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Background

Inclusion Australia is the national peak organisation representing the rights and
interests of Australians with an intellectual disability and their families. Founded
70 years ago in 1954, our mission is to work to make sure people with an
intellectual disability have the same opportunities as people without disability.

Our strength is in our national representation and our connection to our
community. We have a member organisation in every state and territory across
Australia:

e ACT Down Syndrome and Intellectual Disability (ACT DSID)

e Council for Intellectual Disability (NSW)

e Developmental Disability WA (DDWA)

e Inclusion Northern Territory (Inclusion NT)

e Parent to Parent (P2P, Queensland)

e South Australian Council on Intellectual Disability (SACID)

e Speak Out Advocacy (Tasmania)

e Victorian Advocacy League for Individuals with Disability (VALID).



http://www.inclusionaustralia.org.au/

Feedback and recommendations

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback and recommendations on the
Request for Tender Exposure Draft (the Exposure Draft) and other recently released
information papers regarding the proposed Specialist Disability Employment
Program (SDEP). We look forward to continuing to work with the Department on
developing the SDEP and warmly invite further conversations on the issues raised
in this submission.

Accessibility of consultation process

We were pleased to see an Easy Read version of the Exposure Draft. However, Easy
Read versions were not provided for other materials uploaded to DSS Engage for
the current consultation, which has limited the opportunities for our community to
provide feedback on other important aspects of the SDEP.

In addition, given that Easy Read is designed to be read with support, the release of
the Exposure Draft materials in relation to the due date for submissions did not
allow enough time for the required level of engagement with our team members
with an intellectual disability. We would consider an accessible timeline to be at
least four weeks between release of Easy Read materials and the deadline.

We appreciate the Department’s interest in improving its feedback mechanisms for
people with an intellectual disability, which was raised in our correspondence to
the Department following the Consultation on Disability Employment-related
recommendations webinar in February 2024. While this issue was not able to be
followed up in detail with the Department at the time, we would be delighted to
speak with the Department about improving accessibility for future consultations.

We also strongly recommend the Department devises a communication plan to
ensure that the outcomes of the current consultation and all changes to the
current DES system are communicated in a timely and accessible manner to the
community.

Recommendation 1
Improve accessibility of consultation processes and devise and communicate
changes to Disability Employment Services in timely and accessible formats.
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Barriers to entry for specialist providers working with smaller

cohorts

We are concerned there are significant barriers to SDEP that will prevent smaller
providers—Ilike those who specialise in working with smaller cohorts with complex
support needs, including people with an intellectual disability—from entering and
remaining viable within SDEP.

For example, there seem to be significant overhead costs and bureaucratic
demands associated with the proposed funding model, as well as incentives for
larger caseloads.

The focus on caseloads will not only disincentivise the provision of tailored,
individualised, high-quality support for participants, it will also impact the
commercial viability of those organisations working with smaller cohorts with a
greater need for customised supports.

People with an intellectual disability represent less than 3.5 per cent of the current
DES caseload.! Our community faces many entrenched, specific barriers to
employment and employment supports, and we are very concerned that the
barriers to entry for smaller providers who support this cohort will significantly
undermine reform.

Many of those smaller organisations hold deep, historical knowledge of practices
that work for their cohort in obtaining and sustaining employment. It is crucial to
ensure the SDEP is accessible to those providers to ensure there is equitable
opportunity to access SDEP, and to ensure good practices are recognised and can
be replicated across other Employment Service Areas (ESAs).

We are also concerned that the proposed ‘hub and spoke’ model may limit choice
of providers for participants. Considering there is an overall dearth of providers who
specialise in providing support to people with complex needs, participants should
be able to access those providers online if they do not reside in the ESA.

Recommendation 2

Create accessible pathways for providers working with smaller cohorts to remain
viable within the new SDEP and work with participants to understand their
experiences of what works to enable knowledge-sharing and replication of good
practices.

1 Labour Market Information Portal, DES Monthly Report 31 March 2023. Retrieved

from: www.data.gov.au/data/dataset/disability-employment-services-monthly-
data/resource/1bdf64a7-7f93-4c4b-8281-ce28700789d4.
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Financial modelling may not reflect true cost of delivery

There seems to be a lack of clarity around the Department’s financial modelling
process and how it relates to cost of delivery. DES funding has consistently declined
since 2018, and the proposed payment model points to other decreases in funding.

We are concerned that the current payment model does not reflect the true cost of
delivery which—as stated by the Department in its aims—should have quality,
flexibility and diversity at its core.

We would like to see more detail in relation to the financial modelling undertaken
by the Department, and strongly encourage greater engagement with the sector—
with an emphasis on participants’ experiences—to discern the true cost of
delivering individualised, high-quality and best-practice employment services.

Recommendation 3

Discern the true cost of delivery by working with participants, independent
advocacy organisations and providers to understand what safe, good quality
employment supports look like.

‘Meaningful Engagement’ has not been sufficiently defined
The Exposure Draft uses the term ‘Meaningful Engagement’ several times, but it is
not clearly defined.

It appears the intent of the term is to provide a benchmark for the quality of the
relationship between the provider and participant; ensuring it is ‘meaningful’ by
being “safe, inclusive and productive” (p. 23). However, in other parts of the
Exposure Draft, ‘Meaningful Engagement’ seems to be a catch-all for the fulfilment
of mutual obligations, and the consequences for not meeting those requirements.

We do not believe that the ability to meet one’s mutual obligations constitutes
meaningful engagement. There also appears to be an overemphasis on provider
discretion to define ‘Meaningful Engagement’. More detail about the intention of
this term—and how it has been informed—is needed. A definition should be
formulated based on how participants experience meaningful engagement by a
provider.

Recommendation 4

Work with participants and their supporters—including independent advocacy
organisations—to formulate a definition of ‘Meaningful Engagement’ based on
what this means for participants.
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