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DISABILITYCARE 
Motion 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [3.22 pm]: I move — 

That this Council condemns the Barnett government for its lack of leadership in the area of disability 
services and calls on the government to put people before politics and adequately and sustainably fund 
services and operate trials and evaluations in a transparent and accountable way. 

I welcome the opportunity to talk on this motion that has been on the notice paper for a considerable amount of 
time—in fact, since early June last year. Members will have noted that I sought leave to amend and update the 
final part of the motion slightly before it came on for debate. At the time of giving notice of my motion it called 
on the government to sign up to what was then called DisabilityCare Australia; it is now known, of course, as the 
National Disability Insurance Scheme. We know that the government has now signed up to the 
National Disability Insurance Scheme, albeit in quite a different way from other states. The motion now before 
us for debate maintains its important core and calls on the government to sustainably fund services, be open and 
transparent in the way it conducts the services, trials and evaluations, and to be accountable. I brought the 
original motion to urge the government to be speedy in its deliberations and sign up to the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme. For members who cannot remember what life was like prior to the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme, Bruce Bonyhady, who was the chair of the National Disability Insurance Agency, describes it 
like this — 

For the first 30 years of my life, I mistakenly thought “every Australian counts” was a statement of fact. 
But from the time, nearly 30 years ago, that my eldest son was born with cerebral palsy, I have seen 
people with disability do not count. In those days, most Australians with disability were shut into 
Dickensian institutions. Invisible. Now they are largely shut out from an ordinary life, supported only 
by loving but increasingly exhausted and isolated families. 

Today, the NDIS stands as a beacon of hope for the hundreds of thousands of people with severe 
disabilities and their immediate family members. 

For them and future generations, the NDIS is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity that must succeed. 

That was the feeling prior to the introduction of the National Disability Insurance Scheme. 

What brought about the National Disability Insurance Scheme was a report of the Productivity Commission, 
which had been commissioned by the previous federal government to look into long-term disability care and 
support throughout the country. That landmark report is probably only preceded by two others in importance and 
scope. The report prior to that is the review of the commonwealth–state disability agreement, which actually 
brought about some significant changes in the way people with disability received services and the way those 
services were funded. Prior to that there were, of course, various reports into the deinstitutionalisation of people 
with disability. The Productivity Commission report provided a very, very important framework around the way 
disability services can and should be funded, recommended a fundamental change to how people with 
disabilities access services, and particularly recommended a way of looking at individualised options for people 
with disability. That report came down in August 2011, and the then federal government took it to the 
Council of Australian Governments in October 2011. The time frame between the release of the report and its 
tabling with COAG was quite short. COAG considered the report and in July 2012 agreed to go ahead with 
a National Disability Insurance Scheme. The three states that agreed to participate in trials were South Australia, 
the ACT and Tasmania; New South Wales and Victoria later came on board. 

That was really fundamental at the time. It was the first time people with disability and their families had 
received recognition at a national level that they had been struggling to live without support. It was also the first 
time that there was nationwide recognition of the need to do more and provide more services, and that people 
were missing out. That gave people with disability and their families a lot of hope that things could be different: 
that those who were missing out on services could actually receive them, and that those who wanted to choose 
the types of services and lifestyle they wanted to live could finally actually envisage that happening. 

Western Australia signed on to the National Disability Insurance Scheme 12 months later than the original 
Council of Australian Governments agreement. That 12 months was an excruciating period for people with 
disabilities and their families in Western Australia, with them wondering whether the Western Australian 
government was going to come on board and whether they would even be getting services; some were concerned 
that they would not be able to access services in the long run, because of the extended delay in the 
Western Australian government signing up. At the time, Premier Barnett said that under the current NDIS, 
people with disabilities would be worse off if they signed on. He said that the state was a long way ahead of 
other states and if the government was to sign on to the National Disability Insurance Scheme, a lower level of 
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service would be provided in Western Australia than was currently occurring. Of course, that was not the case 
with what was actually being offered. In the intervening 12-month period, people were concerned and worried 
about whether they would receive services and whether Western Australia would participate in the scheme. 
Participants in the Every Australian Counts campaign, for example, had to work twice as hard as those in any 
other state to try to convince the government to sign on. Although the government argued that it was in the best 
interests of people with disabilities that it did not sign on, some people with disabilities and their families 
considered it was patronising at best that the Western Australian government would even consider that signing 
on was not in their best interests. 

During that time, the Western Australian government was really cementing into place its own service system. It 
launched My Way in late 2012 because, to its credit, the government had seen the writing on the wall that the 
way forward was funding based on individualised focus and planning. It changed its way of delivering services 
from an old-fashioned model to a more individualised model, at least in foresight. As I said, the government 
launched its My Way program in 2012. The program was first launched in the lower south west, Cockburn, 
Kwinana, the Perth hills and the goldfields. The problem with that was that people needing services still did not 
meet the eligibility criteria of My Way, and I will go into more detail about that a bit later. There were a lot of 
concerns that this new model was masquerading as individualised programs and choice, and there was a lot of 
confusion about that. As I mentioned, the government was really blue-stoning the model of service delivery—
locking into place its preferred model of service delivery—while those negotiations were being put off. As 
I mentioned before, the government also argued that it had the best model of service delivery across the nation. 
On the other hand, the Productivity Commission did not see it that way. It stated — 

Current disability support arrangements are inequitable, underfunded, fragmented, and inefficient and 
give people with a disability little choice. They provide no certainty that people will be able to access 
appropriate supports when needed. While some governments have performed much better than others, 
and there are pockets of success, overall, no disability support arrangements in any jurisdiction are 
working well in all of the areas where change is required. The current arrangements cannot be called 
a genuine ‘system’ in which different elements work together to achieve desired outcomes. 

I am talking about this because it provides context to this motion and because we can never forget the anxiety 
that was caused to people with disability and their families during that wait. Because we should not forget the 
anxiety that was caused at that time, we should also allow it to influence how we plan and change services now 
and in the future. We should remember exactly what happened at that time. It also reminds us, of course, that 
planning trials and other programs and services need to be done in an open and transparent way so that people 
understand exactly what is going on and why it is going on. We also need to plan and implement services in an 
open and transparent way so that we can openly analyse what is working, what is not working, who is receiving 
services, who is not receiving services and where the demand for services will be in the future. That is why we 
need open and transparent planning, delivery and evaluation of services. 

Let us have a look at who is actually receiving services in Western Australia as a result of the 
Western Australian government signing up to the National Disability Insurance Scheme. As I said, the key to 
having really good services, giving people choice and ensuring that the services that are around are relevant so 
that people can plan their lives adequately and appropriately is understanding how many people need services 
and what that need will be in the future. We know through the Australian Bureau of Statistics that approximately 
70 000 people in Western Australia identify as having a severe or profound disability. If someone has a severe or 
profound impairment, they are more likely to need and want to access a broad range of services. That is really as 
much as we know about the level of need or demand for services in an official way. We do not really know in 
any structured way what proportion of these people want to access services and cannot or what proportion of 
these people have family members caring for them who also need services. Who is accessing services in 
Western Australia? According to the quarterly report, the National Disability Insurance Scheme trial currently 
underway in the Perth hills has around 500 people eligible and actively engaged. It is anticipated that the 
Perth hills trial will be able to engage about 4 300 people. Of those, 1 743 will be people already accessing 
Disability Services Commission services and a further 2 557 will be people who have not accessed 
Disability Services Commission services in the past. Those figures were given in February 2014 in answer to 
a question without notice I asked. About 2 557 people from the Perth hills area who have never been able to 
access services in the past will now be able to access them. The current NDIS My Way trial underway in the 
south west has 492 people eligible and actively engaged as at September 2014, and those figures were again 
obtained through a question without notice. It is anticipated that My Way in the south west, as well as the 
Cockburn–Kwinana trial site when it comes on, will engage about 4 100 people. That sounds like a lot of people, 
and for trial sites it is a lot of people. The government is definitely to be congratulated that at least 8 400 people 
will be accessing services. But who will be left? We do not actually know because there is no systematic way for 
the government to collect this information across the state. This has serious budgetary concerns as well as 
serious service planning concerns. Most importantly, it leaves thousands of people with disability and their 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Wednesday, 26 November 2014] 

 p8779b-8783a 
Hon Alanna Clohesy 

 [3] 

families without any real commitment from the government for them to access the services they need. As I said, 
the government has no systematic way of telling what the need is for services now, much less what the need will 
be in the future. People in the sector and researchers have been calling on the government to do something about 
this for years. Of course, the Productivity Commission in its 2011 report also highlighted that there was no 
systematic way of collecting data on unmet need. When I talk about unmet need, I mean the types of basic 
services such as personal care needs, respite care services and other intensive family support. We also have no 
usable data on accommodation in community living or shared supported accommodation. 
The Productivity Commission also referred to other areas of unavailable data on a person’s life. One of the major 
concerns is that although the Disability Services Commission collects data only on people who have applied for 
and been unable to access services, there is no systematic way of collecting data across a person’s life. The silos 
in which we operate in responding to people’s needs mean that there is no systematic way of understanding what 
the demands on the state will be in the future. For example, the Productivity Commission report highlighted 
other areas for which data collection is required. One area is information on who requires employment support to 
help find a job, to stay in a job or to find a job in the future. Another area requiring data collection is recreation 
and other social participation, which is information on the number of people who require support to participate in 
recreation programs and other social programs as well as to just live their lives in a day-to-day way. 
Another major area requiring data collection is transport inaccessibility. Although significant information has 
been collected through the federal Disability Discrimination Act on transport standards, there is no systematic 
way of collecting data on needs that exist and the planning that can go on into the future. Also, there is no 
systematic way of collecting data on the needs of people not only into the future, but also when they experience 
a major life transition, in the same way for a person who does not have a disability and who plans to move out of 
home when they turn 18 years of age or to go on to further education or for another major turning point in their 
life. There is no systematic way of understanding the types of support—housing, transport or other types of 
support—that are available now and that are needed into the future. Some of that support, of course, will be 
addressed under the National Disability Insurance Scheme and in some areas the government will argue is the 
federal government’s responsibility, but of course we really need a coordinated effort and transparency in the 
way that the data is collected. 
Here is an example of the way in which the government has not done any significant work on identifying unmet 
need. In April this year, I asked a question of the minister about the number of people waiting for respite services 
through non-government services. The minister told me in her response that it was difficult to identify the 
number of people still waiting for respite services. We know that respite is about giving people with disability, or 
their family, a break. We also know that there are two types of respite: non-residential respite services and 
support camps for people going away from home for a break; and also for support in the home while the carer 
has a break as well as residential-type respite care. The minister said that it is difficult to identify the number 
because the Disability Services Commission had to go to non-government agencies and ask them how many 
people were on their waiting lists, and that some did not have waiting lists. More than that, the minister said that 
a central database is not maintained and therefore it is not possible to provide accurate and reliable figures on 
people waiting for respite services. That really is the crux of the matter: there is no centralised way of 
understanding who needs services and when they need them. Respite, as I suggested, is a crucial service, 
particularly for someone who has limited access to other services; whether it be someone with a disability or 
a family member, they really sometimes just need a break. 
I want to move on to another example of the real need for data collection and the government’s lack of 
awareness of the number of people needing services; and, more than that, the services that are actually needed 
about which the government is probably less than transparent. I want to talk about young people with disability 
who are living in nursing homes or other residential facilities that are not appropriate for them, particularly 
because of their age and because those residential facilities are provided for other people, including people who 
are older. When I asked a question of the minister about the number of young people living in residential care 
facilities, hospitals or other inappropriate residential-style facilities at the estimates hearings in June, officers 
from the Disability Services Commission indicated that they were aware of 11 applications for more appropriate 
accommodation from people living in aged care, and another 40 who they were aware were living in residential 
care facilities and who wanted to move to more appropriate accommodation. However, at the time, they could 
not say how many people with disability were living in aged care or other residential facilities outside that 
number of 51. They were not aware of or could not say how many people, apart from those 51, were living in 
inappropriate accommodation. 

This is a good reason, therefore, to remind ourselves about why it is important to be clear and transparent about 
this matter. Firstly, I have to say that it is because they are people; and they are people who are living in 
inappropriate accommodation and who the government, by its own admission, does not know are forced to live 
there because there is no other choice. There is another reason to be concerned about that. It is because this style 
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of accommodation goes nowhere to meeting people’s needs, much less their being able to develop a life or even 
have the potential to live a life—things that most of us take for granted. Secondly, we need the government to be 
transparent and accountable for the funding that is available, or was available, because it is not very clear what 
funding it has committed to and what funding has been spent.  

The current annual report indicates that $193 000 was unspent in 2014 and $34 000 was unspent in 2013 from 
funding allocated for young people in residential aged care. Nothing was allocated in the budget for 2013–14, 
but $1.5 million was allocated for 2014–15, $2 million was allocated for 2015–16 and $2.5 million was allocated 
for 2015–16. That is a total of $6 million over the forward estimates, keeping in mind that nothing was allocated 
in 2013–14, so I do not know where the unspent money came from as indicated in the annual report. Secondly, in 
the 2014–15 budget, nothing from the estimated actual was spent and there is nothing in the forward estimates 
until 2017–18, keeping in mind that in the previous budget, $2 million was allocated for this financial year, 
$2.5 million was allocated for 2015–16 and $2.5 million was allocated for 2016–17. However, in this year’s 
budget, nothing has been allocated until 2017–18, when $3 million has been allocated. We do not know what has 
been spent and whether it was allocated in the first place, and nothing has been allocated until 2017 and, as 
I said, even then it is only $3 million. This is despite an election commitment of $9 million over four years for 
age-appropriate housing. I quote from the Liberal Party’s disability services policy — 

A re-elected Liberal-led Government will provide an additional $9 million over four years to establish 
new supported accommodation options to assist people with disability who are unnecessarily residing in 
aged care to move to more suitable accommodation and be provided with support services. The funding 
will be utilised to provide purpose built housing or to enhance current support arrangements for up to 
40 young people with disability about to enter or currently residing in residential aged care facilities. 

That was a commitment of $9 million over four years when in fact only $3 million will be allocated in 2017–18. 
What has happened to the money that should have been allocated to moving people from nursing homes? How 
many people are there? How much funding is available to address the unmet need? Obviously, according to this 
information, there is none. I welcome the government responding to these questions in an open and transparent 
way. 

We can see from the respite-care example and the young people in residential aged-care example that there is 
much more need by people with disability and their families to access services, but we do not know what that 
need is, the extent of that need or what funding has been allocated to it. 

I want to move on to the combined application process for those people who are not eligible to access the trial 
sites that are currently underway through the National Disability Insurance Scheme My Way and the NDIS Perth 
hills trials. This clearly demonstrates that we need some more transparency in this area. The combined 
application process is the primary access point for people accessing services who are not eligible for or are not 
participating in those trials that I spoke about. The process is administered by the Disability Services 
Commission. Independent panels assess applications for accommodation and intensive family support. That used 
to happen at least three times a year. The Community Development and Justice Standing Committee found in its 
report on accommodation and intensive family support funding for people with disabilities that it used to happen 
at least three times a year but it happens only twice a year now and that some families were not aware that that 
was the case. That has a whole lot of other implications for identifying who needs services, who can access 
services, who wants to apply for services and who can apply for services. One of the concerns that was expressed 
by witnesses to the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee inquiry was that the application 
needs to be completed by either the person with the disability or by a family member, it is confusing to some 
people completing the application form, and it also needs to be approved by the Disability Services 
Commission’s local area coordinator before being submitted. That creates a range of problems for people trying 
to apply for funding for services, including whether the local area coordinator tells them whether they can apply 
for services. That lack of transparency about their rights in applying through the CAP is difficult for families and 
people with disability, and it is difficult for service providers and the commission to know how much unmet 
need there is out there. If people with disability are being actively discouraged by local area coordinators from 
applying through the CAP, as witnesses to this committee suggested, for a start it is difficult to understand who 
has not applied, much less the impact at a personal level on people who are actively discouraged from applying 
for services that they think they need. 

The Community Development and Justice Standing Committee also found that there were numerous concerns 
about the CAP and the independent priority assessment panel process, including, as I mentioned, the limited 
rounds; the waiting times to get into those rounds, especially at a crisis time when people were being told that 
they could apply for services but they would have to wait for the rounds even if they were in crisis; and the 
complexity of the application form. One of the areas of concern around the lack of transparency as identified in 
the report was the criteria that are used to assess the applications by the IPAP. The first thing about the criteria is 
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that some people identified that it was difficult to understand the criteria and they did not know how to address 
the criteria. The second thing is that the criteria were too complex in some areas, but also people did not know 
what the criteria were about. The report states — 

People who have been through the process of finding out about how to apply for CAP funding, 
completing the application form, waiting for news of an outcome, receiving the news and, more often 
than not, resubmitting an application describe the process as complex, secretive, intrusive and 
confronting, damaging, distressing and humiliating, and onerous, stressful and demeaning. Former 
CEO of Developmental Disability WA, Sue Harris, says “the process leaves people feeling hopeless, 
shattered, demoralised and helpless”. 

The report also identifies that people are not clear about what is required to access the process, and this is 
a problem particularly because some people who are more literate than others and therefore find it easier to 
complete the application may find accessing the CAP easier than those who have less literacy skills. Certainly, 
that has been identified in the report, but we do not know the detail because that has not been analysed by the 
department. There are also suggestions that people who complete their application forms using disability 
language or jargon in describing their disability and their needs may be more likely to access services than those 
who do not use jargon. That was also identified by some witnesses. We do not know that because there is no way 
to analyse that information.  

Another barrier to access is that the application form is to be provided in written form only. Some witnesses 
identified that that is very difficult because of literacy levels and if English is not a person’s first language. That 
includes people living on country in traditional lands where English is not their first language, and also recently 
arrived migrants. They are some of the issues identified by the Community Development and Justice Standing 
Committee. Access to the NDIS My Way and NDIS trial sites still needs to be improved. That is where 
transparency and accountability will have an impact.  

In the short time remaining, I want to talk about transparency around the NDIS My Way and the NDIS trial sites 
in the Perth hills area. A range of concerns have already been identified around both sites. I will firstly refer to 
the NDIS My Way site. It was very pleasing to see the first “Quarterly Report to the 
Commonwealth Government” related to WA NDIS My Way. This report provides quite useful data on meeting 
measures that were set out as part of the NDIS–WA government agreement. The difficulty with the report is that 
the context of how the trial is rolling out has not been provided. There is a set of data about individual measures 
without any context to analyse that data in any meaningful way. However, I acknowledge that this is a really 
important step in the right direction about being transparent and accountable. The concerns about how limited 
they are is at measure 44, “Domains of supports identified by individuals”. The report says that support domains 
for people accessing services have not been identified for 216 people out of 449 approved plans. It does not refer 
to why support domains have not been identified. As the Minister for Disability Services said yesterday, people 
may access a range of supports but the support domains need to be identified. That is one example of the way 
this report could be improved, and the limited nature of this report.  

Here is another example about people with various types of disability. The report clearly identifies that about 
190 people with an intellectual disability have had current plans approved, and about 73 people who are autistic 
or have related disorders have had their plan approved. It lists a range of other disability types. The report does 
not talk about how many people from other disability types have sought individualised plans, and how many 
have not been approved. A common criticism of the Disability Services Commission’s eligibility is its focus on 
people with intellectual disability or people who are autistic or have a related disorder. In order to see the success 
of NDIS My Way, we need to know which people, by disability type, are accessing those services, and who may 
or may not be eligible.  

The next issue relates to the importance of transparency and accountability as a way that the two different trials 
will be evaluated. The government, in signing up to its own type of NDIS agreement with the federal 
government, said that it would not be using the same evaluation team. That will be used nationally to evaluate 
the other trial sites or the other pilots. That is a team from Flinders University. That has raised concerns.  

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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