over three
years), and report increased levels of confidence in supporting their child’s
development (a smaller increase of 1.5% over three years).

¢ Families feel supported: the percentage of families/carers who have someone they
can talk to for emotional support has increased slightly (by 1.6% to 2.4% across the
three cohorts). The percentage who have as much contact with other parents of
children with disability as they would like has increased by 24.6% over three years for
the C3 cohort (although there was a 4.5% decline over the latest year). However, the
percentage who say they have friends they can see as often as they would like has
decreased (by 6.4% over three years for the C3 cohort, including a 2.6% decline in
the most recent year), as has the percentage who have people they can ask for
practical help as often as they need (by 6.8% over three years for the C3 cohort,
including a 3.1% decline in the most recent year).

17 hitps://melbourneinstitute.unimelb.edu.au/hilda
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¢ Rights and advocacy: there have been small increases for the percentage of
families/carers who have experienced no boundaries to access or advocacy (0.9% to
2.9% overall across the three cohorts).

e There have been some improvements in the LF indicators for the health and
wellbeing domain. The percentage who:

o said they felt more confident about the future of their child under the NDIS
increased by 24.0% over three years (although this indicator has declined by
3.8% over the latest year for the C3 cohort).

o agreed or strongly agreed that their child gets the support he/she needs
increased by 37.6% over three years.

o said the services and supports have helped them to better care for their child
with disability increased by 24.2% over three years.

Overall life satisfaction (the percentage feeling delighted, pleased or mostly satisfied
when thinking about what happened last year) has increased consistently for the C2
and C1 cohorts, but after an initial increase, has declined in the past two years for the
C3 cohort.

o However, the percentage rating their health as good, very good or excellent has
decreased by 9.8% over three years for the C3 cohort, including a 2.7% decline in
the latest year, and by 6.7% over two years for the C2 cohort (3.5% over the latest
year). There has been no significant change in this indicator for the C1 cohort.

o There was a decline in the percentage of families/carers who say they are able to
engage in social interactions and community life as much as they want for the C3
(4.5% over three years) and C2 cohorts (1.8% over two years), and these
respondents are more likely to say that the situation of their child with disability is a
barrier to being more engaged.

2.4 Longitudinal indicators — participant and family/ carer
characteristics

Analysis by participant and family/carer characteristics has been examined in two ways:

1. A simple comparison of the percentage meeting the indicator at first, second or third
review with the percentage meeting the indicator at baseline. The difference (review
percentage minus baseline percentage) is compared for different subgroups.

2. Multiple regression analyses with separate models for improvement and deterioration
in the indicator. That is, for the subset without/with the indicator at an initial time point
(baseline, first or second review), the probability of meeting/not meeting the indicator
at a subsequent time point (first, second or third review) is modelled as a function of
participant characteristics.

It should be noted that these two analyses can produce different results, particularly where
there is a large difference in the indicator at baseline between subgroups.

In order to maximise the amount of data for the regression models, to prevent the same
person contributing multiple transitions to the same model, and to keep the number of
models to a manageable size, transitions from different cohorts have been grouped, and
only selected groups of transitions have been modelled. Table 2.2 shows the five groups of
transitions that have been modelled for families/carers of participants aged 0 to 14, and the
transitions contributed by each of the C1, C2 and C3 cohorts. Improvements and
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deteriorations have been considered separately, resulting in 10 different models for each
indicator.

Table 2.2 Transitions contributing to the models for cohorts C1, C2 and C3’

2 year 3 year
transitions® transitions

1 year transitions

Baseline to first First review to Second review Baseline to Baseline to
review second review to third review Second Review Third Review
C3 B > R1 R1 - R2 R2 - R3 B > R2 B > R3
C2 B > R1 R1 - R2 B > R2
C1 B - R1

‘B=baseline, R1=first review, R2=second review. The arrow represents transition between the two time points.

Some key features of the analyses for selected indicators are summarised below. For each
indicator, a table summarising the direction of the effect for each significant predictor in the
regression models is included.' Table 2.3 provides a key to aid interpretation of the arrow
symbols used in these tables, including some examples.

Table 2.3 Definition of symbols used in longitudinal key driver tables

Meaning Example

Families/carers of participants living in
More likely to improve Positive Queensland are more likely to start working in
a paid job

Families/carers of participants with a higher
‘ Less likely to improve Negative annualised plan budget are less likely to start
seeing friends as often as they like

Families/carers of participants with a lower
level of function are more likely to deteriorate
Negative in their knowledge of what their family can do
to support their child’s learning and

development

t More likely to
deteriorate

Families/carers living in Queensland are less
likely to deteriorate in relation to getting
enough support to feel confident in parenting
their child

Less likely to

deteriorate Positive

8 There is another two-year transition, from first review to third review, however the amount of data
for this transition is smaller and to keep the presentation manageable it has not been included.
Results from selected models for this transition were generally consistent with baseline to second
review (but tended to identify a smaller number of predictors, due to the smaller amount of data).

9 For models where no variables are identified as significant predictors, the corresponding column in
the table is shaded grey.

ndis.gov.au 30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal 50



Working in a paid job

The percentage of families/carers working in a paid job has increased significantly from
baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 2.1%, 4.1% and 8.2% from baseline to the first,
second and third review, respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by
deteriorations as set out in Table 2.4 below.

Table 2.4 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
BS:S::“: :o 35,329 32,268 3,549 10.0% 2,133 6.6% +2.1%
B;ZS::“:? 12,239 10,841 2,158 17.6% 1,202 11,1% +4.1%
Basenelo | 3254 2,650 813 25.0% 331 12.5% +8.2%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.
Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.5 below.

Table 2.5 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “l work in a paid job” response

2 step 3 step

1) SRS transitions transitions

B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3
Reference

Category araLie Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship

with with with with with

likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Respondent was
the father

Participant lives
NSW in VIC ‘ ‘

Mother

Participant lives

NSW in QLD

Participant lives
NSW in ACT, NT, TAS
or WA

Disability is Down
Syndrome or

intellectual ‘

disability

Autism

Disability is
Autism global ‘
developmental

delay or
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Reference
Category

Variable

developmental

Relationship
with
likelihood of

1 step transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship

likelihood of

with

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

delay
Autism Dlsablllt_y |s_a_
sensory disability
N/A Participant is
older
Participant is
Male female ‘
Non- Participant is t
Indigenous Indigenous
Participant is
Non-CALD oA ! |
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2017/18
Lower level of
N/A function ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t ‘
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity t
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core ‘
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building are capacity ‘ t t
95-100% building supports
Capacit 75-95% of
P . y supports are
building |2 city buildin 4 1
95-100% pactly 9
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building supports are ‘ t t
95-100% capital supports
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed
Agency- Plan is partly self-
managed managed
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Reference
Category

Variable

Participant lives
in a private

Relationship
with
likelihood of

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship
with
likelihood of

R2 >R3

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

3 step
transitions

Relationship Relationship
with with
likelihood of likelihood of

':;:’:;z' accommodation ‘ t t ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t
rented from a
private landlord
Participant lives
. in a private
e | accommodaion | § 4| 9 |8 |8 £ 3 %
rented from a
public authority
. Participant lives
e | e | § 4 t ]
accommodation
Participant lives
. e in a regional,
Major cities remote or very ‘ ‘ ‘
remote area
Participant
. relocated to a
Did not
) ) ) ) )
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID | ¢oviD period 1
General time
N/A trend ‘ ‘ t ‘
Medium
level of Lower level of
NDIA NDIA support
support?®
Medium
level of Higher level of
NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘ ‘ t ‘ ‘ t
support
Participant lives
NA | inanareawitha | & ! 2 $ 8 3

higher average

20 The level of NDIA support a participant requires as they move along the participant pathway, having
regard to the complexity of their situation.
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2 step 3 step

1) S LR S transitions transitions

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.5 include:

e The relationship of the survey respondent to the participant has a significant impact
on the likelihood of working in a paid job. Fathers were less likely to deteriorate in all
transitions from baseline and from first review to second review than mothers.

e There were also differences by the participant’s living situation. Families /carers of
participants living in public housing were less likely to improve and more likely to
deteriorate across all transitions compared with those from privately-owned homes,
and those renting from a private landlord were less likely to improve and more likely
to deteriorate across all but one transition.

e Families/carers of participants who relocated to a new Local Government Area (LGA)
were more likely to deteriorate in all transitions.

o Families/carers of participants with a higher level of NDIA support were less likely to
improve in all transitions compared to those with a medium level of NDIA support.
They were also more likely deteriorate between baseline and second review and
between baseline and third review.

e Families/carers of older participants were less likely to deteriorate.

e Families/carers of participants with fully self-managed plans were more likely to
improve and less likely to deteriorate between baseline and first or second review.

e Families/carers of participants living in an area with higher average unemployment
rate were less likely to improve across all transitions.

e Families/carers were more likely to deteriorate (change from having a paid job to not
having one) between baseline and second review during the COVID-19 period.

Working 15 or more hours per week

The percentage of families/carers working 15 or more hours per week has increased
significantly from baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 2.3%, 5.6% and 6.3% from
baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a result of
improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.6 below.
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Table 2.6 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baseinelo | 6069 | 22603 | 1222 | 201% 568 2.5% +2.3%
Baselne o | 2,041 7,045 792 38.8% 286 4.1% +5.6%
B;:s:gx ;o 454 1,706 212 46.7% 77 4.5% +6.3%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.7 below.

Table 2.7 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “/ work 15 or more hours per
week” response

2 step
transitions

3 step

1 step transitions transitions

B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2

Reference

Category

Variable

Relationship

with

likelihood of

Relationship

with

likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship

with

likelihood of

B >R3

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Respondent was
Mother the father
Participant lives
NSW in VIC 4 4 4
Participant lives
NSW inaLD 4
Participant lives
NSW inACT,NT,TAs | § $
or WA
Participant is
Male female ‘ ‘
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD
Higher plan
N/A utilisation t
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity ‘ ‘ t
building supports
Private- Participant lives
owned in a private t
accommodation
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

R1 >R2
Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

rented from a
private landlord

Participant lives
Private- in a private

owned accommodation t t
rented from a

public authority

Participant lives
in a regional, t
remote or very
remote area

Major cities

Participant
Did not relocated to a
new Local t t
relocate
Government Area
(LGA)

Review during t

Pre-COVID | ¢oviD period

General time t

N/A trend

Participant
Entry due entered the t
to disability | scheme through

Early Intervention

Medium
level of Lower level of
NDIA NDIA support
support
Medium
level of Higher level of
NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘
support

Key findings from Table 2.7 include:
e The relationship of the survey respondent to the participant has a significant impact

on the likelihood of working in a paid job. Fathers were less likely to deteriorate in all
transitions from baseline and from first review to second review than mothers.
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e There were also differences by State/Territory. Families/carers of participants from
Victoria were less likely to improve in all transitions from baseline compared with
those from NSW.

e Families/carers of participants who relocated to a different Local Government Area
(LGA) were more likely to improve from baseline to first review, baseline to second
review and from first review to second review compared with those who did not
relocate. However, these families/carers were also more likely to deteriorate from
baseline to first review and from first review to second review.

e Families/carers of participants requiring a higher level of NDIA support were less
likely to improve from baseline to first review and baseline to second review than
those in a medium level of NDIA support.

¢ The likelihood of deterioration between baseline and second review showed a
general increasing time trend.

e Families/carers whose second response was given after the onset of the COVID-19
pandemic were more likely to deteriorate between first and second review.

| have friends | can see as often as | like

The percentage of families/carers who have friends they can see as often as they like has
decreased from baseline to all reviews, with net decreases of 0.6%, 3.8% and 6.4% from
baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a result of
improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.8 below.

Table 2.8 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal = Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselineto | 43609 | 29795 4,193 11.1% 4,565 15.3% -0.6%
Review 1
Baseline to 2 2 2
Review 2 12,701 10,379 2,097 16.5% 2968 28.6% -3.8%
Baseline to 3,248 2,656 613 18.9% 988 37.2% 6.4%
Review 3

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.9 below.

ndis.gov.au 30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal 57



Table 2.9 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “I have friends I can see as often
as I like” response

1 step transitions e s_tt?p g s_tt?p
transitions transitions
R1 >R2
Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Imp. . Imp. . Imp. Imp. Imp.
Respondent was
Mother the father 2
Participant lives
NSW in VIC 4 3 4 ¥
Participant lives
NSW in QLD ‘
Participant lives
NSW in SA 1 1
Participant lives
NSW inACT,NT,TAs | J
or WA
Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological
disability
Disability is Down
Autism S_yndrome or
intellectual
disability
Disability is
global
Autism developmental
delay or
developmental
delay
Autism Dlsablllt_y |s_a_
sensory disability
Autism Disability is other
Participant is
N/A older ‘ ‘
Non- Participant is
Indigenous Indigenous
Non- Participant dl.d
. not state their ‘
Indigenous .
Indigenous status
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Reference
Category

Variable

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

R2 >R3

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Non-CALD Partci;ciﬁ)nt is
Partici
2016/17 entear:écézar]\r:me ‘
in 2017/18
wa | Ll | g g B LR L
S hnsivinestl IR TN SRER 2R | 8 3 1t
NiA witon | ¥ T8 28 4 L)
N/A Hi%hjfr :;::;tt;?n 1t 1t
building supports
Na | Cdotcore T !
supports
puilding 85 | arecaachy | § 4 | & [l I S
100% building supports
building 8. | supporisare | § 4 [ 1
100% capital supports
Plan i d
gy | ovawe | 3 4 81 t 3
manager
- is f f-
monaged | managed . | & B
managed | managed L) L) L)

Never in paid
work

Carer remained in
paid work

Never in paid

Carer started paid

=

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped
work paid work t t

ndis.gov.au
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1 step transitions 2 s_t(?p g s_t(?p
transitions transitions
R1 >R2

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned accommodation ‘ t t t t t
rented from a
private landlord

Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned accommodation t t t t
rented from a
public authority

Participant lives
Private-owned in other ‘
accommodation

Participant lives
in a regional,
remote or very
remote area

Major cities

Participant
. relocated to a new
Did not
relocate Local t t t ‘ t t
Government Area
(LGA)

Pre-COVID Review during t

COVID period

N/A Gen;:ldtime ‘ ‘ t ‘

Change in time

N/A trend post-COVID
Received Participant did
f not previously
services from receive services
State/Territory from
beFf)::gl:zmisn Commonwealth or
NI::IS 9 State/Territory
programs

Medium Level

of NDIA Lower level of

support NDIA support
Meilfur:“Dll-:"el Higher level of ‘ ‘ ‘
NDIA support

support
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Participant lives
in an area with a
N/A higher average
unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.9 include:

e The participant’s disability type has a significant impact on the likelihood
families/carers have friends they can see as often as they like. Families/carers of
participants with cerebral palsy or another neurological disability, global
developmental delay/developmental delay or a sensory disability were more likely to
improve and less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline and from first
review to second review compared with carers of participants with autism.

o There were also differences by plan management type. Outcomes for families/carers
of participants who self-manage or use a plan manager are less favourable
compared to those with agency-managed plans. Families/carers of participants with
plans managed by a plan manager were less likely to improve from baseline to first
review, first review to second review and baseline to third review compared to those
with agency-managed plans. They were also more likely to deteriorate from baseline
to first review, baseline to second review and baseline to third review. Families/carers
of participants with fully self-managed plans are less likely to improve and more likely
to deteriorate from baseline to first review, while families/carers of participants with
partially self-managed plans are more likely to deteriorate between baseline and first
or second review, and between first review to second review.

o Families/carers of participants living in a private home rented from a private landlord
were more likely to deteriorate across all transitions and less likely to improve from
baseline to first review than families/carers of participants living in privately owned
accommodation. Families/carers of participants in public housing were also generally
more likely to deteriorate.

¢ Families/carers whose second response was given after the onset of COVID-19 were
less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline, and there was also a stronger
favourable time trend during the COVID period, with the likelihood of deteriorating
becoming increasingly less likely.

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

The percentage of families/carers who report having people they can ask for practical help
as often as they need decreased from baseline to all reviews, with net decreases of 0.7%,
3.7% and 6.8% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a
result of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.10 below.
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Table 2.10 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselineto | 44310 | 27287 | 4169 | 103% | 4609 | 16.9% 0.7%
Review 1
Baselineto | 5 559 9,521 2,042 17.7% 2,897 30.4% -3.7%
Review 2
Baseline to 3,445 2,459 587 17.0% 2,459 40.1% 6.8%
Review 3

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.11 below.

Table 2.11 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “I have people I can ask for
practical help as often as | need” response

1 step transitions 2 s'tt?p 3 s'tt?p
transitions transitions
B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood @ with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

NSW Particip\alré lives in ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ t

Participant lives in
aLp 1

NSW

Participant lives in

NSW SA

Participant lives in
NSW ACT,NT,TAsor | §
WA

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological

disability

Disability is Down
Syndrome or
intellectual
disability

Autism

] Disability is global
Autism developmental
delay or
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Reference
Category

Variable

developmental

Relationship

1 step transitions

Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood | with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Relationship

2 step
transitions

Relationship

3 step
transitions

Relationship

delay
. Disability is a
Autism sensory disability
Autism Disability is other
Participant is
N/A older ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t t
Non- Participant is t
Indigenous Indigenous
Participant is
Non-CALD oas $ 1 1
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme in ‘ ‘
2017/18
Lower level of
NIA function t ‘ t ‘
Higher annualised
N/A plan budget ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t t
Higher plan
NIA utilisation ‘ t ‘ t ‘ ‘ t t
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity t
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core ‘
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ t ‘ ‘ t ‘
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
oy supports are
bUII1d0|(r)13 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ t ‘ ‘ t ‘
0 supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t ‘ t ‘
100% capital supports
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood | with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

managed |byapanmansger| & T | & B I 1 L]
managed | | mansged | ¥ L] L 2

managed | maraged | ¥ T | & $ 1

Never in Carer remained in
paid work paid work

Never in Carer started paid t
paid work work

Never in Carer stopped t
paid work paid work

Participant lives in
Private- a private

owned accommodation t t t t t

rented from a
private landlord

Participant lives in
Private- a private

owned accommodation t t t t t

rented from a
public authority

Participant lives in
a regional, remote

Major cities
or very remote
area
Participant
Did not relocated to a new
relocate Local Government t t t t t
Area (LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID | covID period 1
N/A General time trend ‘
Change in time
N/A trend post-COVID
Medium Lower level of
level of NDIA support
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Reference
Category

2 step 3 step

1l G U transitions transitions

Variable

Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

NDIA
support
Medium
level of Higher level of
NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘
support
Participant lives in
an area with a
N/A higher average
unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.11 include:

State/Territory has a significant impact on whether families/carers have people they
can ask for help as much as they want. For example, families/carers of participants in
VIC were less likely to improve across all transitions than those from NSW. They
were also more likely to deteriorate from baseline to third review but less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review

There were also differences by disability type. Families/carers of participants a
sensory disability were more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate from
baseline to first review, baseline to second review and first review to second review
than those with autism. They were also less likely to deteriorate from baseline to third
review

Families/carers of participants with plans managed by a plan manager were less
likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline
to second review and first review to second review than those with agency-managed
plans. They were also more likely to deteriorate from baseline to third review

Families/carers of participants living in rented accommodation (either from a private
or a public landlord) were more likely to deteriorate across all transitions compared to
those from privately-owned homes

Families/carers of participants requiring a lower level of NDIA support were more
likely to improve in all transitions from baseline and from first to second review than
those of participants in a medium level of NDIA support. They were also less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review.

Compared to families and carers of participants with 95-100% of their plan budget in
capacity building (CB) supports, those with a lower proportion of their plan budget in
CB supports were less likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate between

baseline and first or second review, and between first and second review. They were
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also more likely to deteriorate between baseline and third review, and between

second and third review.

o Families/carers who gave their later response during the COVID period were less
likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline. There was also a favourable
change in time trend post-COVID, with the likelihood of deterioration between

baseline and first or second review becoming increasingly less likely.

¢ Responses from families and carers of participant who are older are more likely to
deterioriate and less likely to improve between baseline and first or second review,
and between first and second review. They were also more likely to deteriorate

between baseline and third review.

| get the services and supports | need to care for my child

The percentage of families/carers who get the services and supports they need to care for
their child has increased significantly from baseline to all reviews, with net increases of
6.9%, 8.9% and 9.4% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This
was a result of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.12 below.

Table 2.12 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
B;is::“; ;‘° 51,134 9,272 6,258 10.9% 1,643 17.7% +6.9%
Baseine ™ | 19612 3,141 3,060 15.6% 1,031 32.8% +8.9%
B;:s:g“: ;° 5,074 728 844 16.6% 297 40.8% +9.4%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood

of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.13 below.

Table 2.13 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “I get the services and supports |

need” response

1 step transitions

Reference
Category

Variable

Relationship Relationship Relationship

likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp.

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with with with with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Det. Imp. Det.

Respondent was
Mother the father 1
Participant lives
NSW i VI ! 2 2 2
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Reference
Category

NSW

Variable

Participant lives
in QLD

Relationship

likelihood of

1 step transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship

with

likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

NSW

Participant lives
in SA

NSW

Participant lives
in ACT, NT, TAS
or WA

Autism

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
another
neurological
disability

Autism

Disability is Down
Syndrome or
intellectual
disability

Autism

Disability is
global
developmental
delay or
developmental
delay

Autism

Disability is a
sensory disability

N/A

Participant is
older

2

L)

I 1

2

L)

Male

Participant is
female

Non-
Indigenous

Participant did
not state their
Indigenous status

Non-CALD

Participant is
CALD

2016/17

Participant
entered scheme
in 2017/18

N/A

Lower level of
function

 Z

I 1

2
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1 step transitions 2 s_t(?p g s_t(?p
transitions transitions
R1 >R2

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Higher annualised
N/A plan budget t ‘
Higher plan
N/A utilisation ‘ ‘
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity

building supports

Higher utilisation

N/A % of core t ‘ ‘ t

supports

Higher utilisation
N/A % of capital
supports

Capacity 0-75% of supports

building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ ‘ ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
Lo ) supports are
bu"dm? 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ ‘ ‘
100%
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ ‘ ‘
100% capital supports
Agency- Plan is managed
managed by a plan ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ t
manager
Agency- Plan is partly self- ‘ t
managed managed

Never in paid | Carer remained in
work paid work

Never in paid | Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped
work paid work

Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned accommodation ‘
rented from a
private landlord

= = | =

4 L)
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Reference
Category

Private-owned

Variable

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

1 step transitions

Relationship

Relationship

Relationship

likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Private-owned

Participant lives
in other
accommodation

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities remote or very
remote area
Participant
Did not reIocatlia:,slctaoI a new ‘
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period
N/A General time
trend
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
before joining | programs before
NDIS joining NDIS
Received Participant did
services from not previously
. receive services
State/Territory from
be?gfgzzmisng Commonwealth or
NDIS State/Territory
programs

Medium level
of NDIA
support

Lower level of
NDIA support

Medium level
of NDIA

Higher level of

support NDIA support
Participant lives
N/A in an area with a

higher average

ndis.gov.au
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.13 include:

e The participant’s disability type has a significant impact on whether families/carers
get the supports and services they need. Families/carers of participants with a
sensory disability were more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate from
baseline to first review, baseline to second review and first review to second review
compared with carers of participants with autism. They were also less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to third review.

e Families/carers of CALD participants were more likely to improve in all transitions
from baseline and from first review to second review.

e Parents/carers of older participants were less likely to improve in all transitions.

o Families/carers that remained in work in both periods were more likely to improve in
all transitions from baseline and were less likely to deteriorate from first to second
review compared with those that never worked.

e Families/carers who responded during COVID were less likely to deteriorate from
baseline to first review, baseline to second review and from first review to second
review.

e Families/carers of participants outside a major city were more likely to improve in all
one-step transitions and from baseline to third review.

| know what specialist services are needed to promote my child’s learning and
development

The percentage of families/carers who say they know what specialist services are needed to
promote their child’s learning and development has increased significantly from baseline to
all reviews, with net increases of 8.4%, 12.2% and 11.9% from baseline to the first, second
and third review, respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by deteriorations as
set out in Table 2.14 below.
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Table 2.14 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvement: Deterioration:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselnelo | 39380 | 27.587 | 8493 21.6% 2,845 10.3% +8.4%
Baselne X | 13440 9,404 4,433 33.0% 1,653 34.2% | +12.2%
B;zs:g‘: §° 3,415 557 1,249 36.6% 557 23.0% +11.9%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.15 below.

Table 2.15 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in / know what specialist services
are needed to promote my child’s learning and development” response

1 step transitions 2 s'tt?p 3 s'tt?p
transitions transitions
B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Respondent was
Mother the father ‘ t

NSW Paﬂici::‘p\a;:g lives ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Participant lives
in QLD

Participant lives
NSW in SA t t

NSW

Participant lives
NSW inACT,NT,TAs | § $
or WA

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological

disability

Disability is Down
Syndrome or

intellectual t

disability

Autism
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Reference
Category

Variable

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship

Relationship
with with

likelihood of likelihood of

Relationship Relationship

likelihood of likelihood of

2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

Relationship
with with
likelihood of

Participant is
NiA older 3y |3 y .3 1|3
Participant did
IndiN::-ous not state their
9 Indigenous status
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD ! g 3§ |38 3§ 3
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core ‘
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
Lo ) supports are
bu"dm? 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ t
100%
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t
100% capital supports
Agency- Planblsamalr;zged ‘ t
managed yap
manager
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed
Agency- Plan is partly self-
managed managed

Never in paid
work

Carer remained in
paid work

Never in paid

Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped t
work paid work

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation

I 1 L)

I T3

ndis.gov.au

30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal

72




2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

rented from a
private landlord

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

Private-owned

Participant lives
in other
accommodation

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities remote or very
remote area
Participant
Did not relocatlia:c;c: a new
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period
General time
N/A trend
Received Participant did
services from not previously
. receive services
State/Territory from
be?c:‘:grz'i::isn Commonwealth or
NI::IS 9 State/Territory
programs

Medium level
of NDIA
support

Lower level of
NDIA support

Medium level

Higher level of

of NDIA $§
support NDIA support
Participant lives
in an area with a
N/A higher average

unemployment
rate
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Key findings from Table 2.15 include:

o Sate/Territory has a significant impact on families/carers knowing what specialist
services are needed to promote their child’s learning and development. For example,
families/carers of participants from QLD were more likely to improve and less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline to second review and first review to
second review compared to those from NSW.

o Families/carers of older participants were less likely to improve across all transitions,
and were more likely to deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline to second
review and second review to third review.

e Families/carers of CALD participants were less likely to improve across all
transitions.

e Higher utilisation of capacity building resources corresponded with higher likelihood
of improvement and lower likelihood of deteriorate across all transitions.

e Families/carers of participants with fully self-managed plans were more likely to
improve in all one-step transitions and less likely to deteriorate from baseline to first
review, baseline to second review and first review to second review compared to
those with agency-managed plans.

e Families/carers of participants living in rented accommodation (from a private or
public landlord) were less to improve and more likely to deteriorate across most
transitions than those in privately-owned accommodation.

e After the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, families and carers became less likely to
improve in their knowledge of what specialist services are required but also became
less likely to deteriorate in this regard, between baseline and first review. Between
baseline and first or second review, the general deteriorating trend over time became
stronger during the COVID period.

| know what my family can do to support my child’s learning and development

The percentage of families/carers who know what they can do to support their child’s
learning and development has increased significantly from baseline to all reviews, with net
increases of 7.1%, 10.0% and 9.4% from baseline to the first, second and third review,
respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table
2.16 below.
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Table 2.16 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvement: Deterioration:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselineto | 45955 | 57974 7,621 19.68 2,858 10.6% +7.1%
Review 1
B;:s:g“: ;° 13,188 9,630 4,027 30.5% 1,739 18.1% +10.0%
Baseline to 3,351 2475 1,171 34.9% 622 251% +9.4%
Review 3

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.17 below.

Table 2.17 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “/ know what I can do to support
my child’s learning and development” response

1 step transitions 2 s'tt?p 3 s'tt?p
transitions transitions
B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Mother

NSW Paﬂici::‘p\a;:g lives ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Participant lives

Respondent was ‘
the father

NSW in QLD
Participant lives
NSW in SA t t

Participant lives

NSW inACT,NT,TAs | § $ $

or WA

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological

disability

Disability is a
sensory disability

N/A ParthIi:)earnt is ‘ t ‘ ‘ ‘

Autism
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

R1 >R2
Reference Variable
Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Male Participant is
female
Participant did
IndiN::-ous not state their
9 Indigenous status
Participant is
Non-CALD oa s $ 1 4 44 1
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme ‘
in 2017/18
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2018/19
Lower level of
N/A function ‘
Higher plan
N/A utilisation ‘
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core ‘
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ t t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
oy supports are
bw!ﬁ;ggo% capacity building ‘ t ‘ t
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘
100% capital supports
Agency- PIanb;’sampa:r;ra‘ged ‘ ‘ ‘
managed
manager
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed
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Reference
Category

Agency-
managed

Variable

Plan is partly self-
managed

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship

likelihood of

2 step
transitions

with

Relationship

with

likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship

with

likelihood of

Never in paid
work

Carer remained in
paid work

Never in paid

Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped t
work paid work

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
private landlord

 Z

L)

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

L)

L)

Private-owned

Participant lives
in other
accommodation

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities
remote or very
remote area
Participant
Did not relocated to a new
relocate Local
Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period ‘
General time
N/A trend ‘ ‘ ‘
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
before joining | programs before
NDIS joining NDIS
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Reference
Category

Received
services from
State/Territory

programs
before joining

NDIS

Variable

Relationship
with
likelihood of

1 step transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Participant did
not previously
receive services
from
Commonwealth or
State/Territory
programs

Medium level
of NDIA
support

Lower level of
NDIA support

Medium level

Higher level of

of NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘ ‘
support
Participant lives
in an area with a
N/A higher average ‘ ‘

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.17 include:

ndis.gov.au

Families/carers of CALD participants were less likely to improve and more likely to
deteriorate across all transitions from baseline, and were less likely to improve from
first to second review

Families/carers of participants with fully self-managed plans were more likely to
improve across all one-step transitions and from baseline to second review
compared to those on agency-managed plans. They were also less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline to second review and from first
review to second review

Families and carers who remained in paid work were more likely to improve between
baseline and first or second review, and between first and second review, and were
also less likely to deteriorate between baseline and first review, compared to families
and carers who were never in paid work. Families/carers who started paid work were
also more likely to improve in most transitions.

Families/carers of participants living in rented accommodation (either from a private
or public landlord) were more likely to deteriorate and less likely to improve across
most transitions compared to those living in privately owned homes.

Families and carers of participants who did not previously receive services from
government programs were more likely to improve between baseline and first review,
and between first and second review, and less likely to deteriorate between baseline
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and second review, compared to those of participants who received services from
State/Territory programs prior to joining the NDIS.

o Families/carers have become less likely to improve with respect to knowing what
they can do to support their child’s learning and development over time, between
baseline and first or second review and between first and second review. However,
there was a trend towards an increasing likelihood of improvement between second
and third review.

o Families/carers were less likely to improve between baseline and first review when
their second response was given during the COVID period. However, they were more
likely to improve between baseline and third review.

| get enough support to feel confident in parenting my child

The percentage of families/carers that get enough support in parenting their child has
increased significantly from baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 3.9%, 5.0% and
4.3% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a result of
improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.18 below.

Table 2.18 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvement: Deterioration:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
B;is::“; ;‘° 37,205 29,554 5,913 15.9% 3,303 11.2% +3.9%
Baselne | 12696 | 10058 3,125 24.6% 1,976 19.6% +5.0%
B;:s:g“: ;° 3,228 2,555 912 28.3% 666 26.1% +4.3%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.19 below.

Table 2.19 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “I get enough support to feel
confident in parenting my child” response

2 step 3 step

U S IR B transitions transitions

Reference Variable

Category Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det.

Respondent was
the father

NSW Paniti::‘p\alré lives ‘ ‘ t ‘ t ‘

Mother
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Reference
Category

NSW

Variable

Participant lives
in QLD

Relationship

likelihood of

with

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship

likelihood of

with

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

NSW

Participant lives
in SA

NSW

Participant lives
in ACT, NT, TAS
or WA

Autism

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
another
neurological
disability

Autism

Disability is Down
Syndrome or
intellectual
disability

Autism

Disability is
global
developmental
delay or
developmental
delay

Autism

Disability is a
sensory disability

Autism

Disability is other

N/A

Participant is
older

2

L)

2

L)

Non-
Indigenous

Participant is
Indigenous

Non-CALD

Participant is
CALD

2016/17

Participant
entered scheme
in 2017/18

N/A

Lower level of
function

N/A

Higher annualised
plan budget
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2 step
transitions

1 step transitions g s_t(?p
transitions

R1 >R2 R2 >R3

Reference

Category Variable

Relationship

Relationship
with with with with with

Relationship Relationship Relationship

likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

N/A quher Plan t
utilisation
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core ‘ ‘
supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capital
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ ‘ ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
L ) supports are
buﬂdlng 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ ‘ t ‘
100%
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t ‘
100% capital supports
Agency- Plan is managed
managed by a plan ‘ t t ‘ ‘ t ‘ t
manager
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed
Agency- Plan is partly self- ‘ t
managed managed
Never in paid | Carer remained in
work paid work
Never in paid | Carer started paid t
work work
Never in paid Carer stopped t
work paid work
Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned | accommodation t t t ‘
rented from a
private landlord
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Reference
Category

Private-owned

Variable

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

Relationship
with
likelihood of

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities remote or ve
ry
remote area
Participant
Did not relocatlia:ct;: a new t
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period ‘
General time
N/A trend ‘ ‘ ‘
Change in time
N/A trend post-COVID
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
before joining | programs before
NDIS joining NDIS
. Participant did
sef\fizzlsv:r‘im not previously
State/Territory recelvft: os:‘rvwes
berf’:z;:::?ng Commonwealth or
NDIS State/Territory
programs

Medium level

Higher level of

of NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
support
Participant lives
in an area with a
N/A higher average ‘ ‘ ‘

unemployment
rate
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Key findings from Table 2.19 include:

e Families/carers of older participants were less likely to improve across all transitions
and more likely to deteriorate from baseline to first review and baseline to second
review.

e Families/carers of participants whose plans contain less than 75% of capacity
building supports were less likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate in all
transitions from baseline, compared to those with more than 95% of capacity building
supports in their plans. They were also less likely to improve from first review to
second review and second review to third review. Participants whose plans contain
75%-95% of capacity building supports were also less likely to improve and more
likely to deteriorate across most transitions.

o Families/carers of participants with plans managed by a plan manager were more
likely to deteriorate and less likely to improve in all transitions from baseline
compared to those with agency-managed plans. They were also more likely to
deteriorate from first review to second review and less likely to improve from second
to third review

o Families/carers of participants living outside major cities were more likely to improve
and less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline and were more likely to
improve from second to third review compared to those from major cities.

o Families/carers whose second response was given during the COVID period were
more likely to improve between baseline and second review, and between first and
second review, and less likely to deteriorate between baseline and first review.
However, they were also less likely to improve between baseline and first review.
There were also favourable changes in time trends for baseline to first review
transitions, with the likelihood of improvement changing from being less likely to
being more likely over time during the COVID period, and the likelihood of
deterioration reducing more strongly during the COVID period.

| feel very confident or somewhat confident in supporting my child’s
development

The percentage of families/carer who feel very or somewhat confident in supporting their
child’s development has increased from baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 2.1%,
2.4% and 1.5% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a
result of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.20 below.

Table 2.20 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! Yes to No No to Yes Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
BSZ'S:::: :° 9,197 57,523 3,207 34.9% 1,783 3.1% +2.1%
Baselne X | 3,007 19,653 1,579 51.0% 1,023 5.2% +2.4%
Baselne o 732 5,046 445 60.8% 360 7.1% +1.5%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.
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Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.21 below.

Table 2.21 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “I feel very confident or
somewhat confident in supporting my child’s development” response

2 step 3 step

U SED EEIE TS transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Reference
Category Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det.
Participant lives
NSW vIC 4 4 4
Participant lives
NSW in QLD
Participant lives
NSW in SA
Participant lives
NSW inACT,NT,TAs | J 1t
or WA
Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological
disability
Autism Dlsablllt_y |s_a_
sensory disability
Autism Disability is other
Participant is
N/A older ‘ t ‘ ‘
Non- Participant is t
Indigenous Indigenous
Non- Participant dl.d
. not state their ‘
Indigenous .
Indigenous status
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD ‘ t ‘ ‘ t t
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme ‘ ‘
in 2017/18
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2 step 3 step

1 step transitions

transitions transitions
R1 >R2
Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2018/19
Lower level of
N/A function ‘
Higher annualised
N/A plan budget ‘ t t ‘
N/A ng_her p_)lan
utilisation
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core t
supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capital
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t t ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
Lo ) supports are
building 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ t ‘ t
100%
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t ‘
100% capital supports
Plan is managed
Agency-
managed by a plan t t t
manager
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed
Agency- Plan is partly self- t
managed managed
Never in paid | Carer remained in
work paid work

ndis.gov.au
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Reference
Category

Never in paid

Variable

Carer started paid

Relationship
with
likelihood of

1 step transitions

R1 >R2

Relationship

with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

2 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped
work paid work

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
private landlord

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

I 1

Private-owned

Participant lives
in other
accommodation

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities remote or ve
ry
remote area
Participant
Did not relocatlia:ct;: a new t t
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Pre-COVID Review during ‘ ‘
COVID period
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
before joining | programs before
NDIS joining NDIS
. Participant did
sef\fizglsv::m not previously
. receive services
State/Territory from
berf’::g;zmisng Commonwealth or
NDIS State/Territory
programs

ndis.gov.au
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category
Participant
Entry due to entered the
disability scheme through

Early Intervention

Medium level
Lower level of

of NDIA
support NDIA support
Me:;uan:f\vel Higher level of ‘ ‘ t
NDIA support

support

Key findings from Table 2.21 include:

e Families/carers of participants cerebral palsy / another neurological disability, or a
sensory disability, were more likely to improve in all transitions from baseline and
from first review to second review compared to carers of participants with autism.

o Families/carers of participants for which capacity building supports make up less than
75% of total supports were more likely to deteriorate in all transitions and less likely
to improve in all transitions from baseline and from first review to second review
compared to those with >95% of capacity building supports in their plans.

e Families/carers who remained in paid work between both reviews were more likely to
improve and less likely to deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline to second
review and first review to second review compared to those who were never in paid
work. They were also less likely to deteriorate from baseline to third review.

e Families/carers of CALD participants were less likely to improve and more likely to
deteriorate between baseline and first or second review.

e Families and carers of participants who are fully self managing their plans are more
likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate in their responses from baseline to first
review and baseline to third review, compared to families and carers of participants
who are agency-managed. They were also more likely to improve between second
and third review, and less likely to deteriorate between first and second review.

e Compared to families and carers of participants who received State/Territory
government funded services prior to entering the NDIS, families and carers of
participants who did not receive services or received Commonwealth government
funded services were less likely to deteriorate in their responses from baseline to first
or third review. Those previously receiving services from Commonwealth programs
were also less likely to deteriorate between baseline and second review, and
between first and second review.
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e Families and carers who had their most recent review during the COVID period were
less likely to change their response (either improve or deteriorate) between baseline
and first review. They were also less likely to improve between first and second
review.

In general, my health is excellent, very good or good

The percentage of families/carers who rate their health as excellent, very good or good has
decreased significantly from baseline to all reviews, with net decreases of 3.2%, 6.9% and
9.8% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a result of
improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.22 below.

Table 2.22 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselineto | 1078 | 48814 2,825 15.6% 4,965 10.2% -3.2%
Review 1
Baselineto | ¢ ;g5 16,631 1,504 24.3% 3,081 18.5% 6.9%
Review 2
Baseline to 1,478 4329 1,042 29.5% 1,005 23.2% 9.8%
Review 3

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.23 below.

Table 2.23 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “In general, my health is excellent, very

good or good”
1 step transitions 2 s.t(?p g s.t(?p
transitions transitions
R1 >R2
Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category Imp. . Imp. . Imp. Imp. . Imp.
Respondent was
Mother the father
Participant lives
NSW in VIC ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Participant lives
NSW in QLD ‘ t
Participant lives
NSW in SA 1 1 1 R

ndis.gov.au
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category
Participant lives
NSW inACT,NT,TAs | §
or WA
Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological
disability
Disability is Down
Autism S.yndrome or
intellectual
disability
Disability is
global
Autism developmental
delay or
developmental
delay
Autism Dlsablllt.y is .a.
sensory disability
Autism Disability is other
Participant is
conts | 3 4|8 1 1
Participant is
Male female t t
Non- Participant is
Indigenous Indigenous
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme ‘ ‘
in 2017/18
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme ‘
in 2018/19
Lower level of
N/A function ‘ t ‘ t
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2 step 3 step

U G B Ene transitions transitions

R1 >R2 R2 >R3

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Reference
Category

U Raiivirast IR T SNIR S S 4 $ + 3 1

VA st | ¥ 1 L) Tt 3 L]

Higher utilisation

N/A % of capacity t
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core t ‘
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ t t ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
oy supports are
bw!ﬁ;gs 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘ t t ‘ t t
¢ supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t t t t t
100% capital supports
Agency- PIanb;’sampa:r;ra:ged t ‘ t t
managed
manager

Never in paid | Carer remained in
work paid work

Never in paid | Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped t
work paid work

Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned accommodation t t t t
rented from a
private landlord

Participant lives
in a private
Private-owned accommodation t t t
rented from a
public authority
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Reference
Category

Variable

Participant lives
in a regional,

1 step transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship

with
likelihood of

Relationship

likelihood of

2 step
transitions

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

with

Major cities remote or ve
ry
remote area
Participant
Did not relocatlie:ctac; a new t
relocate Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period t
N/A General time t t t
trend
Change in time
N/A trend post-COVID
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
before joining | programs before
NDIS joining NDIS
. Participant did
Re_celved not previously
services from receive services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth or
before joining State/Territory
NDIS
programs
Participant
Entry due to entered the t
disability scheme through

Early Intervention

Medium level
of NDIA
support

Lower level of
NDIA support

Medium level

Higher level of

of NDIA ‘
support NDIA support
Participant lives
N/A in an area with a ‘

higher average
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30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal

91




2 step 3 step

1 G S transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Reference
Category

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.23 include:

o The relationship of the survey respondent to the participant is a significant predictor
in transition models for the self-rated health indicator. Fathers were less likely to
deteriorate in all transitions compared with mothers.

e Families/carers of CALD participants were less likely to deteriorate between baseline
and first or second review, and between first and second review.

o Families/carers of participants with higher annualised total budgets were less likely to
improve in all transitions and more likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline
and from first review to second review.

o Families/carers of participants with less than 75% of capacity building supports in
their plan were more likely to deteriorate in all transitions and less likely to improve in
all transitions from baseline and from first review to second review compared to those
with >95% of resources in capacity building supports.

e Carers who remained in paid work through both surveys were more likely to improve
across all transitions and less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline and
from first review to second review compared to those who never worked.

o Responses from families or carers of older participants were more like to deteriorate
and less likely to improve from baseline to first or second review, and from first to
second review.

e Families and carers of participants with latest review response collected during the
COVID period were less likely to deterioriate from baseline to first review and from
baseline to second review, however they were more likely to deteriorate from
baseline to third review. There were also some favourable changes in time trends at
the onset of COVID-19, with families/carers becoming increasingly less likely over
time to deteriorate between baseline and first or third review, and between first and
second review.

One of the barriers to working more is the situation of my child with disability

Of the families/carers unable to work as much as they want, the percentage who think that
the situation of their child with disability is a barrier to working more increased from baseline
to all reviews, with net increases of 2.2%, 4.3% and 4.6% from baseline to the first, second
and third review, respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by deteriorations as
set out in Table 2.24 below.
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Table 2.24 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! Yes to No No to Yes Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselneto | 3808 30,060 369 12.3% 1,100 28.9% +2.2%
Baselne | 1,210 9,525 163 1.7% 626 51.7% +4.3%
Baseline 10 242 2,258 33 1.5% 147 60.7% +4.6%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.25 below.

Table 2.25 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “One of the barriers to working
more is the situation of my child with disability”

2 step 3 step

U B S transitions transitions

B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood @ with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category
Respondent was
Mother the father
Participant lives in
NSW vic 4 4
Participant lives in
NSW p $
Participant lives in
NSW ACT,NT,TAsor | § 4
WA
Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological
disability
Disability is global
developmental
Autism delay or
developmental
delay
Autism Dlsablllt.y is .a.
sensory disability
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2 step 3 step

U G B Ene transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category

Autism Disability is other

N/A Parti(::li;):rnt is ‘ ‘ ‘

Participant is
Male female ‘
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme in ‘
2017/18
Lower level of
NIA function ‘ ‘ ‘
Higher annualised
NIA plan budget t ‘
Higher plan
NIA utilisation ‘ t ‘

Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity t
building supports

Higher utilisation
N/A % of capital
supports

Capacity 0-75% of supports

building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘

100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
L ) supports are
bu"dm? 95 capacity building ‘ t ‘
100%
supports
Capacity 5-100% of
building 95- supports are ‘ t ‘
100% capital supports
Agency- Plan is managed t
managed by a plan manager
Agency- Plan is partly self- t
managed managed
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2 step 3 step

1 G S transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference

Category

Never in Carer remained in t
paid work paid work

Never in Carer started paid t
paid work work

Never in Carer stopped t
paid work paid work

Participant lives in
a regional, remote
or very remote
area

Major cities

Review during

Pre-COVID COVID period

N/A General time trend ‘

Participant lives in
an area with a
N/A higher average ‘
unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.25 include:

e Families/carers of participants living outside major cities were less likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review and baseline to second review, and more
likely to improve between second and third review, compared to those living in major
cities.

o Families/carers of participants with global developmental delay/developmental delay
were less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline and more likely to
improve from baseline to first review compared to those with autism.

o Families/carers of participants with a lower level of function were less likely to
improve in all one-step transitions.

e Families and carers of participants with latest review response collected during the
COVID period are less likely to deterioriate between baseline and first review, and
more likely to improve between baseline and second review.

One of the barriers to working more is the insufficient flexibility of jobs

Of the families/carers unable able to work as much as they want, the percentage who say
that insufficient flexibility of jobs is a barrier to working more increased significantly from
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baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 3.7%, 6.4% and 8.0% from baseline to the first,
second and third review, respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by
deteriorations as set out in Table 2.26 below.

Table 2.26 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! Yes to No No to Yes Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselne© | 21276 | 12502 879 7.0% 2,121 10.0% +3.7%
Baseine ™ | 6443 4,292 516 12.0% 1,199 18.6% +6.4%
B;:j:g",f ;° 1,507 993 158 15.9% 359 23.8% +8.0%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.27 below.

Table 2.27 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “One of the barriers to working
more is the insufficient flexibility of jobs”

2 step 3 step

U SED EEIE TS transitions transitions

R1 >R2
Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Reference
Category

Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det.

Respondent was

Mother the father
NSW Parti(i::\p\alr(_'t: lives ‘ ‘
NSW Parti?nipéfé lives
NSW Participant lives

in SA

Participant lives

NSW inACT,NT,TAs | J $ ! | $

or WA
Participant is
N/A older ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD
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2 step
transitions

3 step
transitions

1 step transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2017/18
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2018/19
N/A quher r.)lan
utilisation
Agency- Plan is managed
by a plan
managed
manager
Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed

Never in paid
work

Carer remained in
paid work

Never in paid

Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped
work paid work

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
private landlord

Private-owned

Participant lives
in a private
accommodation
rented from a
public authority

Participant lives
in a regional,

Major cities
remote or very
remote area
Participant
Did not relocated to a new
relocate Local
Government Area
(LGA)
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2 step 3 step
transitions transitions

1 step transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of
Reference
Category
Pre-COVID Review during ‘ ‘
COVID period
General time
N/A trend t

Change in time

N/A trend post-COVID
Received Participant did
f not previously
services from receive services
State/Territory from
beFf,::gl"z?r:isn Commonwealth or
NDJIS 9 State/Territory
programs

Medium level

Lower level of
of NDIA NDIA support ‘
support
Me:;uNrB:zvel Higher level of ‘
NDIA support

support

Participant lives

in an area with a

N/A higher average ‘ ‘ ‘

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.27 include:

e Families/carers who remained in paid work at both reviews were more likely to
improve and less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline compared to
those never in paid work. They were also more likely to improve from first to second
review.

e State/Territory is a significant factor in whether families/carers identify insufficient
flexibility of jobs as a barrier to working more. For example, families/carers of
participants in SA were more likely to improve in all transitions from baseline, and
from first to second review, compared to those in NSW. Families/carers of
participants living in VIC were less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline,
and between first and second review, but were also less likely to improve between
baseline and first or second review. Families/carers of participants living in the
State/Territory group ACT, NT, TAS or WA were less likely to change their response
(either improve or deteriorate) in all transitions from baseline.
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e Families/carers with latest review response collected during the COVID period were
less likely to deteriorate in all one-year transitions, however, they were less likely to
improve between baseline and first or second review. There was a favourable
change in time trend for one transition, with improvement between second and third
review becoming increasingly more likely during the COVID period.

| am able to engage in social interactions and community life as much as |
want

The percentage of families/carers who are able to engage in social interactions and
community life as much as they want decreased from baseline to all reviews, with net
decreases of 0.5%, 2.1% and 4.5% from baseline to the first, second and third review,
respectively. This was a result of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table
2.28 below.

Table 2.28 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! No to Yes Yes to No Net
Period Movement
No Yes Number % Number %
Baselineto | 0,515 | 417582 2,752 5.7% 3,074 17.5% 0.5%
Review 1
Baselineto | ¢ 545 5,830 1,409 8.5% 1,887 32.4% 2.1%
Review 2
Baseline to 4,114 1,565 404 9.8% 658 42.0% 4.5%
Review 3

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.29 below.

Table 2.29 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “/ am able to engage in social
interactions and community life as much as | want”

2 step 3 step

U B S transitions transitions

B >R1 R1 >R2 R2 >R3 B >R2 B >R3

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship

with likelihood @ with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category

Respondent was
the father

NSW Particip\a;ré lives in ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Participant lives in
aLp 4

Mother

NSW

ndis.gov.au 30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal 99



2 step 3 step

U G B Ene transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship

with likelihood with likelihood | with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category

Participant lives in t

NSW SA

Participant lives in
NSW ACT,NT,TAsor | §
WA

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological

disability

Disability is Down
Syndrome or
intellectual
disability

Autism

Disability is global
developmental
Autism delay or
developmental
delay

Disability is a

Autism sensory disability

Autism Disability is other

N/A Parti(::li;):rnt is ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

Non- Participant is
Indigenous Indigenous t t
Participant is
Non-CALD CALD
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme in ‘
2017/18
Lower level of
NIA function ‘ t

LC Rl B TS BEIE TS SEER I 3 1
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2 step 3 step

U G B Ene transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship

with likelihood with likelihood | with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category

A wieton | ¥ T ¥ 3 L4 L]
Higher utilisation

N/A % of capacity t t ‘ t t

building supports

Higher utilisation
N/A % of core t
supports

Capacity 0-75% of supports

managed by a plan manager

Agency- Plan is fully self-
managed managed

Agency- Plan is partly self-

building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘ ‘ t ‘ t
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
witingss- | ouepoteae | g 4| R
o supports
C it 5-100% of
bui?(?ii(; gS- su_pport.os :re ‘ t ‘ ‘ ‘ t
100% capital supports
Agency- Plan is managed ‘ t
\ Z |
4

managed managed
Never in Carer remained in
paid work paid work
Never in Carer started paid t
paid work work
Never in Carer stopped
paid work paid work t t

Participant lives in

. } a private
Z::;’::z accommodation t
rented from a
private landlord
Private- Participant lives in
owned a private t

accommodation
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2 step 3 step

U G B Ene transitions transitions

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood with likelihood

Reference
Category

rented from a
public authority
Private- Participant lives in
other t
owned .
accommodation
Participant lives in
Major cities a regional, remote
or very remote
area
Participant
Did not relocated to a new
relocate Local Government t t t t
Area (LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID | ovID period
N/A General time trend ‘
Medium
level of Lower level of
NDIA NDIA support
support
Medium
level of Higher level of
NDIA NDIA support ‘ ‘
support
Participant lives in
an area with a
N/A higher average
unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.29 include:

e Families/carers of participants living in a regional, remote or very remote area were
more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate between baseline and first or third
review.

e Families/carers of participants with autism were more likely to deteriorate from
baseline to first review than families/carers of participants with all other disabilities.
Generally speaking, families/carers of participants with disabilities other than autism
or those in the “other” category tended to have more favourable transitions.
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o Families/carers of participants from Victoria were less likely to improve across all
transitions compared to those in New South Wales. However, they were also less
likely to deteriorate from baseline to first review and baseline to third review.

e Families/carers of participants with Higher annualised plan budget were less likely to
improve and more likely to deteriorate in all transitions with sufficient data

e Families/carers of participants with less than 75% of capacity building supports in
their plan are less likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate in all transitions
from baseline compared to those with more than 95% of capacity building supports.
They were also less likely to improve from first to second review. Participants with
75%-95% of capacity building supports, and those with more than 5% capital
supports, also tended to have less favourable transitions in most of the models.

o Families/carers of participants who relocated to a different Local Government Area
(LGA) were more likely to deteriorate in all transitions with sufficient data compared
to those who did not relocate. However, participants living in an area with high
unemployment tended to be less likely to deteriorate.

e Families and carers whose second response was collected during the COVID period
were less likely to deterioriate between baseline and first or second review.

. Families and carers of older participants were less likely to improve in all transitions.

One of the barriers to engaging more in social interactions and community life
is the situation of my child with disability

Of those unable to engage in social interactions and community life as much as they want,
the percentage of families/carers who say the situation of their child with disability is a barrier
to engaging more increased from baseline to all reviews, with net increases of 1.5%, 3.0%
and 7.0% from baseline to the first, second and third review, respectively. This was a result
of improvements offset by deteriorations as set out in Table 2.30 below.

Table 2.30 Breakdown of net movement in longitudinal responses

Number of Baseline Improvements: Deteriorations:
Longitudinal Responses in cohort! Yes to No No to Yes Net
Period Movement
\[o} Yes Number % Number %
Baselinelo | 4058 | 39,900 374 0.9% 1043 | 25.7% +1.5%
Baselne ™ | 1,207 13,347 187 1.4% 633 48.8% +3.0%
Baseline o 281 3,237 35 1.1% 183 65.1% +7.0%

"The cohort is selected as all those with non-missing responses at the relevant surveys.

Family/carer characteristics that had a statistically significant effect (p<0.05) on the likelihood
of improvement or deterioration in the outcome are set out in Table 2.31 below.

ndis.gov.au 30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal 103



Table 2.31 Key drivers of likelihood of transitions in “One of the barriers to engaging
more in the community is the situation of my child with disability"

2 step 3 step

U SED RIS transitions transitions

R1 >R2

Variable Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship Relationship
with with with with with
likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of likelihood of

Reference
Category

NSW Partici:ri‘p\:«;:\é lives ‘ ‘ ‘

Participant lives
in SA

Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det. Imp. Det.

NSwW

Participant lives
NSW in ACT, NT, TAS ‘ ‘
or WA

Disability is
cerebral palsy or
Autism another
neurological

disability

Disability is Down
Syndrome or
intellectual
disability

Autism

Disability is
global
developmental
delay or
developmental
delay

Autism

Disability is a
sensory disability

N/A ParthIi:)earnt is ‘ ‘ ‘

Autism

Non- Participant is ‘
Indigenous Indigenous
Participant
2016/17 entered scheme
in 2017/18

N/A Lo:luer:'clfi\‘;il of ‘ t ‘ ‘
wa (Mol & 4 t 1

ndis.gov.au 30 June 2020 | Family/carer longitudinal 104



Reference
Category

Variable

1 step transitions A EED

transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relations
with

Relationship
with
likelihood of

hip

likelihood of

3 step
transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Higher plan
N/A utilisation ‘ t ‘ ‘
Higher utilisation
N/A % of capacity t
building supports
Higher utilisation
N/A % of core t
supports
Capacity 0-75% of supports
building 95- are capacity ‘ t ‘
100% building supports
Capacity 75-95% of
building 95. | SuPPortsare | 4
100% capacity building

supports

Never in paid
work

Carer remained in
paid work

Never in paid

Carer started paid

work work
Never in paid Carer stopped t
work paid work
Participant lives
. e in a regional,
Major cities remote or very ‘
remote area
Participant
Did not relocated to a new
relocate Local t
Government Area
(LGA)
Review during
Pre-COVID COVID period
General time
N/A trend ‘
Received Participant
services from | received services
State/Territory from
programs Commonwealth
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2 step
transitions

3 step

1 step transitions transitions

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Relationship
with
likelihood of

Variable Relationship
with

likelihood of

Relationship

with
likelihood of

Reference
Category

before joining

programs before

NDIS joining NDIS
Received Part|0|pa_nt did
. not previously
services from receive services
State/Territory from
berf’;‘:gz::::‘l?ng Commonwealth or
NDIS State/Territory
programs
Participant
Entry due to entered the t
disability scheme through

Early Intervention

Medium level
of NDIA
support

Lower level of
NDIA support

Medium level

Higher level of

of NDIA
support NDIA support
Participant lives
in an area with a
N/A higher average ‘

unemployment
rate

Key findings from Table 2.31 include:

ndis.gov.au

Families/carers of participants with sensory disabilities were more likely to improve
and less likely to deteriorate in all transitions from baseline compared with
families/carers of participants with autism.

Carers of participants with higher annualised plan budget were more likely to
deteriorate from baseline to first review, baseline to second review and from first
review to second review. They were also more likely to deteriorate from baseline to
first review and baseline to second review.

Families/carers who remained in paid work at both surveys were more likely to
improve from baseline to first review and baseline to second review and less likely to
deteriorate between baseline and second review compared with those who never
worked.

Families/carers whose second response was collected during the COVID period
were less likely to deterioriate from baseline to first review.
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A summary of key findings from this section is contained in Box 2.6.

Box 2.6: Summary of findings — longitudinal outcomes by participant and
family/carer characteristics

Families/carers of participants with autism tended to have less positive longitudinal
outcomes, particularly in relation to support networks and social and community
interactions. Compared to families/carers of participants with other disabilities, they
were less likely to improve and/or more likely to deteriorate with respect to having
friends they can see as often as they like, having people they can ask for practical help
as often as they need, and being able to engage in social interactions and community
life as much as they want.

There were only two indicators where families/carers of participants with other
disabilities had worse longitudinal outcomes than families/carers of participants with
autism. Families/carers of participants with developmental delay/global developmental
delay or intellectual disability/Down syndrome were less likely to improve with respect to
having a paid job between baseline and first review, and families/carers of participants
with intellectual disability/Down syndrome were more likely to deteriorate between
baseline and second review with respect to knowing what specialist services are
needed to promote their child’s learning and development. There were also two
indicators where there was no significant difference by disability: working 15 or more
hours per week and seeing insufficient flexibility of jobs as a barrier to working more.

For the majority of indicators in all domains, longitudinal outcomes are better for
families/carers of participants with a high level of function. A similar trend was observed
for families/carers of participants with a lower annualised plan budget.

For most of the indicators modelled, longitudinal outcomes tended to be worse for
families/ carers of older participants. For example, families/carers of older participants
were less likely to improve and more likely to deteriorate in having people they can ask
for practical help as often as needed, in knowing what specialist services are needed to
promote their child’s learning and development, in getting enough support to feel
confident in parenting their child, and in rating their health as excellent, very good or
good. However, families/carers of older participants were less likely to deteriorate with
respect to having a paid job.

Longitudinal outcomes related to work and health tended to be better where the
respondent was the father compared to when the respondent was the mother. Fathers
were more likely to improve and/or less likely to deteriorate with respect to having a paid
job, working 15 hours or more per week, and rating their health as excellent, very good
or good.

Families/carers of participants from a CALD background tended to be more likely to
improve with respect to having friends they can see as often as they like, and less likely
to deteriorate in self-rated health. However, they tended to be less likely to improve
and/or more likely to deteriorate across a number of other indicators, in particular
related to helping their child develop and learn.
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Box 2.6 (continued): Summary of findings — longitudinal outcomes by
participant and family/carer characteristics

Indigenous status was significant in a relatively small number of models and results
were mixed. For example, families/carers of Indigenous participants tended to be more
likely to improve with respect to having friends they can see as often as they like, but
were more likely to deteriorate with respect to getting enough support to feel confident in
parenting their child.

Outcomes for families/carers from Queensland tended to be more likely to improve after
spending time in the Scheme, while families/carers from Victoria were less likely to
improve.

Some outcomes were better for families/carers of participants living outside a major city.
For example, they were generally more likely to improve and less likely to deteriorate
with resepct to having people they can ask for practical help as much as needed.
However, they were less likely to improve with respect to having a paid job.

Families/carers of participants with self-managed plans (fully or partly) experience more
positive outcomes in the domains of work, advocacy and access to services over time.

Outcomes tend to be more positive across all domains for families/carers of participants
living in a private home owned by their family.

Relocating to a new LGA was associated with worse longitudinal outcomes for a
number of indicators, for example, being more likely to deteriorate with respect to being
able to enage socially and in the community as much as desired.

The COVID-19 step-change variable was significant in at least one model for all 14
indicators considered. In addition, there were five indicators for which a change in time
trend was detected in at least one model. Results were mixed. For example, when the
later response occurred during the COVID period, deterioration over two years was
more likely for having a paid job, and deterioration between second and third review
was more likely for working 15 or more hours per week. However, deterioration was less
likely in transitions from baseline for having people to ask for practical help, and for
being able to engage in social interactions and community life.
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