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Division 56:  Disability Services Commission, $226 896 000 - 
Hon George Cash, Chairman. 

Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich, Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Community Development, Women’s 
Interests, Seniors and Youth. 

Dr R. Shean, Director General. 

Mr D. Ramanah, Director, Corporate and Business Services. 

Mr L. Garswood, Policy Officer to Minister for Disability Services. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I will make this general introduction although both officers have heard it a number of times.  
On behalf of the Legislative Council Estimates Committee, I welcome everyone to today’s hearings.  
Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in assisting Parliament to scrutinise the 
budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia.  The committee values their assistance in that 
regard. 

It will greatly assist Hansard if, when referring to the Budget Statements volumes or the consolidated fund 
estimates, members give the page number, item, program, amount and so on in preface to their questions. 

If supplementary information is to be provided, it is to be delivered to the committee’s clerk within five working 
days of receipt of the questions.  An example of the required Hansard style for the documents has been provided 
to the advisers.   

For the benefit of members, I invite the parliamentary secretary to introduce her advisers to the committee.  I ask 
whether each of the witnesses has read, understood and completed the “Information for Witnesses” form.  Both 
appear to indicate that they have read, understood and completed that document.   

If there are any outstanding questions in respect of community development that were not able to be asked today, 
they can be handed up and will be subject to the rule of the questions coming back within the agreed period.  We 
have from the Disability Services Commission a number of answers to questions.  Those answers are for Hon 
Simon O’Brien and they will be delivered shortly.  Does the parliamentary secretary wish to make an opening 
statement? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, thank you, Mr Chairman.  The Gallop Government gave a commitment to 
Western Australians with disabilities that it would assist them to build better lives within a supporting 
community.  Over the life of this Government we have continually delivered on this commitment through 
sustained additional funding in an otherwise challenging fiscal environment.  This budget is a particularly good 
budget.  The 2004-05 budget and forward estimates provide for the biggest increase in funding in the history of 
the Disability Services Commission.  They provide for the most sustained increase ever over four years, the 
greatest share of the state budget that disability services has ever received, and the greatest number ever of 
people with disabilities with accommodation support in a four-year period.  By 2007-08 the disability budget 
will have increased by approximately $100 million or over 60 per cent of the 2000-01 budget.  It will provide 
accommodation support funding for 446 people, with a further anticipated 79 assisted through vacancies.  It will 
provide respite and family support for over 800 families, post-school options or alternatives to employment for 
an extra 520 people.  It will provide therapy support, aids and equipment for an extra 2 680 people and access to 
local area coordination for 1 000 extra families.  In my view, one of the greatest achievements must also be a 
sustainable disability services system.  The Government is well on its way to meeting the commitment to achieve 
a sustainable disability services system through a seven-point plan developed in 2003-04.  I will not go into the 
detail of that plan, but it will ensure that this sector is put on a sustainable footing.  

[3.50 pm] 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer first to the parliamentary secretary’s comment that this is the biggest-ever 
increase in the budget of the Disability Services Commission.  The appropriation is up by about $16.5 million.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is up by $17.041 million.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Right, $17 million.  Indeed.  That is a bit over eight per cent, by the look of it.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is 8.2 per cent.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I congratulate the Government on showing that sort of commitment.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Thank you.   
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  As the parliamentary secretary has drawn attention to that point, is she aware of the 
1996 budget in which there was an increase of $18 million, or more than 18 per cent; the 1997 budget in which 
there was an increase of 13.7 per cent; or the 1999 budget in which there was an increase of 10.8 per cent?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The statement that it is the biggest increase refers to the budgeted amount over 
the life of the forward estimates.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I see.  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that.  I refer to one of the questions on 
notice that I have asked.  To relate this question to the budget papers I could refer to page 957, among others, 
which talks about output performance measures.  I will have to provide a little explanation.  In the past two 
years - that is, the current year that we are considering and the last financial year - there was a change in the 
definition of the outputs, whereby output 1, which used to be called “Residential Services”, is now called 
“Accommodation Support” and relates to not only the provision of full-time residential accommodation but also 
supported accommodation, which may even include in-home support.  At last year’s estimates hearing I asked 
for a breakdown, using the old estimate, of how many were residential and how many were supported 
accommodation positions, and the parliamentary secretary gave an answer.  Having again asked for the 
breakdown for out-of-home residential services, it appears that the breakdown figure cannot be provided.  The 
information provided appears to be for all forms of support.   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  There has been a change to the accounting system.  I will ask Dr Shean whether 
she can shed some light on that.   

Dr SHEAN:  The breakdowns were provided for 12 months to allow for cross comparisons.  Now that we have 
completed that financial year we have gone entirely to the new, more inclusive approach.  We did this to reflect 
the way in which people chose their accommodation options; that is, moving from the higher cost support to the 
lower cost support depending upon their wishes and needs.  However, the member will notice that in our annual 
report we continued to break down the data into two different groups.  That is the theory behind what we are 
doing.  I am afraid I lost the second part of the question about the numbers.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I think that is the answer to the question; that is, you are not referring to the former 
figures any more for comparison purposes.   

Dr SHEAN:  That is correct.  We did it for 12 months so that we could show the integrity of the data between 
outputs 1 and 2.  Once that transition was complete, we could then compare with integrity within the outputs. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I refer to the major initiatives for 2004-05 on page 958 of the Budget Statements.  The 
first dot point refers to providing 107 people with accommodation support from growth funding.  The third dot 
point talks about implementing the majority of the accommodation blueprint steering committee’s report 
recommendations.  Is it the case that about 540 people were identified as requiring residential care options in the 
report of the accommodation blueprint steering committee, which translates to an estimated 458 people who 
would require residential support over five years, with the net figure being the net figure of existing vacancies?  I 
note that in this first year there is a pledge for 107 places to be made available through growth funding.  I 
certainly applaud that pledge.  My question relates to my previous question.  How many of the 107 places will be 
full residential places, and how many will be something less than that, such as in-home support or respite?   

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member for his detailed question.  The accommodation 
blueprint steering committee report projects that an additional 548 people will require accommodation support 
over the next five years, including 103 people in 2003-04.  This is based on the estimated unmet need of 225 
people and projected growth of 3.73 per cent per annum.  In terms of the question of how many would require 
full residential support, all will require full-time out-of-home support.  However, some people may choose to 
stay at home, in which event some support services would be provided at their choice of accommodation, which 
in that case would be their home.   

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  Thank you.  That is the answer I was looking for.  If that is the case, I am very pleased 
with that undertaking, to give credit where it is due.  My next question relates to the ninth dot point on page 961.  
I will use that as a hinge to ask this question, because it relates to the provision of services to children with 
autism spectrum disorders.  What level of service to clients of DSC with autism spectrum disorders will be 
transferred to the Department of Health, and why are those responsibilities being taken from DSC and relocated 
to the Department of Health?   

[4.00 pm] 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The short answer is none, but I can probably provide some clarification on that.  
Before we move there, however, the current funding for autism early childhood intervention is at its highest level 
per child at a program level since the inception of that program.  The current funding of $6 035 per place 
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compares favourably with funding in other States; for example, $4 350 per child in Victoria.  The funding per 
place is now current and grows to keep pace with the increased costs of service provision.  As a result of the 
changes to funding, autism early childhood intervention providers can now apply for annual growth from the 
state government budget to provide additional places for children who are newly diagnosed.  This is interesting 
to note because the budget allocation for funding for 2002-03 was $1.376 million for 280 places.  There is some 
concern that this is an area experiencing considerable growth.  I do not know why there has been an increased 
prevalence of autism within the community.  In the past it may not have been diagnosed to the same extent or 
perhaps we are doing more diagnosing now and finding a higher prevalence of the problem.  In terms of the 
transferability across to Department of Health, I will ask Dr Shean to add to that. 

Dr SHEAN:  I need to clarify that no children have been transferred to the Department of Health, but some 
history here may assist in clarifying the matter.  In 1992, responsibility for the Mildred Creak early intervention 
service, having been with the Department of Health, was given over to the then Authority for Intellectually 
Handicapped People.  Most of the people at Mildred Creak were children with intellectual disabilities.  The 
Disability Services Commission agreed to take over responsibility for that group.  The demand for autism 
services grew and the Department of Health continued to see children without intellectual disabilities through the 
child and adolescent health service.  That happened because, as the definitions and diagnostic criteria for autism 
broadened, an increasing group of children were being included who were now deemed to have autism but who 
previously would not have been deemed to have autism.  My understanding is that the group of children 
transferred in 1992 had both autism and an intellectual disability.  This was known as Kanners syndrome.  When 
the Disability Services Commission, as it then became called, moved to a new model of financial support of 
allocating funding to individuals in 1998, in many cases the children who previously would have gone to the 
Department of Health came to DSC instead.  People were vacating the health department services and depending 
on the commission as an alternative.  We have been talking with the Department of Health about that problem 
for some time and it has been agreed that in the long-term it would be better for those children who are correctly 
the province of the health department’s skills, to remain in child and adolescent health services.  However, we 
have never sought to exit people from the program on this basis.  In the long-term, if we feel some children could 
be better supported through a mental health service, we would work with the Department of Health to do that 
with new admissions only.  We have no intention whatsoever to reduce funding.  Those children who continue to 
be deemed to have an intellectual disability or intellectual functioning problems - we are still talking with the 
Department of Health about the cut-off point - and who continue to have an autism diagnosis will get support 
from us.  However, if they clearly do not have an intellectual disability or intellectual problems with functioning, 
then we hope that the Department of Health would also assist, and it has indicated that it is prepared to do that.  
We are working with the Department of Health on how best to do this.  The good news is that it will be an 
additional service for children with autism.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I refer to pages 954 and 958 in which reference is made to accommodation support.  
When I was the shadow spokesperson, I think about 300 was the figure that was quoted for unmet demand for 
accommodation.  I know a lot of work has been done in that area.  However, what does the additional funding, 
for which I congratulate everyone, mean in terms of meeting that unmet demand that was previously identified?  
I think that estimate was given in an Australian Institute of Health and Welfare study.  How are we going now in 
terms of meeting that unmet need for accommodation services?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  A total of 103 people received accommodation support, of which 80 received it 
through growth funding and 23 through the use of vacancies as they arose and the efficiencies that accrued 
across the sector.  The allocation of growth funding per person was $50 042.  Thirty-five people received an 
allocation of $45 000 or less while the remaining 45 required an allocation greater than $40 000.  I say that to the 
committee by way of demonstrating that the cost of the provision of these services is indeed quite significant.  I 
do not know that we will get to a stage at which there is no unmet demand for accommodation because it seems 
that just when we accommodate one group of people, another group of people come onto the waiting list or have 
already been waiting.  However, the national 2002 AIHW report suggested that 3 000 people were seeking 
accommodation support.  Based on Western Australia’s population share of 10 per cent, the level of unmet need 
for accommodation in WA was around 300.  The independent accommodation blueprint steering committee 
considered the AIHW report as well as data able for WA of the 156 known cases of unmet need.  The blueprint 
committee recommended that the unmet need be defined as 225 people.  More than $25 million in growth funds 
for accommodation support over the next four years will ensure the estimates of unmet need for accommodation 
services by the AIHW and accommodation blueprint will be exceeded with an anticipated 525 people supported.  
I have just asked my adviser if that will meet all the unmet demand.  Dr Shean said the point I made earlier was 
correct; that is, that it is unrealistic that we will ever get a static position where demand meets supply.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  But we have been able to catch up.   
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes, very much so. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I refer to major policy decisions on page 956 of the Budget Statements and the additional 
indexation funding for the non-government sector.  I know this has always been a real issue in terms of number 
of agencies concerned about the level of indexation.  I am interested to know what the increase is based on?  
Have we got any feedback from the disability sector on whether that assists it to address the growing cost 
pressures?  I know a lot of our funding comes through the commonwealth-state agreement, however, what will 
be the commonwealth rate of indexation for the component of funding that the State receives from it relative to 
our funding under this additional indexation funding?  

[4.10 pm] 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I thank the honourable member for this question.  A key social policy initiative of 
the Gallop Government’s 2004-05 state budget is the introduction of a whole of government indexation policy 
for the non-government human services sector.  This policy is the first for not only Western Australia, but also 
Australia.  I am sure that other States will be looking very closely at Western Australia in terms of the success of 
this policy.  I, for one, am strongly committed to ensuring that the non-government sector retains its real 
contributions from Government, and this indexation policy will assist it in meeting that.  It is a key social policy 
initiative.  It is something of which the Government is very proud.  It was developed in collaboration with the 
government and non-government sectors and it enhances the sustainability of the non-government human 
resources sector.  In 2004-05 the State Government has provided indexation of 3.1 per cent to be applied to the 
non-government organisations, based on a formula that addresses rising costs for goods and services, which 
accounts for 20 per cent of the rise.  The impact of wage increases accounts for 80 per cent of the rise.  As such, 
it has two components.   

In response to the second part of the member’s question, I can report that the Australian Council for 
Rehabilitation of Disabled, the disability industry organisation, has welcomed the initiative.  The Developmental 
Disability Council of WA has applauded and commended the commitment the Government has shown to people 
with disabilities in this budget.  It stated that the provision of an appropriate level of indexation will be of 
tremendous assistance to agencies providing support services to people with disabilities and their families.  One 
of the most positive flow-on effects is that it will enable such organisations to better plan for their needs.  It gives 
them some certainty in maintaining their level of service from one year to the next without necessarily factoring 
in additional increases.  They will know that, from one year to the next, they should be on an even footing in the 
quantum of service they provide in that sector. 

Concerning the commonwealth rate of indexation, it is disappointing to note that the State’s positive efforts in 
increasing the level of indexation paid to non-government agencies will be diluted by a particularly low level of 
indexation from the Commonwealth of only 1.6 per cent this year.  That represents approximately $131 000 less 
than could reasonably be expected under the Commonwealth’s formula.  It is $360 000 less than we could expect 
if the Commonwealth followed the lead of the Western Australian Government and appropriately supported non-
government disability agencies.  A perfect situation would have been for the Commonwealth to provide its pro 
rata share of 3.1 per cent.  The sector could then have had greater certainty with the allocation.  However, that 
was not the case.  It is quite appalling that the Commonwealth has given only 1.6 per cent, which may not match 
the real growth in costs being experienced by the sector. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I thank the parliamentary secretary for that.  It is a great shame that the Commonwealth 
is not as enlightened or committed as this Government. 
Hon ALAN CADBY:  That was a party political broadcast on behalf of the Labor Party. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I think that the facts speak for themselves.  At the state level, the previous Government 
was very good on disability services.  I often used to compliment it. 
The CHAIRMAN:  Order!  If Hon Ken Travers does not ask his question, I will allocate it to Hon Giz Watson. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I refer to page 965 and the dot point “Engage in a range of access related activities as 
part of the Year of the Built Environment (2004)”.  I am intrigued to know what some of those activities might 
be and how they are going.  I know that the minister has previously indicated that she wants Perth to become the 
most accessible city in Australia for disabled people.  How far are we from reaching that noble goal? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This is a very important issue for people with disabilities.  When I was on the 
Rottnest Island Taskforce I raised an issue about the work of the taskforce, which was, in relation to the report, 
to try to assure accessibility to the island for people with disabilities.  I wanted it seen as an area of priority.  The 
minister’s commitment to make Perth the most accessible capital city in Australia and, ultimately, to make 
Western Australia the most accessible State in the nation for disabled people is reflected in a range of initiatives 
by this Government.  There has been the development and launch of the advocacy video “Speaking Out”, which 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL - Tuesday, 8 June 2004] 

 p516b-525a 
Chairman; Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich; Hon Simon O'Brien; Hon Ken Travers; Hon Alan Cadby; Hon Giz Watson; 

Hon Jon Ford; Hon Kate Doust 

 [5] 

provides practical advice on how to advocate for access and disability rights.  In addition, we have seen the 
promotion of the Year of the Built Environment by the Disability Services Commission through a series of 
initiatives.  A community awareness campaign is to be launched later this year with a key message about the 
right to access the community.  There has also been progress in the development of the community education 
program on accessible parking for people with disabilities.  The simple fact is that people with limited ability to 
access facilities and services should have the opportunity to participate to the extent that it is possible and should 
have a full and productive life.  They should have the experiences that are enjoyed by those of us who do not 
have limitations on our mobility or ability to access facilities and services.  In a perfect world, access would be 
provided to the extent that the difference between someone who had a disability and someone who did not would 
be very little.  However, there are enormous costs and other considerations in these matters.  To achieve the ideal 
is not always possible.  The initiatives put in place by the Government, and a number of other strategies, will 
ensure that there is improvement in this area.  Fostering access awareness through the accessible communities 
awards, to be held in December 2004, is just one of a range of strategies used by this Government to ensure 
access for people with disabilities. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  I know that Hon Ken Travers has asked a question about accommodation support, which is 
referred to at page 958 of the Budget Statements.  I seek some clarification because I am thinking along the same 
lines as he.  Last year there was an identified need for 300 people who cannot get accommodation support.  Page 
958 refers to 107 people provided with accommodation support.  Are these additional places?  I do not quite 
understand how the figure relates to the 300 people in need. 

Dr SHEAN:  The accommodation committee took into account two figures, one of which was the backlog in the 
State and the other was the growth.  The growth figure was an estimate by the New South Wales Social Policy 
Research Centre, which came up with a number of different percentages.  I believe the figure that was finally 
accepted for Western Australia was 3.4 per cent.  Our calculations indicate that if we exceed the growth rate of 
3.4 per cent, we will address the backlog.  That is being done in this budget; it has taken the two concepts on 
board simultaneously. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  Is the figure of 107 the actual number of places available in 2004-05? 
Dr SHEAN:  Yes, plus vacancies as they become available. 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  My second question relates to the extent of unmet need in respite services.  I am not quite 
sure where this is shown in the budget papers.  I am sure it is a figure that the parliamentary secretary can advise, 
and indicate whether there has been any increase in respite services.  Is there still an estimated unmet need?  If 
so, what is it?   
[4.20 pm] 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is a bit difficult for us to provide a location within the budget papers for this 
information.  
Hon GIZ WATSON:  I am happy for the question to be answered by way of supplementary information.  

[Supplementary Information No 5.] 
Hon GIZ WATSON:  My next question may also need to be placed on notice.  It relates to unmet need in the 
area of therapy and equipment.  Has there being an increase in funding in that area?  If so, how much?  What is 
the estimated unmet need still remaining?  
Dr SHEAN:  There certainly has been an increase in funding, and I hope to have those figures in a moment.  The 
unmet need for therapy is more complex to quantify, partly because one of the issues is that the rate of therapy 
that people are seeking is difficult to quantify when they are already receiving some therapy.  The issue is the 
frequency of therapeutic intervention, as well as the number of people who are receiving that therapy.  For 
example, in the case of autism, we frequently receive requests from people already receiving the top level of 
funding of $6 000 a year through their service provider, who wish to receive intervention to the value of $20 000 
or $30 000 per year.  We acknowledge that there is unmet need there, plus the people who are on the waitlist for 
services.  We certainly do have growth in the provision of therapy and equipment in the year ahead.  A total of 
$1.292 million has been allocated to professional disability services, of which $1.046 million, or 81 per cent, 
goes into therapeutic intervention, and $245 000, or 19 per cent, goes into community aids and equipment 
programs.  We estimate that an additional 670 people will receive therapy funding this year.  That growth needs 
to be considered along with the knowledge that most of the therapy is given in the form of early intervention to 
children, and to children in the school system.  People exit that system but the therapy money does not, so each 
year we are adding another 670 places of growth for that system, and not taking away that amount of money at 
the other end.  It is a very significant growth in the early childhood and school age sector.  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The agency funds a significant number of external service providers, many of 
whom are providing therapeutic services.  I provide the example of the Paraplegic-Quadriplegic Association of 
Western Australia.  I imagine that some of the capital equipment and services of that association take the form of 
therapeutic services, and that association is not alone.  The number of non-government agencies funded is 
considerable, and I suspect that a significant part of their service delivery is in that area of therapeutic services.  
It would be almost impossible to provide a figure for the amount the Government spends on the provision of 
those sorts of services.  No direct costing figure could be arrived at, because it would be made up of a whole 
range of funding to non-government sector agencies.  

Hon ALAN CADBY:  How many people in Western Australia with disabilities require 24-hour care in their own 
homes?  I will take that answer as supplementary information, if necessary.  Also, is there a level of unmet need, 
and is that a result of budgetary constraints or a shortfall in the number of people prepared to work in that area?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  There is no point in putting the first of those questions on notice, because I do not 
think that the agency will be able to provide a figure in any event.  I will ask Dr Shean to describe the 
technicalities and complexities of that issue. 

Dr SHEAN:  I will refer to two data sets.  The first is national data that attempts to provide the information the 
honourable member is seeking, and the second is the state data that we know very well.  The national data sets 
are from the Australian Bureau of Statistics, which produced age specific disability rates.  These are then applied 
to ABS population projections for Western Australia.  Those data sets estimate that there are 381 000 Western 
Australians with disabilities, and that 66 000 of those have severe and profound disabilities.  We know that we 
provide services to around 20 000 of those.  The Australian Bureau of Statistics provides synthetic estimates as 
where those people are living.  When we meet with the local government authorities and members of Parliament, 
they say that they believe the figure of 66 000 people in Western Australia with severe and profound disabilities 
is an overestimation according to their constituencies.  We know that we are providing services to 20 000 people, 
and we would be surprised if there were another 46 000 such people who have never been known to us.  That is 
double the number that we already reach.  We know that there are coding difficulties with the data we receive.  
For example, in the past few years, issues such as asthma have been taken into account.  It is likely that some 
people classified as having a disability, in fact have a complex health condition.  We are very careful of the use 
of these data sets.  We find the data useful for looking at some of the broader issues - the member mentioned 
employment - that include other disability types, such as psychiatric disability types, which are not covered by 
the Disability Services Commission.  Our own direct data show a very different picture.  For the 20 000 people 
we directly support, we survey their service providers annually so we have very detailed information about them.  
We know exactly what their disability types are, what sort of funding they get and what sort of services they get.  
We ascertain the unmet need for that group through processes such as the combined applications process.  Our 
data on this are well known and are publicly released.  We know, for example, that in the last funding round for 
the past financial year, we had 210 applications from people seeking accommodation or respite support.  There 
is, however, a very big discrepancy between the figure of 210 people that we know, and who will probably be 
funded in due course, and the figure of 46 000 that comes from the ABS data.  

Hon JON FORD:  I refer to output 2 on page 959, “Individual and Family Support”, and the line item for the 
appropriation for the delivery of output 2.  What sort of assistance would individuals and families receive as a 
result of this increase?  What is the increase targeted at?  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The first point to make is that the commitment for growth in accommodation 
support has not been at the expense of other areas of support.  Individual and family support services are 
essential to meet the needs of people with disabilities and their families.  The 2004-05 budget will provide family 
support for more than 200 families, and post-school options and alternatives to employment for an additional 130 
people.  The forward estimates will provide for continued and sustained growth across all these areas, which will 
mean that families and young people receive important therapy and equipment to develop their skills and 
enhance their independence.  Carers will receive much-needed respite support that is planned around the needs 
of their families.   

Hon KATE DOUST:  I refer to the sixth dot point detailing major achievements for 2003-04 on page 960.  This 
point refers to the court diversion project and the relationship between the Disability Services Commission and 
the Department of Justice.  Can the parliamentary secretary inform us about this initiative?  

[4.30 pm] 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The intellectual disability diversion program is a very important program.  It is a 
joint initiative between the Department of Justice and the Disability Services Commission to enable adults with 
intellectual disabilities to be diverted from the courts into alternative arrangements within the community.  A 
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jointly funded coordinator is now available to accept referrals from the police, lawyers, the judiciary, family 
members and carers, and to liaise with DSC to plan community support options and to obtain reports to be 
provided to the court.  This project targets people with intellectual disabilities who have been charged with 
minor offences that are to be heard in the central law courts.  Participants have made major changes in behaviour 
that previously led to frequent court appearances.  It is a positive example of the way in which this Government 
is working outside the silos and across government to develop innovative services that better meet the needs of 
vulnerable individuals.  I am sure that members will all agree that this is a very worthwhile initiative. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I will ask a couple of questions relating to the relationship with the Australian 
Government.  Firstly, in relation to more people requiring day options or alternatives to employment in the 
future, I note that in the third dot point from the bottom on page 955 the Government has indicated that there 
may be a recurrent cost to the state budget of $7 million by 2007; that is, for additional costs for those purposes 
arising from a commonwealth government decision.  First, is there any provision this year, next year or in any of 
the out years to take up that requirement; and, secondly, has the Commonwealth Government pledged any 
finance to offset this? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I ask that Dr Shean provide an explanation, because there are some recent and 
current developments in respect of the question the member has asked. 

Dr SHEAN:  People who have lost work placements can seek funding through the combined applications 
process under the alternatives to employment category.  An additional 130 people will be supported in the 
forthcoming financial year.  We would have a real concern, however, if people were seeking funding for lost 
commonwealth support, because we would see that as a real cost shift to the State, to the detriment of Western 
Australians.  The people who really are in difficult circumstances have been and will be funded, but there are 
very limited places.  One of our key priorities remains school leavers - people who have no funding at all.  We 
would not want those people to be unfunded because of the Commonwealth’s change of policy. 

In April, Minister McHale met with Hon Kay Patterson, who has responsibility for disability services, to talk 
through these issues.  We have been providing quite detailed information about the number of people and about 
the costs per person for those who have been so disadvantaged.  The employment reforms break down into two 
distinct groups.  There are those people who have lost their placements over the past four or five years, and also 
those who are likely to not so much lose placements under the projected reforms, but not get into the work force 
in the first place.  The first category, those who have lost employment places, are being addressed through the 
Commonwealth State/Territory Disability Agreement bilateral between the Australian Government and the 
Western Australian Government, and we will continue our negotiations there.  Our preference would be to get a 
one-off recurrent allocation to pick up the cost shift that has occurred.  As far as I am concerned, that has not 
been ruled out at this stage by the Australian Government.  The second group, however, those who are unlikely 
to enter the work force now when they may well have done that five years ago, is of greater concern.  We are 
continuing our negotiations, and Minister McHale continues to talk with Hon Kay Patterson about this.  I 
understand this will be on the agenda for the next Australian disability ministers’ meeting to be held in Hobart in 
July. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  There were some comments about the level of commonwealth assistance through the 
Commonwealth State/Territory Disability Agreement.  I want to clarify a couple of matters.  I understand that 
the total budget for disability services is just over two per cent of the total state budget this year.  Is that correct? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  It is 2.2 per cent. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That means that for every $100 million of total state budget, $2.2 million is going to 
disability services. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  If the State Government receives an extra $900 million in goods and services tax 
revenue, would that not mean that something over $18 million proportionately will be forwarded to the State for 
its discretionary allocation, in addition to that under the Commonwealth State/Territory Disability Agreement? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  The GST revenues are not due to kick in until 2006-07, as I understand.  I am 
happy to take that question on notice and provide a response. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  What GST revenues is the parliamentary secretary talking about?  There is almost three 
and a half billion dollars of GST revenue in this year’s budget.  What is this about it not kicking in for another 
couple of years? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I think the member is asking me to give a response on something, the detail of 
which probably relates more, in essence, to the Treasurer.  We are talking about the projected net impact of the 
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Intergovernmental Agreement on the Reform of Commonwealth-State Financial Relations, but not the impact of 
the GST on that.  I am saying that we would have to get a view from Treasury.  I believe the member is looking 
at something at a very simplistic level and saying that we got so much; therefore, 2.2 per cent of the total should 
be included.  I do not know how the member is configuring his figures.  However, I get the sense that I could be 
chasing rabbits down rabbit burrows. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I think I have made my point, Mr Chairman, if we want to move on. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I am saying that I am happy to take that question on notice, and the answer will 
have to come from Treasury. 

The CHAIRMAN:  That is question on notice 6. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Can the honourable member ask a question of Treasury?  We can ask the 
question, and if it needs to be referred to - 

The CHAIRMAN:  The parliamentary secretary will endeavour to provide the detail, and she can source the 
information from wherever she wants. 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Yes. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  The question was asked in the same spirit as the parliamentary secretary’s earlier 
selective quoting of figures to prove a point.  I have now proved my point by asking a reciprocal question.  I do 
not require that to be taken on notice.  The point has been made. 

The CHAIRMAN:  I will now strike out question on notice 6, because that is no longer required. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I will seek to restrain myself from making political points. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  That would be a change. 

The CHAIRMAN:  Order, members!  We are doing fairly well.  I do not want to waste the time of the 
committee.  I have pulled up one member.  If I pull up one, I will pull up everybody. 

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  The sixth dot point on page 964 refers to advances in advocacy services and additional 
recurrent funding.  I want to get an idea of how much funding the State Government has provided to address this 
important area of advocacy services.  

[4.40 pm]  

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  This is another important area for government.  In 2003-04, the State 
Government provided a total of $275 000 for initiatives designed to increase individual and organisational 
capacity for advocacy; $125 000 in one-off grants to five organisations to enhance the capacity of people with 
disabilities to undertake advocacy; and $150 000 from recurrent funding to three individual advocacy providers.  
For the first time in 10 years, recurrent funding has been made available by the State Government to increase 
independent individual advocacy for people with disabilities.  The initiatives include expanded access to 
independent individual advocacy for people with disabilities in the south west, for people with disabilities from 
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds and for people with disabilities living in accommodation 
services.  The member will see from that response that a significant investment has been made to expand the 
reach of advocacy services and to ensure that more people can access these services.  The member would know 
from the work that he and I do as parliamentarians that there are never enough advocacy services for people in 
the community who require those services.  However, I must say that the Disability Services Commission has 
made a very large step forward in filling the gap in the community, particularly in those areas that I have 
identified.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Before I started my question I meant to acknowledge the increase in funding because it 
should be acknowledged and is most welcome.  It is also a credit to the non-government organisation sector for 
its lobbying abilities.   

Hon KEN TRAVERS:  I do not think having a Treasurer who is a former Minister for Disability Services hurts 
at times! 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes, it has all worked and that is a good thing.  I refer to the fourth dot point from the 
bottom of page 964 under strategic coordination, which states - 

Continue to develop interdepartmental policy and program response to justice issues, including strategic 
diversion. 

I have two questions.  First, what is the estimated number of people in the prison population who have a mental 
disability? 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  I will ask Dr Shean to provide that information. 

Dr SHEAN:  Once again I need to point out that the group we know of is a very finite and well-identified group.  
However, there are likely to be many others with disabilities in the system who are not known to us.  My most 
specific knowledge of this matter was when a group of nine young men in Riverbank Prison, when it was still 
open, were identified as having intellectual disabilities.  Also two or three young women at Bandyup Women’s 
Prison fell into that category with whom we were working.  The diversion project, however, is unique in that it 
keeps a relatively small number of people out or prison whom we hope will not find their way into the prison 
system.  For example, one thing that has been happening with diversion is that the Police Service or other 
workers alert us to the status of likely offenders.  I can think of a recent example when train guards found a 
young woman who was rather belligerent when asked for her ticket.  We were able to put her through a training 
program on how to respond to ticket requests, and at the same time train the guards on how to ask people for 
their tickets.  We have, therefore, also had remarkable success in the training of guards in that respect.  However, 
the number of people with whom we work is very small.  My estimate is that many more people in the justice 
system would be close to, if not within, our eligibility criteria if they were formally assessed. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Is the parliamentary secretary able to provide the percentage of diagnosed mental illness in 
the prison population? 

Dr SHEAN:  We need to bear in mind that we are not talking about mental illness; that is another group 
altogether, such as people with psychiatric conditions.   

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Yes. 

Dr SHEAN:  The Department of Justice would not know that unless it routinely screens people for intellectual 
disabilities at the time of admission.  I do not believe we could give a meaningful estimate of that number. 

Hon GIZ WATSON:  Finally, is the diversion strategy for people already in the system being accessed or does it 
just divert people who might come into the prison or justice systems?  Is the strategy actually dealing with 
people already in there? 

Dr SHEAN:  Yes, it is.  We have a paired resource with the Department of Justice; one of its staff members 
works with one of our staff members to examine these issues.  We look at programs such as supporting prisoners 
while they are in prison to develop new skills, so that when they have finished their sentence they will have a 
greater likelihood of holding down a job and living somewhere in a responsible way.  We put a lot of effort into 
the transition period to make sure that when people are discharged from prison, they go to a meaningful 
employment option so that they are not only skilled but also have an employment role or an alternative to 
employment and somewhere to live, and we are relatively confident that they will not re-offend.  However, I 
must point out that the behaviour of some people means that they are likely to be re-admitted to prison.  For 
example, a number of people are known to get into trouble with fires.  We are unable to continue supervision 24 
hours a day on everyone with a disability; neither would we wish to.  It is inevitable that some people sooner or 
later will re-offend, despite our very best efforts in that respect. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  This question might need to be taken on notice.  It relates to the very good work that 
has been done for a number of years in the provision of universal access to a range of areas, although it is not 
always achieved.  I refer specifically to the Everingham Street footbridge that crosses the extension of Reid 
Highway.  Through the committee staff I will provide a copy of a letter dated 26 August 2002 from Main Roads 
Western Australia to a member of the public acknowledging that the footbridge at Everingham Street, Carine 
does not comply with the disability access standards.  I will provide a letter on the same matter from the 
Australian Council for Rehabilitation of Disabled, signed by someone who I believe is a very senior member of 
the ministerial advisory council and board of the Disability Services Commission in the capacity as an ACROD 
policy and project officer.  I will also provide a letter about the same matter dated 14 October 2003 addressed to 
a member of this House from the honourable Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Each letter acknowledges 
that standards have not been met and that nothing can be done about it.  In the letter from the Minister for 
Planning and Infrastructure, clearly this message is not getting through to the whole of government, as the letter 
says that it is all right and that there are other facilities for pedestrians who are not fit enough to take the gradient 
on this bridge, in that they can go 1 000 metres west or 500 metres east to another crossing point.  I ask the 
minister, through the parliamentary secretary, whether these documents can be investigated and can we do 
anything else?  Does the commission want members of Parliament to offer some public level of support to bring 
this very difficult minister to heel and make her accept her responsibilities?  How does the commission deal with 
other departments that do not follow the disability plans that they have published and, when they do not comply, 
say that they are sorry - “That is too bad”?   

[4.50 pm] 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  People have the right to lodge complaints under the commonwealth Disability 
Discrimination Act.  I am not sure if the member is seeking an answer to a question or he is more interested in 
having this matter investigated with the view perhaps of bringing into effect some positive changes in the 
situation.  It clearly falls within the purview of the Minister for Planning and Infrastructure.  Despite 
government’s best efforts, there have always been exceptions and cases in which something is perhaps not as it 
should be and requires the attention of government.  I do not see any point in putting this as a question.  I would 
rather that the matter is taken up by Dr Shean and then she can pick it up or her officers can discuss it with the 
Minister for Planning and Infrastructure or that minister’s officers.  Hopefully we can try to find a resolution to 
this matter.   

The CHAIRMAN:  That seems a satisfactory way of progressing the matter. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN:  I want to return to the question of Australian government employment policy changes 
that will impact upon us.  I thank the director general for her earlier advice, but the point referred to at page 955 
of the budget papers is that it is expected to produce a recurrent cost to the state budget of $7 million by 2007.  Is 
any direct additional commonwealth funding being promised to offset that; and, if so, does it cover that amount? 

Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH:  Obviously, $7 million by 2007 will be a big cost to the state budget.  I thought 
that Dr Shean had in fact answered the question.  However, since 1997-98 the Australian Government has 
embarked on a series of significant reforms of its disabilities employment program that have resulted in a 
narrower definition of employment outcome and in some instances a reduced rate of support assistance for paid 
workers.  Concerns about the impact of the employment reforms, particularly on people with high support needs, 
have been consistently raised over the years - the member is doing that again here - with previous Australian 
government ministers and even, as was said by Dr Shean, between our Minister for Disability Services and the 
federal minister.  The direct financial impact from 1999 to 2004 is estimated to be approximately $2 million, 
which includes increased funding for the commission’s accommodation services directorate and individuals who 
have sought additional funding through the post-school options program or the alternative to employment 
program.  

It appears that the Australian Government has acknowledged a degree of displacement and has recently 
announced a funding package to assist some people who may no longer be able to access employment due to the 
reforms and the narrower definition.  The package appears to address only people currently within the program 
rather than those who might otherwise have been eligible but are no longer due to the narrower definition.  It 
does not address the employment needs of future job seekers with high support needs, nor does it address all 
those people who have lost their employment option since the reforms began in 1997-98.  The commission is 
awaiting further information from the federal Department of Family and Community Services to analyse the 
package and its full detail and to assess its implications.  If eligibility for the package is narrow in scope, future 
funding requests for state services from displaced persons could be in excess of $5.5 million for the 2004 to 2007 
period.  This figure includes progressive job seekers with high support needs. 

The CHAIRMAN:  That concludes this session.  I thank the parliamentary secretary.  I also thank Dr Shean and 
Mr Ramanah for their attendance this afternoon and for the way in which they have addressed the committee and 
provided information. 

[5.00 pm] 
 


