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Summary and recommendations
The recognition of the dire need for a tier of high-quality disability supports to address the significant unmet needs of Australians with disability who are not eligible for individual National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) plans is very welcome. Well-designed and appropriately funded Foundational Supports will deliver many benefits for people with disability, as well as their families, informal supports, allies, the disability sector, governments, the economy, and society. 
We believe the design of Foundational Supports presents a significant opportunity to adopt a fresh contemporary approach to supports for Australians with disability that reflects the Social Model of Disability. The Model of Citizenhood Support would provide a strong basis for building a comprehensive and cohesive national strategy that all tiers of government could use to coordinate their investments in a system of Foundational Supports that work well together. We strongly recommend genuine co-design processes are adopted to develop Foundational Supports with people with diverse disabilities involved in decision making and the leadership and evaluation of the implementation. 
Successful Foundational Supports will depend on consistent and adequate long term-funding underpinned by a strategically coherent and public-facing strategy. As the Productivity Commission cautioned in 2017, underfunding these types of supports is a ‘false economy’. Short-term, time-limited grants also overlook the fact that making this type of impact is often a slow-burn – people do not just show up on the first day. Steps must also be taken to ensure that small local agencies with good capacity and potential to deliver benefits are not excluded by a lack of skills to write winning grant applications. Accountability for outcomes should be built into the framework in a way that focuses on delivering benefits without preventing projects and programs to evolve based on early learnings. 
We strongly support a focus on peer support networks that offer a very cost-effective way to connect people to information, supports, and each other. Self-advocacy should be included in General Foundational Supports as part of a comprehensive and integrated approach to all types of advocacy supports. Likewise, advancing Supported Decision-Making approaches should be a core goal of Foundational Supports. Capacity building supports need to be considered more broadly than only targeting people with disability and, instead, focus on societal change in line with the Social Model of Disability. Information and advice should be provided in a range of accessible formats to meet diverse needs with a focus on ensuring people can easily access in-person services. Although navigation has been explicitly excluded from this consultation, we believe it needs to be at the core of Foundational Supports and should be prioritised. It will be hard to measure the adequacy of other Foundational Supports without improved navigation support in place. 
More work is required to fully deliver on the commitments in Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031 because this will maximise access to inclusive mainstream supports and opportunities, thereby making both Foundational Supports and the National Disability Support Scheme (NDIS) more sustainable. Attention should also be given to the urgent need to provide clarity on arrangements for the transition period to ensure that successful existing programs and projects can be transferred to the new framework without losing momentum, funding, staff, and participants.   
We recommend:
Recommendation 1: The Australian Government should use the Model of Citizenhood Support to inform the design of a coherent and comprehensive national Foundational Supports Strategy and measure its impact based on assessing how supports build the Four Capitals to enhance the life chances of people with disability.
Recommendation 2: Federal and State and Territory Governments should adopt genuine co-design processes including diverse representation from across Australia’s disability communities to develop Foundational Supports. All co-design processes should be supported by a thorough process design methodology to ensure successful implementation. People with disability should be central to these processes and hold leadership and decision-making roles throughout the development and implementation of a Foundational Supports Strategy. 
Recommendation 3: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy closely aligns with the principles and intent of Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031. To support the success of implementing Foundational Supports, governments should renew their focus on, and investment in, delivering the outcomes they have committed to in the Strategy.
Recommendation 4: Federal and State and Territory Governments should provide an updated response to the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect, and Exploitation of People with Disability that appropriately reflects the importance and urgency of the Commission’s work. It should specify how Foundational Supports will align with the recommendations, particularly those of the Commissioners with lived experience of disability to end segregation. 
Recommendation 5: Federal and State and Territory Governments should assess each element of Foundational Supports according to whether it serves to increase inclusion rather than perpetuate segregation. Supports that perpetuate segregation should not be funded.
Recommendation 6: Federal and State and Territory Governments should ensure all Foundational Supports are provided with adequate secure long-term funding, with supports commissioned in ways that maximises the benefits from the skills of local agencies as part of a strategically coherent and public-facing Foundational Supports Strategy.
Recommendation 7: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should replace the NDIS Outcomes Framework with a Disability Support Outcomes Framework, which should be genuinely co-designed with people with disability and other stakeholders. All funded Foundational Supports should align with the Framework and be accompanied by annual targets. Each year, a comprehensive independent assessment of progress should be conducted with the results publicly reported. Additionally, a comprehensive review of the Disability Support Outcomes Framework should be conducted on a five-yearly basis.
Recommendation 8: The Australian Government should embed guiding principles and values in the Foundational Supports Strategy to ensure they are, individually and collectively, purposeful, holistic, consistent, transparent, simple to navigate, accessible, and coherent.
Recommendation 9: Federal and State and Territory Governments should rigorously identify workforce shortages and propose actions to solve these, such as by addressing casualisation and building the peer workforce, to ensure Foundational Supports can meet demand for supports from day one of their operation. They should also invest in initiatives to build the quality of the workforce.
Recommendation 10: The Australian Government should embed the establishment of Communities of Practice in the Foundational Supports Strategy. As part of this, it should explore how entities delivering Foundational Supports could be connected to each other, for example, according to specific geographic area, similarities in programs being offered, similarities in target cohorts, or other shared characteristics. 
Recommendation 11: The Australian Government should provide a clear realistic timeline for the rollout of the Foundational Supports program and commit bridging funding to existing projects and supports as soon as possible to avoid undermining their ongoing success or leaving people without the support they rely on.
Recommendation 12: The Australian Government should include a transparent transition plan for existing projects and supports within the Foundational Supports Strategy. It should clearly identify which projects and supports will transfer and ensure the replacement arrangements are established before existing programs are curtailed in order to provide continuity of support for the people with disability accessing them, as well as to prevent any loss of momentum within the projects themselves. 
Recommendation 13: The Australian Government should recognise the value of peer support networks for people with disability and embed long-term funding to support their operations within the Foundational Supports Strategy as a separate dedicated stream from other types of capacity building initiatives.
Recommendation 14: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy clearly articulates the critical importance of shared federal and state and territory funding for independent disability advocacy services and supports across all forms of advocacy: self-advocacy, professional individual advocacy services, representative and peer group advocacy, and systemic advocacy. This should align with and complement work regarding existing advocacy funding programs, including the National Disability Advocacy Framework, as well as ensuring State Governments adequately fulfil their existing funding responsibilities. 
Recommendation 15: Federal and State and Territory Governments should fund Foundational Supports initiatives to build the skills and confidence of people with disability to engage in self-advocacy regarding issues that affect their lives.
Recommendation 16: Federal and State and Territory Governments should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy establishes a pathway to embed Supported Decision-Making approaches in all elements of disability supports and guardianship arrangements.
Recommendation 17: The Australian Government should ensure the design of capacity building supports within the Foundational Supports Strategy aligns with the Social Model of Disability and does not perpetuate the Medical Model or focus all the attention on changing people with disability rather than society. It can do so by ensuring there is:
· An emphasis on building the capacity of the broader community to be accessible and inclusive of all their members. This would include better educating governments, government departments and agencies, local governments, service providers, businesses, employers, schools, universities, community organisations, and the general public about genuine inclusion. 
· Providing capacity building for people with disability and their families that focuses on unlearning low expectations, building a strong vision of active valued membership in community life, and personal and family leadership.
Recommendation 18: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy includes support for the economic participation of people with disability, recognising that this is an integral part of belonging and participating in one’s local community. Community capacity building should extend beyond ‘community organisations and non-government groups’ to include all entities that can positively impact on employment outcomes for people with disability, such as schools, universities, employment service providers, employers, all tiers of government, and others.
Recommendation 19: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy includes measures to support people with disability to enter and sustain employment in the public sector.
Recommendation 20: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should ensure any central digital information hub is genuinely co-designed by a diversity of representatives from the disability community to ensure it is fully accessible and inclusive. Resources should be allocated to building awareness about where people can access clear information.
Recommendation 21: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should ensure appropriately funded, fully inclusive, and accessible in-person alternatives to digital information hubs are available to ensure people with digital literacy support needs or no internet access are not denied timely and accurate information.
Recommendation 22: Federal and State and Territory Governments should review and reform their unnecessarily complex bureaucratic systems and programs to make them fit for purpose and easy for people to access and navigate, thereby reducing reliance on information, advice, advocacy, and capacity building supports.
Recommendation 23: Federal and State Governments should engage in genuine co-design processes when designing any Foundational Supports intake processes or online portals to minimise complexity and ensure they are fully inclusive and accessible.
Recommendation 24: The Australian Government should place co-designing a new model for navigational supports at the forefront of developing Foundational Supports. It should prioritise piloting a navigation model that leverages the local knowledge and connections of grassroots organisations embedded in their communities in order to gather data, finetune details, and lay the groundwork for scaling up. Critically, the person with disability should be able to choose a navigator who is right for them. The roll out of a new model should then be accompanied by strong accountability and evaluation mechanisms that ensure proper measurement of impact and outcomes.
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JFA Purple Orange is grateful for the opportunity to provide this submission to the Australian Government regarding general Foundational Supports. We will also be lodging a separate submission regarding Foundational Supports for children.
The recognition of the dire need for a tier of high-quality disability supports to address the significant unmet needs of Australians with disability who are not eligible for individual National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) plans is very welcome. An individual NDIS plan was never intended to be the ‘only lifeboat in the ocean’, as NDIS Minister Bill Shorten has frequently highlighted,[footnoteRef:2]  or an ‘oasis in the desert’, as the NDIS Review preferred to describe it.[footnoteRef:3] The Scheme was only designed to meet the needs of those with significant support needs while existing services were expected to continue for the vast majority of people with disability. Unfortunately, as the NDIS was rolled out across Australia, governments withdrew funding from their ongoing responsibilities, something that has proven to be a grave mistake that now requires urgent attention and resources. In fact, Foundational Supports are not an additional initiative, as has been suggested, but rather a much-needed investment in existing responsibilities after a period of severe neglect.  [2:  See, for example, https://www.abc.net.au/listen/programs/adelaide-mornings/ndis/103126496. ]  [3:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, pp.24-26, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

In 2011, the Productivity Commission conceptualised a ‘coherent national system’ encompassing multiple tiers whereby access to funded individualised supports for people with significant support needs would comprise ‘Tier 3’.[footnoteRef:4] ‘Tier 2’ was designated as providing information, referrals, and linkages to community supports and mainstream services to stimulate social capital for those with Tier 3 plans, as well as the broader population of people with disability. ‘Tier 1’ encapsulated the whole Australian population and society where the social and economic participation of everyone would be enabled and supported irrespective of the presence or acquisition of disability. Unfortunately, as Minister Shorten has alluded to, and the NDIS Review Final Report and the discussion paper for this consultation clearly recognise, individual plans have absorbed most of the attention and focus during the first decade of the Scheme’s operation. We agree, and indeed submitted to the NDIS Review last year, that Tier 2, now rebadged as Foundational Supports, is essential to the success and sustainability of Tier 3 individual plans and to realising the benefits of full social and economic inclusion in line with the desired outcomes for Tier 1. [4:  Productivity Commission, ‘Disability Care and Support,’ Report no.54, 2011, available at https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disability-support/report.] 

Well-designed and appropriately funded Foundational Supports will deliver many benefits for Australians with disability, as well as their families, informal supports, allies, the disability sector, governments, the economy, and society. This type of investment can help reduce the need for some people with disability to obtain an individual NDIS plan, because their life chances have improved, or been defended, by accessing Foundational Supports. This idea is echoed in other jurisdictions, including in the United Kingdom, through methodologies such as Community Led Support (CLS)[footnoteRef:5], that seek to meet people’s needs with mainstream community resources, so they do not have to enter formal systems with all the labelling, waiting, bureaucratic processes, and similar, that go with that. For this to be achieved, it is essential for every element of Foundational Supports to be co-designed with Australians with disability, receive consistent and adequate long-term funding, and align with the commitments in Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031. The recommendations of the Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect, and Exploitation of People with Disability (DRC), particularly those of the Commissioners with lived experience, should inform the development of Foundational Supports.  [5:  See, for example, https://www.ndti.org.uk/resources/what-works-in-community-led-support.] 

We also believe the Model of Citizenhood Support[footnoteRef:6], developed by our agency, would provide a strong basis upon which to build a coherent and comprehensive national Foundational Supports Strategy. Therefore, we begin our submission with an outline of the Model and how it can apply to Foundational Supports. Then, in the first section of this submission, we focus on the broad parameters to support the design of Foundational Supports. We draw particular attention to the importance of an effective transition that ensures existing successful supports and projects can transfer into the Foundational Supports framework without funding gaps or other disruptions that will impact participation, community trust, or staffing. In subsequent sections, we address the types of Foundational Supports that are needed including peer support, self-advocacy, capacity building, and information and advice, and highlight considerations that should be taken into account for each. [6:  R. Williams, ‘Model of Citizenhood Support’, 2nd edition, 2013, Julia Farr Association Inc, Unley, South Australia. See https://www.purpleorange.org.au/what-we-do/library-our-work/model-citizenhood-support.] 

Across our organisation, we have the privilege of regularly hearing from people in our community with diverse disabilities and experiencing a range of life circumstances. This submission draws on input from people with disability in a range of consultations we have undertaken covering a broad array of topics. For this submission specifically, we held two consultation sessions with our regionally based peer connectors and peer connectors supporting our Bhutanese and Hispanic peer networks in Adelaide to ensure we could provide a breadth and depth of input to inform what is needed. We host numerous peer networks for people with disability including people with intellectual disability, physical and sensory disability, younger people, people from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, and people in regional South Australia and these connections enrich our policy advocacy work.

[bookmark: _Toc184414866]Model of Citizenhood Support
The Model of Citizenhood Support[footnoteRef:7] sets out a framework for how people can be supported to build their chances of a good life and maximise their Citizenhood. A good life largely depends on the availability of life chances – the assets and opportunities available to a person. Based on this Model, the purpose of Foundational Supports should be to build the life chances of people with disability, so they are enabled to take up, or remain in, valued roles in mainstream community life that are contributory, meaningful, and fulfilling. The Model asserts our life chances comprise four different, interrelated, types of assets we can call upon, termed the Four Capitals. We believe these provide a sound framework to underpin a Foundational Supports Strategy, as well as outcome measures to ensure accountability for impact and a genuine return on investment. [7:  Ibid.] 

Below, we give a brief summary of each of the Four Capitals. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414867]Personal Capital 
The first of the Four Capitals refers to the person’s belief in their own value, their gifts, their capacity to grow, to take up valued roles, to see hope in their future, to have jurisdiction over their own decisions, and take purposeful actions. It is Personal Capital that gives you the belief to apply for a job, to ask someone out on a date, to create a sense of home, to take care of your health, and to take a chance on the things that are important to you. 
We argue this should be a central outcome for Foundational Supports. Given the tyranny of low expectations that have dogged the disability community for generations, Foundational Supports should enable people with disability to reclaim their right to a fair go at what life has to offer, imagine their valued place in mainstream community life, and see themself for their strengths and gifts and not for their deficits. This can be measured easily using a few variables that capture how people see themselves and how it changes over time. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414868]Knowledge Capital 
The second of the Four Capitals refers to a person’s knowledge and skills. It contemplates how a person is supported to make the best use of the skills and knowledge they have, and how they are supported to grow new skills and knowledge. Governments intend for Foundational Supports to include a ‘capacity-building’ element. Often capacity building has a therapeutic character (to be clear, we are not referring to genuine therapy supports here, but other types of supports that can take on a therapeutic character). These can be very important investments, but only if we contemplate how the benefit might be understood. Therefore, we argue investment in such endeavours can best be measured by the extent to which it grows authentic Knowledge Capital that moves people closer to the take up of valued roles. Otherwise, capacity building supports are at risk of becoming too focused on trying to fix a person’s disability instead of trying to address the consequences of disability. Outcome measures based on Knowledge Capital in support of Citizenhood can provide clarity on this. 
Meanwhile, it is not unusual for people with disability receiving service provision to lose skills and knowledge. For all of us, the retention of our skills and knowledge is supported by us using our skills and knowledge. Unfortunately, it is not unusual in disability services for the service staff to do things for the person rather than with the person. This is often because it is quicker and more convenient. So, again hopefully with the best of intentions, the service provider inadvertently erodes what the person knows and can do by not giving the time and attention to supporting the person to be centrally involved in those things. 
Translating this into outcome measures, Governments might contemplate how to measure the extent Foundational Supports are being converted into the growth in, and defence of, participant knowledge and skills that can maintain and enhance their knowledge and skills and support them in the take up of valued roles. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414869]Material Capital 
The third of the Four Capitals refers to the tangible things in a person’s life. It includes the things a person has, owns, or is in control of, and also the public things the person can access, like public transport, shopping malls, beaches, community clubs, employment, education, and so on. 
There are two important things Governments might measure to assess success in building Material Capital. The first is the extent to which Foundational Supports can defend and advance people with disability’s personal Material Capital. For example, does a support provider assist the person to move away from poverty (the relative absence of personal Material Capital) into waged employment where the person has disposable income on the same basis as most non-disabled Australians? 
The second is the extent to which Foundational Supports assist a person to use mainstream community resources – public Material Capital – on the same basis as most non-disabled Australians. This should not be as a ‘community tourist’ and not in aloneness. Often service providers take people into the community but do not support genuine participation or interaction. A person might be taken to a café and sit in the corner while a support worker transacts the order and is the only one to speak to staff or other customers present. As such, the person can be said to be in the community but is not a genuine part of community life. These are all elements that can be measured as Foundational Supports outcomes, with the goal of increasing social and economic participation, which is a core purpose of the NDIS. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414870]Social Capital 
The fourth of the Four Capitals refers to the people in our lives. As humans we are interdependent, we give and we take, we live in community where we take up roles that bring value to others, and in turn we gain value from the roles others take up. But Social Capital is not just a marketplace of mutual utility. Social Capital is about the relationships that have importance in our lives. In the many workshops JFA Purple Orange has run over the years exploring the nature of a good life, themes like family and friends always feature prominently. This taps into the importance of what it means to belong, and this sense of belonging is at the heart of social participation. 
Governments should design Foundational Supports that both assist people with disability to retain connection with the people in their lives who are important to them, and to enable them to make new social connections, particularly if the person with disability has low Social Capital. This is important because many people with disability will likely have levels of Social Capital where the only people in their lives, other than core family, might be other people with disability. It is a cliché of otherness to assume that the only friends a disabled person can have are other disabled people. 
Outside of the family each of us was born into or raised in, the most meaningful relationships in our lives – partners, best friends, close friends, sincere acquaintanceships – begin with meeting each of these people for the first time. If that first encounter does not happen, nothing else can follow. This can be a key outcome measure for Foundational Supports; the extent to which they assist people with disability into new connections and relationships, thereby growing their Social Capital. 
To explore the Four Capitals in greater detail, please access the full Model of Citizenhood Support paper here.
[bookmark: _Toc184414871]Embedding Citizenhood in the Foundation Supports Strategy
We strongly believe governments can initiate a fresh approach in designing Foundational Supports underpinned by the Citizenhood framework with outcomes measurement based on quantifying the extent to which they are advancing the Four Capitals and lifting people with disability into valued roles in community and economic life. A set of example measures are set out in Section 10 of the 2013 edition of the Model of Citizenhood Support available here. 
There are standardised outcome measurement tools that governments could use to evaluate the success of Foundational Supports, but these are generally not focused on the goal of building life chances. Many of these tools still include considerations of impairment rather than the consequences of disability. We believe the design of Foundational Supports should involve the development of bespoke and reliable outcome measures directly linked to the achievement of the purpose of Foundational Supports, and that such measures should be anchored on the take up, and defence of, valued roles in mainstream community life. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184408790]Recommendation 1: The Australian Government should use the Model of Citizenhood Support to inform the design of a coherent and comprehensive national Foundational Supports Strategy and measure its impact based on assessing how supports build the Four Capitals to enhance the life chances of people with disability. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414872]Designing Foundational Supports
The design of Foundational Supports presents a significant opportunity to adopt a fresh contemporary approach to supports for Australians with disability that reflects the Social Model of Disability. It can also address the fragmentation and departmental buck passing that occurs too often under existing arrangements and creates barriers to people accessing the supports they need. We are concerned that much of the public commentary so far has been dominated by questions of who pays for what and not on the opportunity to develop an effective cohesive approach that will ultimately be more cost-effective over the long-term. We hope this consultation will help to shift that narrative. 
The NDIS Review Final Report recommended the creation of a unified system where all parts work cohesively together to support people with disability. It also made clear that all elements of the current arrangements should continue until alternatives are in place and working well.[footnoteRef:8] Concerningly, a new definition of ‘NDIS supports’ was introduced into the Act governing the Scheme prior to the Foundation Supports Strategy framework being designed, funded, and implemented. Steps like this will jeopardise the overall coherence of the NDIS Review’s ‘vision for an integrated, graduated model of supports’, as depicted in the Final Report.[footnoteRef:9] Going forward, it is essential that the design of each element of the model occurs with a view to delivering a comprehensive holistic approach where each part of the system works well with all other parts. As some categories of support or programs transition from individual plan-funded supports or the Information, Linkages, and Capacity Building (ILC) Program to falling under the auspices of Foundational Supports, it is critical that existing supports and programs continue until their equivalent Foundational Support replacements are in place.   [8:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.173, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf. ]  [9:  Ibid, p.35.] 

In this section, we focus on the broad parameters to support the design of Foundational Supports including the need for a genuine co-design process, a renewed focus on delivering the commitments under Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031, the need to revisit governments’ responses to the DRC, the principles that should underpin the Foundational Supports Strategy and its implementation, consideration of workforce development requirements, the importance of Communities of Practice, and the imperative to provide funding certainty for programs during the transition to prevent a loss of momentum that will ultimately undermine the success of Foundational Supports. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414873]Importance of genuine co-design processes
We strongly believe the Federal Government’s repeatedly promised co-design approach should be the basis for developing sound reforms. Co-design aligns with Australia’s obligations under Article 4 (3) of the United Nations Convention of Rights of Persons with Disabilities (UNCRPD). The drafting of legislation and legislative instruments should then follow. We continue to be concerned many of the processes that governments are currently referring to as co-design fall well short of best practice and do not include active involvement of people with disability in decision making. Governments may find our Guide to Co-Design with People Living with Disability, which was itself co-designed, helpful in considering the essential steps required in undertaking genuine co-design processes. It is available via our website.   
One of the benefits of codesign, when undertaken with sincerity and intention, is it brings key beneficiary voices to the table, and this can help ensure the subsequent design has the best chance of delivering good outcomes to the beneficiary group. Involvement of those voices in the decisions about design is key to this. However, for more complex issues it is not unusual for codesign to struggle to deliver a workable design, or for co-design participants to become frustrated at the slow pace. When this happens, as has been the case on occasion with co-design work at the Department of Social Services (DSS) and elsewhere, it is not because of a lack of sincerity or effort. Rather, it is because the co-design process is missing a key associated methodology: process design. 
Process design is a methodology that, in general terms, systematically moves from identifying and quantifying the presenting problem and its underlying causes, to the development of solution design elements, the quantification of expected benefits, the build process, the testing of the build elements, refinement, and then scaling up via a rollout plan. When this type of methodology is missing, the design work can struggle to move from expressing the presenting issue at a high level to a corresponding high-level aspirational view of how things could be. When this happens, participants (including the sponsoring agency) can struggle with the limited progress. 
The use of a process design methodology, and careful facilitation of it by an accountable party, will be key to designing Foundational Supports. There are plenty of different flavours of process design methodology, and plenty of agencies offering them. It is key that governments opt for a process design methodology that is accessible, avoids gimmicks, is not expensive, and where the process design supplier/facilitator is held properly accountable for the quality of the deliverables. A strong change management program, including to map and manage interdependencies and implement a proactive, transparent, and accessible communications plan, should support the co-design and process design approach. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184408803]Recommendation 2: Federal and State and Territory Governments should adopt genuine co-design processes including diverse representation from across Australia’s disability communities to develop Foundational Supports. All co-design processes should be supported by a thorough process design methodology to ensure successful implementation. People with disability should be central to these processes and hold leadership and decision-making roles throughout the development and implementation of a Foundational Supports Strategy. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414874]Delivering Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031 is key to success
The success of Foundational Supports is also dependent on the achievement of commitments under Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031. The Foundational Supports Strategy should align with and complement this work. While the Strategy promised all governments would work ‘together with people with disability… in a coordinated way’ to ‘support people with disability to enjoy their human rights on an equal basis with others’[footnoteRef:10], sadly the introduction of the NDIS has seen states and territories departing the field, handballing responsibility solely to the NDIS. Foundational Supports must reverse this with significant investments in the areas of responsibility that state and territory governments have always held.  [10:  Ibid.] 

As recommended by the NDIS Review, the development of Foundational Supports is an opportunity to balance the financial cost sharing, incentives, and accountabilities to deliver a ‘comprehensive and unified disability eco-system’[footnoteRef:11] that makes real the ideals of the Strategy. There must be a renewed focus on, and more resources committed to, delivering its outcomes because when mainstream services are accessible and inclusive, and Australians with disability have the same opportunities as all people, the need for Foundational Supports will reduce. Currently, there is a long way to go to make this a reality, as laid bare in the DRC Final Report.  [11:  Commonwealth of Australia, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet, Working together to deliver the NDIS - Independent Review into the National Disability Insurance Scheme: Final Report, p. ii.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk184408811]Recommendation 3: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy closely aligns with the principles and intent of Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031. To support the success of implementing Foundational Supports, governments should renew their focus on, and investment in, delivering the outcomes they have committed to in the Strategy.

[bookmark: _Toc184414875]Comprehensive DRC response urgently needed
As we publicly stated[footnoteRef:12] when Federal and State Governments released their formal responses to the DRC, we had four and a half long years of people with disability sharing their traumatic experiences of violence, abuse, neglect, and exploitation only for ministers to deliver a response that is, at best, lacklustre. The DRC provided 222 recommendations in its Final Report and governments spent ten months deciding what they thought about those recommendations, yet so few were fully accepted. In stark contrast, the recent response to the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Defence and Veteran Suicide was announced by the Prime Minister Anthony Albanese himself within less than three months of delivery of the Final Report and with more than two-thirds of the recommendations fully accepted.[footnoteRef:13] While we do not seek to in any way diminish the importance of those recommendations, it is disingenuous for governments to suggest they have treated the DRC recommendations with the same level of urgency or decisiveness as is typically demonstrated in other areas of policy failure affecting mainly non-disabled people (with the obvious exception of ongoing policy failure affecting First Nations people).  [12:  See https://purpleorange.org.au/news-resources/media-releases/governments-disability-royal-commission-responses.]  [13:  Available at https://www.dva.gov.au/documents-and-publications/governments-response-royal-commissions-final-report.] 

People with disability were rightly expecting a more substantive and detailed announcement in response to the DRC regarding how governments would build a roadmap away from the settings where violence, abuse, neglect, and exploitation are more likely to happen, and towards genuine inclusion. Over many generations, Australia has built arrangements that segregate many people with disability from ordinary life; in housing, in education, in employment, and in other ways too. It is through such segregation that people with disability have been most vulnerable to violence, abuse, neglect, and exploitation. And these same arrangements are the opposite of a truly inclusive Australia. 
There was a high number of recommendations that governments only agreed-in-principle, or are pending further consideration, or simply noted. These responses are unacceptable; they are manifestly inadequate and do not reflect the weight of the issues for the disability community who deserve a much more urgent and determined response. We know the issues can feel complex, but there has to be a real sense of urgency, decisive leadership, and whole-of-government accountability for weighty action. It is the only way we will see genuine movement away from harmful segregation and towards a truly inclusive Australia. Given the overlap between many of the DRC’s recommendations and the scope potentially covered by Foundational Supports, it is imperative for a full and comprehensive updated DRC response to be released ahead of the design of these supports. Governments’ responses must be clearer and feature a more impassioned commitment to, and accountability for, action in support of true inclusion. 
All DRC Commissioners with lived experience were united on the need to end segregation and we believe there is no place for segregation within the Foundational Supports Strategy because it will not be a durable solution in line with fulfilling Australia’s international obligations under the UNCRPD. Community expectations are also shifting quickly so segregated provisions will quickly become obsolete with additional funding needed to transition them to contemporary models. The most economical solution is for all Foundational Supports to embody genuine and full community inclusion.   
[bookmark: _Hlk184408826]Recommendation 4: Federal and State and Territory Governments should provide an updated response to the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect, and Exploitation of People with Disability that appropriately reflects the importance and urgency of the Commission’s work. It should specify how Foundational Supports will align with the recommendations, particularly those of the Commissioners with lived experience of disability to end segregation. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414876]Principles to underpin the Foundational Supports Strategy
[bookmark: _Toc184414877]Inclusion not segregation 
In every instance, Foundational Supports should build inclusion, not perpetuate segregation. Segregated and congregated services do not advance people into inclusive lives in the way well-orchestrated inclusive services do. Proper inclusive education is better than segregated ‘special’ education at positioning students for an inclusive adult life. Mainstream employers with an appreciation of workforce diversity offer more inclusive and fairer-waged employment than Australian Disability Enterprises (ADEs). Housing that reflects what most Australians have, is better than group houses at positioning the occupants for ordinary neighbourhood and community relationships.
Foundational Supports should not duplicate opportunities already present in communities, for example setting up a ‘special’ art class, choir, community garden, or similar, for people with disability when the local community already has these. When disability services create these duplicate services, not only is it a poor use of resources but it also serves to render genuine inclusion further out of reach. This is because, in their effects, these separate ‘special’ disability-focused services and programs reinforce a community perception that people with disability are best served by having separate ‘special’ stuff. This has been termed ‘othering’. It kills true social, community, and economic participation and should have no place in the design of Foundational Supports. 
Unfortunately, the NDIS already does this. For example, a NDIS participant told us they were prevented from using part of their funding to attend a local art class because it was not a ‘disability-related expense’. Instead, they were told one-to-one art therapy could be funded as an alternative. Not only is this an expensive alternative to a low-cost community resource that the participant was keen to access, but the therapist-led alternative cannot set the scene for authentic community connection and membership in the same way a local art class can. Now, despite directing participants into art therapy over a number of years, the National Disability Insurance Agency (NDIA) has announced a crackdown on people accessing art therapy through the NDIS.[footnoteRef:14] This typifies the type of incoherent design that Foundational Supports must avoid.  [14:  See further at https://www.ndis.gov.au/news/10522-statement-ndis-funded-music-and-art-therapy.] 

Ordinary neighbourhood resources and opportunities available to all local people are a natural gateway to community membership. They bring meaningful valued roles readily available in our communities, often at low or no cost. Assisting a person to connect to these resources and opportunities can lead to a snowballing of connections and relationships for a person over time. The stories below illustrate this.
Jarrod’s story: 
Jarrod (name changed) lives in a regional town and has little connection with his neighbours. As a person with high physical support needs who uses a powered wheelchair, he wonders how he might build relationships in his local community. Jarrod realises that many of his neighbours are not home during the day while he usually is. He lets his neighbours know that he can be available to receive parcel deliveries during the day so they can avoid the nuisance of following up delivery notification slips at the post office, which also has limited opening hours during the day. Jarrod’s neighbours take up his generous offer and over time he begins to get to know each of them. These connections evolve into genuine relationships and Jarrod is drawn into other gatherings and opportunities as a valued member of his local neighbourhood. 
Ethan’s story: 
Ethan (name changed) lives with intellectual disability and is a keen member of his local Scouts group. But with his 18th birthday fast approaching, Ethan will soon be too old to continue attending Scouts, and he will lose this valued role that brings him membership in his community. He wants to continue. The Scout leaders recognise Ethan’s enthusiasm, and his gift of being able to capture the attention of the younger Scouts and ensure they follow directions. They invite him to become a Scout leader and shape the role to best suit his strengths. Ethan thrives in his new role and becomes a valued and integral part of the leadership team for his local Scouts group.
A key goal of Foundational Supports should be to create the circumstances where informal connections are made and relationships are built. It is through these connections that new, freely given, informal supports emerge. For example, any one of us might join a new community event, like a community garden, get to know other people there, and as a result start gaining mutual benefits, such as assisting each other through car-pooling, or grabbing a coffee afterwards, in the way acquaintances and friends do. 
In turn, this means the Foundational Support workforce should be shaped so the centre-of-gravity is not about skills in running activities, but, instead, is about the art and craft of facilitating opportunities for authentic connection, with the diplomacy and advocacy that this work requires. Arguably, this would be the most compelling measure of Foundational Supports’ success in building community participation: the presence of new people in the person’s life who choose to be there as friends and acquaintances, and who bring supports in the way friends and acquaintances do.
[bookmark: _Hlk184408837]Recommendation 5: Federal and State and Territory Governments should assess each element of Foundational Supports according to whether it serves to increase inclusion rather than perpetuate segregation. Supports that perpetuate segregation should not be funded.



0. [bookmark: _Toc184414878]Consistent and adequate long-term funding needed
It is broadly agreed the ILC program has not had the extent of impact it could have had. It has also been the only program constituting a ‘Tier 2’ of supports, as originally described by the Productivity Commission. There were several reasons for this. First, and perhaps most importantly, the proportion of funding allocated to the ILC program was tiny compared to the overall cost of the Scheme. Given the importance of Foundational Supports to the Scheme’s future success and sustainability, there needs to be a much more significant investment of funds to these than was allocated to ILC.
Notably, the Productivity Commission’s 2017 report on NDIS costs cautioned governments about a ‘false economy’ of investing ‘too few resources for ILC’ during the transition period[footnoteRef:15] and the same principle applies to the design of Foundational Supports. The NDIS Review called for ‘sizeable increases in investment’[footnoteRef:16] and criticised ILC funding for not matching the Framework’s ambition.[footnoteRef:17] Without broader structures and supports in place, more people are pushed toward seeking individualised supports through a NDIS plan, which can adversely affect Scheme costs and sustainability. Research from Swinburne University also raised concerns about the limited investment in ILC and the need for longer-term ongoing funding to overcome the problems of stop-start short-term projects including the undermining of trust among participants and loss of key personnel from projects due to funding uncertainty.[footnoteRef:18] This research also highlights the need to reconsider the current approach to commissioning, develop a clearer strategy and targets, provide greater long-term coordination, and increase knowledge sharing to facilitate the scaling of successful projects. Increased funding must be accompanied by stronger government leadership. [15:  Productivity Commission, 'National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS) Costs Study Report', October 2017, p.30, available at https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/ndis-costs/report/ndis-costs.pdf.]  [16:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.39, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.]  [17:  Ibid, p.46. ]  [18:  See https://www.dss.gov.au/disability-and-carers-programs-services-for-people-with-disability-information-linkages-and-capacity-building-ilc/summary-informing-investment-design-information-linkages-and-capacity-building-ilc-research-activity.] 

Second, ILC funding has been allocated to specific time-limited projects. While a project basis and a timeframe can be helpful in clarifying what will be delivered, by when, with what benefit, and to which people, it does not deliver sustained benefits. This is because most ILC-type work can be described as a ‘slow burn’. Based on our own long experience with the types of initiatives that are funded by ILC, and as is true for community development generally, it takes time to build momentum. People do not just show up on the first day of an initiative. It takes time to grow awareness of the opportunity; it takes time for people to decide to get involved; it takes time for a methodology to be established, tested, and evolved; it takes time for participants in ILC-type initiatives to unlearn the low expectations and biases of their past; it takes time to build belief in what might be possible, and so on. Because of this, by the time the initiative has built real momentum, the funding is coming to an end. The project finishes and momentum is lost. 
Or, as happened recently in the ILC program, there was a period of uncertainty before funding was extended, during which time project staff left for work elsewhere because they needed employment certainty themselves. Again, momentum was lost. Therefore, as found by the NDIS Review[footnoteRef:19], Foundational Supports should be accountable for the work they will undertake and how they impact, but it should be within a longer funding timeframe where momentum can be properly consolidated, so people with disability get the sorely needed, mission-related benefits ILC, and indeed Tier 2, was intended to deliver.  [19:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.61, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

Third, Foundational Supports need to be commissioned in ways that do not inadvertently exclude good agencies that lack the skills to write winning grant applications. This happened in the ILC program, where small local agencies with good capacity or potential to deliver ILC-type benefits were unsuccessful in accessing funds because their skill set did not include writing a competitive grant application. This method of commissioning needs to be reworked with Foundational Supports if governments are to maximise benefits from the skills of local agencies and their grassroots knowledge and connections.
Fourth, Foundational Supports commissioning, with an assumed larger resource pool, needs to be built around a more strategically coherent and public-facing strategy. This strategy should recognise the critical importance of Foundational Supports, the role of a range of community agencies in delivering it, and the need for a commissioning framework that ensures a synergistic approach to awarding grants to provide good coverage and reduce the risk of duplication and gaps. The ILC program has lacked such a strategy especially recently.
[bookmark: _Hlk184408847]Recommendation 6: Federal and State and Territory Governments should ensure all Foundational Supports are provided with adequate secure long-term funding, with supports commissioned in ways that maximises the benefits from the skills of local agencies as part of a strategically coherent and public-facing Foundational Supports Strategy.

[bookmark: _Toc184414879]Accountability for outcomes
We agree with the NDIS Review’s Action 23.1 regarding the need to replace the NDIS Outcomes Framework with a Disability Support Outcomes Framework, which should be genuinely co-designed with people with disability.[footnoteRef:20] All funded Foundational Supports should be accompanied by annual targets in line with this Framework. Each year, a comprehensive independent assessment of progress should be conducted with the results publicly reported. A comprehensive review of the Disability Support Outcomes Framework should be conducted on a five-yearly basis. Such an approach would ensure accountability and continuity are core features of the Foundational Supports Strategy.  [20:  Ibid, p.261.] 

Foundational Support providers, be they public, private, or not-for-profit, must be genuinely accountable for the quality of the supports they provide. Initiatives to ensure follow up and continuous improvement across the sector will be essential elements of effective regulation. We urge governments to provide adequate resources to oversight bodies to ensure that Foundational Supports are meaningful in practice and, where necessary, appropriate enforcement to prevent malpractice is assured. 
Concerningly, Australia still does not collect adequate data about the experiences and life outcomes for people with disability and this reduces accountability for achieving change. Obtaining data on Foundational Supports outcomes can contribute in a small way to addressing this problem. Additionally, the Foundational Supports Strategy should include an action to invest in improved data collection as this will ensure Foundational Supports can be designed to address identified areas of need.
Recommendation 7: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should replace the NDIS Outcomes Framework with a Disability Support Outcomes Framework, which should be genuinely co-designed with people with disability and other stakeholders. All funded Foundational Supports should align with the Framework and be accompanied by annual targets. Each year, a comprehensive independent assessment of progress should be conducted with the results publicly reported. Additionally, a comprehensive review of the Disability Support Outcomes Framework should be conducted on a five-yearly basis.

0. [bookmark: _Toc184414880]Additional principles  
Beneath the umbrella of Foundational Supports, there will be a vast array of programs and supports funded across the nation. It is essential for all of these elements to be moving towards the same goals, and to be underpinned by the same principles and values. We suggest the following should be embedded in the Foundational Supports Strategy and all Foundational Supports: 
Purposeful: We urge governments to give significant attention during the Foundational Supports design process to ensuring that changes to existing supports or the design of new support programs actually fulfil their stated purpose. Too often we hear from the disability community about service providers going through the motions, meeting requirements in a way that amounts to little more than ‘tick-and-flick' or record filing processes without any follow up or reflection to improve outcomes. 
Holistic: We are very concerned about the potential for gaps to arise during the transition to Foundational Supports that result in people experiencing increased vulnerability or falling through the cracks resulting in harm or even death. We strongly recommend governments undertake a thorough process to identify who is currently receiving supports, when these supports will be phased out, and when Foundational Supports will commence, to ensure a seamless continuation of support provision.
There must also be a whole-of-government approach. Australia must end outdated practices that discriminate, segregate, and exclude people with disability from our communities and all parts of government need to show leadership toward achieving this outcome. Disability access and inclusion is everyone’s responsibility. In the realm of disability, there is rarely a shortage of statements of good intent, broad ‘motherhood’ statements, or lofty yet vague ambitions. However, there must be significant investment, tangible and quantifiable actions and targets, and transparent reporting and accountability mechanisms, across all aspects of all governments involved in Foundational Supports.
Consistent: We agree that nationally consistent Foundational Supports can provide many benefits. Consistent supports would greatly enhance the ease with which people with disability can be referred to appropriate supports, as well as making it easier to educate and train workers, and generate awareness about available supports. We are aware that vocational training providers and universities are hampered in their capacity to provide students with the necessary knowledge due to the myriad arrangements they need to cover in limited timeframes. Consistent best practice approaches would help mitigate this. 
Transparent: We believe the overarching Foundational Supports Strategy and the approach to outcomes measurement should be fully transparent. We urge governments to consider how these are measured and reported in line with their purpose, as well as goals to achieve improvements over time. Importantly, this principle is not just about a high-level document about Foundational Supports such as a national strategy, but the comprehensive detail of what Foundational Supports will be available, how they are commissioned, who can access them, and similar. The lack of transparency recently about what ILC grants would be available when has undermined confidence in that program and this should not be repeated. 
Simple to navigate: This process offers an opportunity to remove unnecessary complexity when people with disability or their supporters seek support. We are often told how complex it is for people with disability or their supporters to navigate the web of potential supports available to them and then to jump though the bureaucratic hoops required to demonstrate they qualify. Additionally, complexity provides a convenient excuse for sloppy or otherwise inadequate implementation. We recommend the Foundational Supports design process includes a final quality assurance step that ensures the design of Foundational Supports is as simple as possible to navigate. 
Accessible: People with disability encounter many barriers in dealing with service providers. Information, resources, and points of contact must be fully accessible, including by providing a range of options to meet diverse needs. One way to achieve this would be through establishing a specific co-design group to create and audit resources, as well as testing and evaluating the experience of interacting with Foundational Supports providers.
Coherent: When establishing Foundational Supports, governments should consider what other programs are being funded in each geographical area or for a specific group. We have encountered situations in the past whereby more than one organisation has been funded to deliver a similar program in the same area, which is not an effective use of funds and can pose implementation difficulties for these organisations. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184408904]Recommendation 8: The Australian Government should embed guiding principles and values in the Foundational Supports Strategy to ensure they are, individually and collectively, purposeful, holistic, consistent, transparent, simple to navigate, accessible, and coherent.

[bookmark: _Toc184414881]Workforce development required
The success of Foundational Supports in lifting Australians with disability into authentic roles of social and economic participation in mainstream community life will rely heavily on the workforce. Indeed, when the Productivity Commission proposed the creation of the NDIS, it flagged its concern that the existing ‘shortcomings’ in workforce development ‘could be much greater under an NDIS’.[footnoteRef:21] Yet, after the first 10 years of the Scheme’s operations, what good NDIS work looks like and how to build the workforce to achieve this remains largely ill-defined. The DSS produced the NDIS National Workforce Plan 2021-2025 with a vision to ‘support and retain existing workers’, ‘grow the workforce’, ‘maintain quality of participant supports delivered by workers’, and ‘support sector efficiency and innovation’.[footnoteRef:22] What is missing from the Plan is a strongly articulated workforce purpose or mission statement and a description of what that looks like in practice. Arguably, the Plan is overly focused on quantitative elements at the expense of a more qualitative vision to shape the workforce that is needed across all aspects of disability support. [21:  Productivity Commission, ‘Disability Care and Support,’ Report no.54, 2011, p.694, available at https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disability-support/report.  ]  [22:  Department of Social Services, ‘NDIS National Workforce Plan: 2021-2025’, June 2021, p.5, available at https://www.dss.gov.au/sites/default/files/documents/06_2021/ndis-national-workforce-plan-2021-2025.pdf; see also NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission, ‘NDIS Workforce Capability Framework’, available at https://workforcecapability.ndiscommission.gov.au/.   ] 

The NDIS Review’s paper on ‘Building a more responsive and supportive workforce’ highlights the NDIS workforce has doubled in size over the past seven years to about 325,000 people.[footnoteRef:23] Further, it will likely need to expand by an additional 128,000 workers before June 2025 to keep up with demand. With a high rate of worker turnover estimated at between 17 and 25 per cent – compared to an average of about 12 per cent across the economy[footnoteRef:24] – and competition for staff from other social sectors including aged care and childcare, the importance of addressing workforce issues is clear, especially considering the introduction of Foundational Supports will likely increase demand for skilled workers or lead to even further turnover of staff during the transition of funding arrangements.  [23:  NDIS Review, ‘Building a more responsive and supportive workforce’, May 2023, pp.2&6, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/resources/paper/building-more-responsive-and-supportive-workforce.  ]  [24:  Ibid. ] 

The DSS must rigorously identify workforce shortages and invest in actions to solve these, such as by addressing casualisation and by building the peer workforce[footnoteRef:25], to avoid a recurrence of block funding. Strong accountability measures must be designed to hold governments and Foundational Support providers to account to ensure this does not happen. [25:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.196, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

[bookmark: _Hlk184408920]Recommendation 9: Federal and State and Territory Governments should rigorously identify workforce shortages and propose actions to solve these, such as by addressing casualisation and building the peer workforce, to ensure Foundational Supports can meet demand for supports from day one of their operation. They should also invest in initiatives to build the quality of the workforce.
[bookmark: _Toc184414882]Importance of Communities of Practice for success
Foundational Supports will be rolled out across the country, with a diverse range of entities offering a variety of programs, services, and initiatives with similar goals. One element that is often missing in the rollout of such large national programs is a mechanism for organisations to connect with each other, collaborate, and share their experiences. One such mechanism to achieve this is Communities of Practice. We recommend governments explore how organisations funded through Foundational Supports, and workers employed to deliver them, could be connected through the establishment of Communities of Practice. These could be organised according to specific geographic areas; similarities in programs being offered (for examples, projects providing peer support networks); similarities in target cohorts (for example, programs for young people); or other shared characteristics (for example, regional providers throughout the country).
Such Communities of Practice would enable organisations to share learnings, tackle common challenges, exchange best practice information, and ensure the Foundational Supports program operates in a logical, coherent, efficient manner. Evaluations are often built into projects, but their findings and recommendations are rarely accessed beyond those directly involved. Establishing Communities of Practice would form a more interactive, real-time way of learning and improving programs as they are delivered. We strongly believe they should be embedded in the Foundational Supports Strategy and funded accordingly. 
We note from our own work the success of Communities of Practice in NDIS-funded initiatives including:
· The DSO project from 2015 to 2018 that built hundreds of peer networks around Australia and included a community-of-practice network in its methodology.
· The Inclusive School Communities pilot project in South Australia, that ran for several years and used a community-of-practice to build confidence and capacity for inclusion among a range of mainstream school leaders.
· The Road to Employment project that uses a community-of-practice approach with industry clusters of employers that has produced authentic mainstream Award-waged employment outcomes for local people with disability.
All these examples are capable of being replicated and scaled up.
[bookmark: _Hlk184408932]Recommendation 10: The Australian Government should embed the establishment of Communities of Practice in the Foundational Supports Strategy. As part of this, it should explore how entities delivering Foundational Supports could be connected to each other, for example, according to specific geographic area, similarities in programs being offered, similarities in target cohorts, or other shared characteristics.

[bookmark: _Toc184414883]Transitional arrangements for current ILC-funded initiatives 
The uncertainty surrounding the potential extension and/or discontinuation of ILC-funded projects at the end of the 2023-24 financial year caused significant distress in the disability community. Indeed, the ILC grants approach has been criticised as being ‘a “piecemeal”, “scattergun” and patchy “jigsaw” of funding that undermines the achievement of the ILC outcomes.’[footnoteRef:26]  It is imperative that this situation is not repeated during the transition from ILC to Foundational Supports. [26: Ibid, p.47.] 

Projects funded through the Economic Participation stream of ILC were set to end on 30 June 2024, and organisations receiving this funding received no clear information prior to this date as to whether these projects would simply come to an end; whether there would be another opportunity to apply for further funding; or whether the projects would be continued (and if so, for how long). Organisations such as JFA Purple Orange, were eventually notified of a 12-month extension, but the future of this funding beyond 30 June 2025 remains unclear.
Results of the 2024-25 Individual Capacity Building round were released extremely late, causing considerable stress and concern in the disability community. When results were announced, the community was shocked to discover that certain long-standing capacity-building projects (many staffed by people with disability) had not been successful. While transitional, ad hoc 12-month funding has been provided for some of these projects – including two peer networks hosted by JFA Purple Orange – the lack of certainty going forward remains a source of distress. 
As planning takes place for the Foundational Supports program, the future of the ILC program is not clear. We urge DSS to update all existing ILC funding recipients (as well as those that have received ‘ad hoc’ funding for projects that were previously ILC-funded) as to whether the ILC program will continue and, if so, provide details about its focus and the timing of funding.
It is becoming increasingly apparent that the Foundational Supports program will not be ready to commence on 1 July 2025, or otherwise will have to be extremely rushed and, therefore, suboptimal. Many organisations throughout Australia are delivering DSS-funded projects that will cease on 30 June 2025. We urge DSS to provide a clear timeline for the rollout of the Foundational Supports program, as well as information about what will happen to funding for existing projects. This must happen as soon as possible so organisations such as ours can plan accordingly. To not do so, will undermine the ultimate success of Foundational Supports because many established projects are very well-placed to deliver strong outcomes under the new framework if their hard-won momentum is not undermined by further uncertainty. 
At JFA Purple Orange, the majority of our staff have a disability. And our projects have deep, longstanding ties with the local disability community. If we cannot inform our staff and community about the future of our DSS-funded initiatives imminently, this will likely result in people leaving their jobs, losing critical community connections, and feeling reluctant to fully engage in our projects or undertake forward planning. We are already receiving questions from our permanent staff, casual employees, and external stakeholders about the future of our projects. It is essential that the messy, stress-inducing situation experienced mid-2024 does not occur again.
[bookmark: _Hlk184408947]Recommendation 11: The Australian Government should provide a clear realistic timeline for the rollout of the Foundational Supports program and commit bridging funding to existing projects and supports as soon as possible to avoid undermining their ongoing success or leaving people without the support they rely on.
Recommendation 12: The Australian Government should include a transparent transition plan for existing projects and supports within the Foundational Supports Strategy. It should clearly identify which projects and supports will transfer and ensure the replacement arrangements are established before existing programs are curtailed in order to provide continuity of support for the people with disability accessing them, as well as to prevent any loss of momentum within the projects themselves. 

 


[bookmark: _Toc184414884]Peer support
We have long advocated about the merits of ‘peer networks’, where people with disability are able to connect with each other, to make sense of information, to offer mutual support, and to learn from each other. Peer networks often result in their members being better-informed and developing stronger ideas about their life chances and their goals. While the NDIS Review described how peer networks can facilitate ‘social and economic independence, resilience and support’[footnoteRef:27], we believe the DSS should have paid further recognition to these valuable supports in the consultation paper. Importantly, peer networks can include information and discussion about community resources and opportunities, increasing the chances people then take steps to access those resources and opportunities. This includes peer group advocacy if those resources or opportunities have issues adversely affecting accessibility and welcome.  [27:  Ibid, p.29. ] 

Investing in the work of disability community organisations can also play a significant role in increasing the chances of transformational benefits being realised. Indeed, the Productivity Commission’s 2011 report envisaged that what it referred to as ‘disability support organisations (DSOs)’ (not to be confused with direct service providers) would ‘facilitate greater innovation in the provision and coordination of services to people with disabilities.’[footnoteRef:28] Our agency’s research[footnoteRef:29] and experience over many years has also confirmed the importance of these organisations in the provision of information, facilitation of links to community supports and mainstream services, and building the capacity and confidence of Scheme participants, people with disability, families and allies, and communities in realising transformational change. [28:  Productivity Commission, ‘Disability Care and Support,’ Report no.54, 2011, p.416, available at https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disability-support/report.  ]  [29:  JFA Purple Orange, ‘The DSO Project: a summary of activities and impact in support of the NDIS participant voice’, Disability Support Organisation Capacity Building Initiative, 2016, hard copy; and JFA Purple Orange, ‘About pre-planning: An advisory report to the National Disability Insurance Agency (NDIA) on how people can best be assisted to prepare for the NDIS’, Disability Support Organisation Capacity Building Initiative, 2015, hard copy.  ] 

In this section, we focus on the importance of peer networks, what already exists that needs to be maintained, and what else is needed. To reinforce the points made in the previous section, consistent and secure funding is an essential element of ensuing the success of peer support and this should be provided through the Foundational Supports program. Peer networks are an extremely cost-effective way of connecting people to information, resources, and support, as well as a natural safeguard. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414885]Existing peer supports
Peer networks and similar initiatives support people to build belief about what is possible and to understand the potency of their own personal agency in achieving change. This is true for people with disability and for non-disabled people. For example, such networks are valuable conduits for people to access and discuss information about options and their impact, such as a network of parents exploring the merits of inclusive education compared to ‘special’ education. For further example, peer networks and other communities of interest or communities of practice provide essential social and practical supports as people enact their decisions. We have seen this in networks of families exploring alternatives to group houses for their adult sons and daughters with disability.
In preparing this submission, we spoke with our ILC-funded peer network connectors who work with regional and CALD communities about what is currently working under existing programs, and what can be improved. The connectors identified the following benefits of peer networks, which were common across both regional and CALD experiences: 
· Community connection: Peer networks provide a sense of belonging and connection, which can have positive effects on mental health and well-being.
· Education and advocacy: They offer education about self-advocacy and help individuals learn from each other, solve problems, and find local supports.
· Shared experiences: Members can share their experiences, build each other up, and provide a collective voice to express their views. As a result, people feel less alone.
· Access to information and opportunities: Peer networks bring information to others, share opportunities available, such as employment, and help members access services.
· Safe space: They offer a safe space where individuals feel heard and supported.
· Support for families: Peer networks can help keep kids in school by parents supporting each other to advocate for their needs.
· Cultural understanding: For communities with diverse cultural backgrounds, peer networks provide culturally acceptable support and information.
Our peer connectors gave powerful, tangible examples of the outcomes they had seen achieved because of the networks, including: 
· Access to services: One member of a peer network was able to access the NDIS for the first time, which allowed them to pursue their dreams and access opportunities they never had before.
· Raising awareness: A member found out about the Hidden Disability Sunflower and brought the information back to their peer network, leading to a guest speaker session about it.
· Increased confidence: Several members who started out in peer networks grew in confidence and are now employed as connectors, demonstrating their untapped potential.
· Public advocacy: One member did a deputation to their local council to advocate for sensory spaces within the community and at major events.
· Employment supports: Peer networks have assisted members in working through ways to gain their driver’s license and supported them with employment options.
· Personal growth: Members who were initially hesitant to speak in meetings have grown more confident and are now happy to speak up and share their stories.
· Community projects: A peer network collaborated with council staff to co-design a sensory space within the council library.
Despite the peer networks’ collective achievements, the peer connectors also identified many areas where improvement was possible. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414886]What else is needed
Our peer connectors, having witnessed firsthand how peer networks can transform lives, had a keen awareness of how much more is possible if the government initiates some targeted reforms. The peer networks identified the following as potential as areas for reform:  
· Consistent and stable funding: Ensuring long-term and sufficient funding is crucial. This would allow for better planning, trust building, and increased reach into more communities.
· Community Hubs: Establishing central hubs or meeting places with good technology and accessibility can provide a space for people to meet, access information and services, and participate in hybrid events.
· Increased meeting frequency: Holding meetings more frequently can help the peer network to share more information, supports, and resources. But this would require a small amount of additional funding.
· Specialised networks: Creating more specialised peer networks for different groups, such as youth, LGBTQI+, and neurodivergent individuals can address specific needs and provide targeted support.
· Transport support: Providing transport support can help overcome barriers for those who cannot attend meetings due to a lack of transport and the tyranny of distance. Peer connectors identified as a key priority the improvement of access to transport, particularly in regional areas where distance increases the cost significantly. Hybrid meetings can work for many people, but some in-person gatherings help build connection and mutual relationships. 
· Promotion and incentives: Promoting the benefits of peer networks through lived experience stories and offering incentives like gift vouchers or certificates can encourage participation. CALD connectors identified the offering of incentives as a key improvement because it would encourage people to attend despite not perceiving the benefit to be gained beforehand.
· Childcare support: Offering childcare during meetings can help parents to participate more actively.
· Addressing internet barriers: Improving internet access, especially in smaller towns, can help connect more people to peer networks.
Across all our conversations, there is a very strong appreciation of the benefits of sustained funding for peer support networks to connect people to information, resources, and each other, thereby providing a natural safeguard in people’s lives. It is critical governments recognise this value separate from, and in addition to, capacity building supports. There is also a strong correlation between peer network involvement and the confidence to self-advocate. Peer support networks should be an integral part of a Foundational Supports Strategy with a recognition that they represent a very cost-effective way to provide community-based supports. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184408966]Recommendation 13: The Australian Government should recognise the value of peer support networks for people with disability and embed long-term funding to support their operations within the Foundational Supports Strategy as a separate dedicated stream from other types of capacity building initiatives.  





[bookmark: _Toc184414887]Self-advocacy
Empowering people to self-advocate ensures they can speak up for their rights and effectively represent themselves and their needs with services, providers, support workers, and others. While self-advocacy is included in this consultation, other forms of advocacy are not. We do not question the importance of support to build self-advocacy skills and opportunities, but viewing one form of advocacy in isolation of others misses the interconnected nature of these services and supports. In conversations with our peer connectors, the distinction was very difficult to maintain. The Foundational Supports Strategy needs to reflect a holistic and integrated approach to advocacy rather than making arbitrary distinctions. Indeed, the NDIS Review’s recommendations envisage other forms of advocacy as integral to Foundational Supports, making the demarcation in the consultation paper unhelpful in considering the design of a comprehensive and effective approach.
In this section, we discuss the benefits of self-advocacy and outline what else is needed, which, as described above, inevitably encompasses advocacy needs beyond only focusing on self-advocacy. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414888]Existing supports for self-advocacy
Our regional and CALD community peer connectors identified a range of benefits to self-advocacy, including:
· Empowerment: Self-advocacy empowers people with disability to take control of their own lives and make decisions about things that affect them. This sense of control can lead to increased confidence and self-esteem.
· Choice and control: By advocating for themselves, people with disability can become more independent. They learn to navigate systems and access resources without relying heavily on others including paid support workers, increasing their choice and control.
· Communication capacity building: Engaging in self-advocacy helps people with disability develop their communication skill capacity. They learn to express their needs and desires clearly and effectively.
· Person-centred outcomes: When individuals advocate for themselves, they are more likely to achieve outcomes that genuinely reflect their will and preferences. They can ensure their needs and preferences are considered in decision-making processes.
· Increased awareness: Self-advocacy raises awareness about the person with disability’s rights and the resources available to them. This knowledge can be empowering and lead to better utilisation of available supports.

[bookmark: _Toc184414889]What else is needed
Our peer connectors were quick to identify areas for improvement regarding support for self-advocacy that cross over into other critically important forms of advocacy support. This reinforces why a genuine co-design process would be so beneficial in developing Foundational Supports. Below, we draw out these themes in more detail.

[bookmark: _Toc184414890]Recognise strong links between all forms of advocacy
Independent individual advocacy services can help people with disability navigate complex systems and ensure their voices are heard. All people with disability should have access to high-quality, well-resourced, independent individual advocacy services. This professional support is essential for protecting the human rights and wellbeing of people with disability when they experience problems with governments, services, providers, workers, or similar. 
While we understand this consultation does not seek views on independent individual advocacy services, our peer networks told us access to independent professional advocates, especially in regional areas, cannot be divorced from self-advocacy. Many shared experiences reflecting on how accessing professional advocacy support on one occasion had helped them to not only resolve that problem, but to build their skills and confidence to deal with new issues later. They emphasised that support for all forms of advocacy – including independent professional individual advocacy, systemic advocacy, representative or peer group advocacy, and self-advocacy – should be part of a holistic approach to supporting independence and choice and control with a Foundational Supports Strategy. 
Similarly, peer connectors highlighted the link between self-advocacy and representative and peer group advocacy. JFA Purple Orange has been supporting peer networks since 2016 and we are frequently reminded of their importance to the disability community. In addition to building individuals’ skills and confidence in self-advocacy, these networks also provide a valuable forum for people with shared experiences to advocate as a group. For example, federal and state government agencies often approach our peer networks to provide input into the design and implementation of laws, policies, and projects. Our networks also organise meetings with key stakeholders, including federal and state ministers, and sometimes draft submissions or engage with the media on topical issues. This builds self-advocacy skills that are then applied elsewhere.
This type of advocacy can be termed representative and peer group advocacy. It is separate from systemic advocacy led by peak organisations, individual advocacy provided by professional advocates, and self-advocacy that is individually executed. But it is no less important in empowering people to advocate for their rights. Indeed, we hear from many peer group members about how the encouragement of others in the group has been instrumental in them speaking up for their rights and choices. It is, therefore, important for Foundational Supports to facilitate this type of group advocacy. This is a valuable way for people with disability to have a collective voice and proactively influence decision-making that affects their lives. It also helps to ensure that government systems, policies, and processes are inclusive and accessible. Having a voice and being heard are essential to meaningful membership of one’s community.
The value of these services for connecting people to community, building the capacity to self-advocate, and providing an essential safeguard cannot be overstated. In South Australia, the tragic deaths of Ann Marie Smith in 2020 and Tegan Fredericks earlier this year have highlighted the need for establishing better safeguards, as well as the importance of community connections to assist with advocating and supporting people with disability, particularly those experiencing isolation. As mentioned above, community connections serve as an important informal safeguard, as community members would notice and check in if the person was unexpectedly absent. Informal or natural safeguards are essential protections alongside the formal safeguards that often attract more attention. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414891]Establish a holistic advocacy framework within Foundational Supports
When creating a unified disability eco-system, governments must ensure that adequate funding is available to appropriate entities, organisations, or groups for all forms of advocacy. Self-advocacy is not always an immediate possibility in all circumstances and a holistic approach will prevent people falling through the cracks. As the NDIS Review found, ‘advocacy supports … promote and protect human rights for people with disability, including resolving complex challenges that people are unlikely to resolve on their own and may need assistance with.’[footnoteRef:30] Support for self-advocacy is important but insufficient on its own. [30:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.19, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

As described above, it is impossible to separate support for individual and representative or peer group advocacy from self-advocacy. Likewise, a diverse range of systemic advocacy organisations should have the capacity to independently monitor the issues affecting people with disability, promote their rights, and advocate for change to enhance their life chances. Importantly, independent disability advocacy also strengthens the range of voices able to speak up when things are not working properly and ensure the best value is obtained from government investments in a wide range of services and programs.
Unfortunately, consecutive South Australian Governments have failed to provide meaningful support for any form of independent advocacy services in the state for many years. In 2020, after the tragic death of Ann Marie Smith, the former Marshall Government committed funding of $400,000 per year over three years for one state-wide independent individual advocacy service. This funding was significantly below what was needed to meet demand and remains so. Additionally, for people in regional, rural, and remote areas, there are no state-funded face-to-face services, even though these residents often require more advocacy support due to the additional barriers to accessing the services they need because of limited availability and greater distances to travel. 
Governments must ensure that independent advocacy services are available across the whole country, including specialist services for priority groups such as First Nations people, people from CALD backgrounds, and people with disability who are socially isolated, including those with complex communication needs and those residing in institutional care, aged care facilities, and other ‘closed systems’ like group houses. 
While we acknowledge the work to redesign the National Disability Advocacy Framework, we believe the Foundational Supports Strategy should also play a role in reinforcing the critical importance of the shared federal and state funding responsibility for independent disability advocacy. The South Australian Government should be held accountable for its ongoing failures in this policy area. We also highlight that disability advocates are one of the many sector cohorts who must be better trained in Supported Decision-Making approaches. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184408996]Recommendation 14: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy clearly articulates the critical importance of shared federal and state and territory funding for independent disability advocacy services and supports across all forms of advocacy: self-advocacy, professional individual advocacy services, representative and peer group advocacy, and systemic advocacy. This should align with and complement work regarding existing advocacy funding programs, including the National Disability Advocacy Framework, as well as ensuring State Governments adequately fulfil their existing funding responsibilities. 
Recommendation 15: Federal and State and Territory Governments should fund Foundational Supports initiatives to build the skills and confidence of people with disability to engage in self-advocacy regarding issues that affect their lives.  

[bookmark: _Toc184414892]Embed Supported Decision-Making approaches
Too many people with disability are denied the opportunity to self-advocate because they have been deemed to not have the ‘capacity’ to make decisions. Canadian Associate Professor of Law Faisal Bhaba eloquently encapsulates the implications of stripping people with disability of their right under Article 12 of the UNCPRD to make decisions:  
Yielding decision making authority over one’s own life, even “voluntarily,” can have a profound impact on one’s sense of identity, self-worth and independence. The power of decision is an essential aspect of having control over one’s life. Even where the decision being made is not necessarily the correct decision, or the best among possible options, there may still be value in being free to make “bad” decisions. Indeed, there is freedom in directing one’s life and there is value in having the opportunity to learn from experience.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Bhabha, F. Advancing Disability Equality Through Supported Decision-Making: The CRPD and the 
Canadian Constitution. In M. Stein, F. Mahomed, V. Patel, & C. Sunkel (Eds.), Mental Health, Legal Capacity, 
and Human Rights, 2021, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 140-154.] 

Foundational Supports should include the provision of ‘information, education, and training on supported decision-making to people requiring supported decision-making and their families, private supporters and representatives (present or prospective), disability service providers, public agencies, the judiciary, tribunal members and legal representatives’, a need identified in DRC Recommendation 6.13.[footnoteRef:32] An agency other than those at the forefront of perpetuating substitute decision-making approaches should lead this work, ruling out public guardians and advocates. Accessible materials and educational opportunities about supported decision making should also be available to people with disability whenever they require this assistance. All materials should be available in Easy Read, screen reader accessible formats, and a range of other printed and digital formats. [32:  Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation, Final Report, ‘Enabling Autonomy and Access’, September 2023, Recommendation 6.13, available at https://disability.royalcommission.gov.au/‌publications/final-report. ] 

Foundational Supports can be viewed as a mechanism to fund work that assists people in ways that help their future decision making. Using our Model of Citizenhood Support as a framework, Foundational Supports can be designed, and their impacts measured, by considering how they strengthen future decision making in one of four ways, that we term the ‘Four Capitals’: 
· Personal Capital: The decision is owned It belongs to the person, and is not made for them by someone else, and is anchored on a positive, hopeful vision of a good life. 
· Knowledge Capital: The decision is informed The person explores a range of options and comes to a view about which option holds the best prospect of a good outcome. 
· Material Capital: The decision is resourced The person is able to access resources to assist with decision making, and resources to enact the decision. 
· Social Capital: The decision is supported The person has trusted people in their life they can test their thinking with, and who are there as emotional and practical support as the person enacts their decision. 
Providing further education and training on Supported Decision-Making approaches is just one example of how Foundational Supports can build decision making capacity. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184409009]Recommendation 16: Federal and State and Territory Governments should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy establishes a pathway to embed Supported Decision-Making approaches in all elements of disability supports and guardianship arrangements. 



[bookmark: _Toc184414893]Capacity building
The ILC program has delivered some positive benefits but, as mentioned throughout this submission, has fallen well short of what is needed. The types of programs and supports that fall under the capacity building label support people with disability, their families and allies, and others in the community to build their knowledge, skills, and confidence to navigate services, access the community, and pursue goals. Unfortunately, there has been a tendency so far to disproportionately target people with disability as needing to build their capacity while overlooking the many ways in which governments, businesses, employers, education providers, community organisations, NDIS providers, support workers, and the general population fail to welcome, value, respect, and include their fellow Australians with disability. The consultation paper continues this tread and does not even seek views on the future of the ILC stream designed to assist people with disability to overcome the many barriers to full economic participation, a point we will return to below. 
In this section, we focus on how people interact with capacity building supports currently, what already exists that needs to be maintained, and what else is needed. Overall, the future of capacity building needs substantial work and re-design, something that should occur through a significant investment of time and resources in a genuine co-design process involving a diversity of disability community voices, as well as a broad range of stakeholders from all aspects of society to ensure their effectiveness. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414894]Existing supports for capacity building
Capacity building is a loaded and nebulous phrase preferred in the NDIS but yet to resonate with many in the disability community. In our conversations to inform this submission, peer connectors immediately questioned what is meant by the term and then recognised the difficulty in defining this type of support. They shared a number of points about existing capacity building supports: 
Regional peer connectors:
· Essential skills: Capacity building involves building essential skills.
· Broad application: It should not be one-sided, meaning it should not only people with disability who are expected to build capacity.
CALD peer connectors:
· Skills: Capacity building focuses on education, skills development, and self-reliance. Support for activities like letter writing, CV preparation, and digital literacy is also part of capacity building.
· Confusion about the term: It is not always used in the proper way within the community.
· Fear responses: There is a need to build groundwork and overcome the stress and pressure associated with capacity building.
· Safe spaces: It involves creating places where people can go to learn skills, socialise, and avoid isolation.
· Goals: It should aim to help people get further education and training.
As identified by the regional peer networks, capacity building initiatives should also extend to the non-disabled community, especially to those who are gatekeepers of community resources and opportunities. This includes employers, local clubs, community groups, education providers, local government services, and so on. The more those people are assisted to become better informed about disability and diversity, the more likely it is our communities will be more welcoming and inclusive. For all the above reasons, capacity building programs can deliver critical outcomes for the disability community and for Australia’s ambitions to become a truly inclusive society. Foundational Supports should include what has been working well within the ILC program but also expand beyond that. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414895]What else is needed
Our peer connectors identified some key shortcomings of the existing capacity building programs, and the accessibility of the phrase. 

Regional peer connectors:
· Change the terminology: The term ‘capacity building’ is considered inaccessible and vague. Clearer and more specific terms should be used.
· Apply broadly: Capacity building programs should not be one-sided, meaning they should not only be for people with disability who need to build capacity but aim to create change in the broader society to ensure more opportunities, such as employment, open up.
CALD peer connectors:
· Too difficult: It is hard to sell the concept of capacity building to the community, especially for people with disability, as it is perceived as too difficult. There is a need to do the groundwork properly and overcome the stress and pressure associated with capacity building.
· Carers take control: Carers, including parents, often take over the lives of those they care for, which can hinder engagement with capacity building initiatives aimed at creating greater self-sufficiency. This reinforces the need for more supported decision-making capacity building, as recommended above, particularly in CALD communities. 
· Stigma remains: There is a need to break down taboos and misinformation. Some believe that having a disabled child is a result of doing something wrong in life.
· Attitude change needed: Changing mindsets within CALD communities about people with disability is important.
The need for further capacity building of informal supporters to enable the autonomy of people with disability, as identified by the CALD peer connectors above, is further evidence of the need for the government to implement Action 1.8 from the NDIS Review: ‘National Cabinet should agree to jointly invest in a capacity building program for families and caregivers of children with development concerns and disability’[footnoteRef:33], although it is clear the application needs to be broader than stated here. Nevertheless, it is clear from our conversations that the focus of capacity building initiatives should not be solely on people with disability.  [33:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.105, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 


[bookmark: _Toc184414896]Review capacity building approach to target society
When governments speak about capacity building, they often place disproportionate emphasis on building the capacity of people with disability and their carers, trying to somehow fix their disability through therapy or daily living skills building, rather than on increasing the capability of the broader community to be more accessible and inclusive. In the past decade, there has undoubtedly been greater government recognition of the Social Model of Disability, which recognises that disability results from the barriers, attitudes, and exclusions that people encounter as they navigate a society that has not been designed to include all its members. People are not disabled by an impairment or difference, but by the world around them. 
While governments’ explicit or direct application of the outdated Medical Model of Disability has waned, placing most of the emphasis upon building the capacity of people with disability and their supporters can be interpreted as a perpetuation of the Medical Model by stealth or omission. It clearly implies the change that is needed is with people with disability rather than society. It is essential that Foundational Supports reflects the Social Model of Disability and does not perpetuate outdated medical or charity approaches to disability that regard people as ‘problems’ to be fixed or people who cannot live meaningful contributing lives in communities. The NDIS Review, for example with Actions 1.3 and 2.2, recognised the need to build the capacity of community and government organisations, and it is a shame the emphasis on this need appeared to be lost in the Consultation Paper. 
Alongside this, the main focus of capacity building for people with disability and their families should be on unlearning low expectations and roles of service recipiency, and replacing these with an empowered view of a good life characterised by active valued membership in community life and the economy, along with the personal and family leadership that can help bring this about.
[bookmark: _Hlk184409035]Recommendation 17: The Australian Government should ensure the design of capacity building supports within the Foundational Supports Strategy aligns with the Social Model of Disability and does not perpetuate the Medical Model or focus all the attention on changing people with disability rather than society. It can do so by ensuring there is:
· An emphasis on building the capacity of the broader community to be accessible and inclusive of all their members. This would include better educating governments, government departments and agencies, local governments, service providers, businesses, employers, schools, universities, community organisations, and the general public about genuine inclusion. 
· Providing capacity building for people with disability and their families that focuses on unlearning low expectations, building a strong vision of active valued membership in community life, and personal and family leadership.

[bookmark: _Toc184414897]Economic inclusion must not be overlooked
Research shows that diverse workforces perform better and create a competitive advantage for commercial businesses.[footnoteRef:34] Yet, Australians with disability continue to encounter significant barriers to entering mainstream employment and it is extremely important that broader work is undertaken to change this. Under Australia’s Disability Strategy 2021-2031 and the accompanying disability employment strategy ‘Employ my ability’, all tiers of government have committed to increasing employment levels of people with disability and tackling barriers.  [34:  For example, see Australian Government, ‘Employ my ability’, 2 December 2021, p.11, available at https://www.dss.gov.au/employ-my-ability; Australian Network on Disability, ‘Business benefits of employing people with disability’, 2021, available at https://and.org.au/join-us/why-hire-people-with-adisability/benefits; and Job Access, ‘New research review shows employers reap clear benefits by hiring people with disability’, 14 March 2023, available at https://www.jobaccess.gov.au/news-media/australian-employers-undisputed-rewards-hiring-people/.] 

It is important for Foundational Supports to continue to fund programs like JFA Purple Orange’s Road to Employment program (currently funded through ILC), which works to shift perceptions about the employability of people with disability from a pre-school age through to adulthood and supports employers to become more inclusive and accessible. Projects such as this will result in a greater presence and visibility of people with disability in the Australian workforce, including in government agencies. 
While the consultation paper focuses on social participation, it is important to recognise that economic and social participation are intertwined. It would be artificial to separate the two, purely for the purposes of fitting into different funding programs. Economic participation is an integral component of belonging in one’s community. Being employed can create social opportunities, build confidence and connections, strengthen skills and knowledge, and broaden informal support networks. It is essential that the Foundational Supports Strategy extends to capacity building for the wider community to support disability employment, create more inclusive employers, and ensure all education and training is accessible and welcoming of everyone. Education at an inclusive mainstream school is more likely to result in a person having an included life as an adult. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184409048]Recommendation 18: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy includes support for the economic participation of people with disability, recognising that this is an integral part of belonging and participating in one’s local community. Community capacity building should extend beyond ‘community organisations and non-government groups’ to include all entities that can positively impact on employment outcomes for people with disability, such as schools, universities, employment service providers, employers, all tiers of government, and others.

[bookmark: _Toc184414898]The public sector as inclusive employment leaders 
One significant action Federal, State and Territory, and local governments should take is to adopt targets for employing people with disability in the public sector, and fund programs and supports to facilitate the meeting of these targets. Ultimately, the target must be equivalent representation to that in the general population, however we believe that interim measurable targets will be required to build momentum toward this. For example, the Victorian Government set interim targets in its ‘Getting to work: ⁠Victorian public sector disability employment action plan 2018 – 2025’ of six per cent by 2020 and 12 per cent by 2025[footnoteRef:35] while the DRC recommended that 7 per cent of new public sector hires should be people with disability by 2025, with this increasing to 9 per cent by 2030 (with the provision of appropriate measures, programs, and supports to achieve this)[footnoteRef:36]. Further, government policies and initiatives are only useful to people with disability if they know they exist, so clear communication and outreach will also be essential for the success of targets.  [35:  See Victorian Government. (2018). ‘Getting to work: ⁠Victorian public sector disability employment action plan 2018 – 2025’. Accessed 6 April 2023: https://vpsc.vic.gov.au/workforce-programs/disability-employment/public-sector-action-plan/.]  [36:  Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation, Final Report, ‘Inclusive Employment’ , September 2023, p.423, available at https://disability.royalcommission.gov.au/‌publications/final-report. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk184409060]Recommendation 19: The Australian Government should ensure the Foundational Supports Strategy includes measures to support people with disability to enter and sustain employment in the public sector.


[bookmark: _Toc184414899]Information and advice
It is essential that people with disability can access accurate information and timely advice because, as the DRC found, a common theme in the evidence it received ‘was the link between lack of awareness and understanding of rights, coupled with ableist attitudes, and violence against, and abuse, neglect and exploitation of, people with disability.’[footnoteRef:37] As we told the DRC, ‘a lack of understanding of the rights of people living with disability often go to the core of their mistreatment.’[footnoteRef:38] As we state in the previous section, the Foundational Supports Strategy should include a strong emphasis on building the capacity and understanding of all aspects of society to fully include Australians with disability and demonstrate respect for their human rights and dignity. This would significantly reduce the burden on people with disability to navigate systems, find information, and seek advice. Likewise, reforming systems to remove the excessive complexity and make navigation easier would reduce the amount of information that needs to be communicated. Nevertheless, access to information and advice will be a key part of a successful Foundational Supports Strategy. [37:  Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation, Final Report, ‘Realising the Human Rights of People with Disability’, September 2023, p.121, available at https://disability.royalcommission.gov.au/‌publications/final-report. ]  [38:  Ibid, p.126.] 

In this section, we provide feedback on the current provision of information and advice and focus particularly on what needs to improve and change. 

[bookmark: _Toc184414900]Existing supports for information and advice
Both regional and CALD connectors acknowledged the importance of information and advice to support people with disability in their communities to access the things they need. However, connectors went straight to talking about how the provision of information and advice can be improved. It was clear that there is significant frustration with the inaccessibility of both and a sense that small inexpensive changes would make a significant difference if the needs of people with disability were more readily understood and acted on. 
[bookmark: _Toc184414901]What else is needed
Our peer networks identified many gaps and areas for improvement in how information is made available and within the existing advice programs: 
Regional peer connectors:
· Hard to navigate: People in regional areas struggle to find information and do not know what they can trust. There is too much outdated information on old websites.
· Distrust: It is hard to determine what is real, accurate, and up to date. There is a general distrust of governments and difficulty navigating their websites.
· Quantity over quality: There is an overwhelming amount of information. Being sent the same information from multiple sources is common.
· Not local or relevant: Local information is often lacking.
· Time consuming: It takes a lot of time to find what people need. People do not have the time to go through all the information.
· Person-to-person support is needed: In-person assistance is important for explaining information.
· Dedicated spaces: Community houses are central to accessing information.
· No surprises: People prefer not to receive unexpected phone calls that put them on the spot when they may not have the support they need available to handle the conversation.
CALD peer connectors:
· Language needs unmet: There is a need for more information in languages other than English. Bilingual workers in services are essential. Many people are educated but face language barriers; they are not stupid, as they are sometimes treated.
· Barriers: Racism is sometimes experienced, and this is a barrier to seeking information or advice. People are not in the habit of needing and using ID for everything.
· Different expectations: Prevention is a new concept for many, as they come from countries where they only go to the doctor when sick.
· Low expectations: People often have low expectations and feel they do not need more so do not seek information or advice.
· Low awareness: People expect doctors to inform them if there are any issues at birth, which causes delays in seeking autism diagnoses later. Many people are unaware of autism and don't know what to do or where to go.
· Stigma: People with disabilities are often hidden away within the community. It is hard to get people to attend training due to embarrassment and fear of community judgment.
From this feedback, it is clear existing government initiatives, such as the Disability Gateway, are not functioning as they should.

[bookmark: _Toc184414902]Disability Gateway is largely unknown
Throughout our consultations with regional and CALD peer connectors, participants did not mention the Disability Gateway or the National Information Program (NIP) or identify them as valuable resources. They did, however, assert the importance of in-person communication, at central hubs or at peer network meetings, and emphasised the barriers caused by computer illiteracy or inaccessibility. The NDIS Review found the NIP ‘paid limited attention to improving the availability and delivery of face-to-face information and advice at a state and local level, with a disproportionate focus on nationally consistent information delivered online’[footnoteRef:39]. We are very concerned about the Consultation Paper’s reference to relying on ‘a single website, digital app, online chat and/or phone service’.[footnoteRef:40] In 2022, according to the Australian Disability Inclusion Index, people with disability had an inclusion score of 61.4 (which is 11.7 below the national average).[footnoteRef:41]  [39:  Commonwealth of Australia, Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet Working together to deliver the NDIS. NDIS Review: final report p. 47.]  [40:  See page 9.]  [41:  Australian Bureau of Statistics, ‘Australian Disability Inclusion Index’, 2022, available at https://www.digitalinclusionindex.org.au/.] 

While increasing the consistency and accessibility of online resources is an important step, it is not a panacea and must be augmented with greater availability of face-to-face advice services, as well as expanded digital capacity building programs for people with disability. Many people do not have access to reliable internet services, particularly in regional areas, while those surviving on income support payments cannot afford the data plans required to access online information. It should also be recognised that information, advice, and resource services are often a band-aid solution covering the primary problem: unnecessarily complex bureaucratic systems. 
[bookmark: _Hlk184409074]Recommendation 20: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should ensure any central digital information hub is genuinely co-designed by a diversity of representatives from the disability community to ensure it is fully accessible and inclusive. Resources should be allocated to building awareness about where people can access clear information.
Recommendation 21: The Department of Social Services (DSS) should ensure appropriately funded, fully inclusive, and accessible in-person alternatives to digital information hubs are available to ensure people with digital literacy support needs or no internet access are not denied timely and accurate information.

[bookmark: _Toc184414903]Remove unnecessary complexity from systems
While we understand the complexities inherent in designing and managing national disability schemes, such as the NDIS and Disability Support Pension (DSP), governments should be mindful of how constructing labyrinthine bureaucratic processes leads to flow on demand for advocacy services and capacity building programs. More simply, the more unnecessarily complicated the system is, the more support will be required to navigate it and the greater the risk that people with disability will abandon seeking the supports they need and are entitled to receive. We heard from our peer network connectors about the difficulties posed by central government portals, such as MyGov, and processes like NDIS access applications. By designing intuitive, inclusive, and accessible systems, governments can reduce demand on advocacy and capacity building programs and ensure people with disability access the support they need early, when they first need it, rather than later, when their needs are likely to be even greater, or not at all leading to harm or death. Once these systems are designed, their offerings should be communicated in a variety of accessible formats with face-to-face support available.
[bookmark: _Hlk184409085]Recommendation 22: Federal and State and Territory Governments should review and reform their unnecessarily complex bureaucratic systems and programs to make them fit for purpose and easy for people to access and navigate, thereby reducing reliance on information, advice, advocacy, and capacity building supports.

[bookmark: _Toc184414904]Accessible communication formats required
Given Australia’s international obligations under the UNCRPD, the recommendations of the DRC in Volumes 4 and 6 of their Final Report, and the consequences for people with disability when communications are not accessible, particularly when intersectionality is present, it is essential for information provided through any Foundational Support to be fully accessible. Australia is obliged under Article 21 of UNCRPD to ‘accept and facilitate the use of sign languages, braille, augmentative and alternative communication, and all other accessible means, modes, and formats of communication that people with disability may choose’.[footnoteRef:42] One definition of accessibility, according to Dr Ariella Meltzer, when giving evidence during the DRC, includes visual and print accessibility, web accessibility, conceptual accessibility, as well as AUSLAN and alternative and augmented communications system needs.[footnoteRef:43] To ensure information is as accessible and inclusive as possible, it should be genuinely co-designed. [42:   Royal Commission Into Violence, Abuse, Neglect and Exploitation, Final Report, ‘Enabling Autonomy and Access’ , September 2023, p.43, available at https://disability.royalcommission.gov.au/‌publications/final-report. ]  [43:  Dr Ariella Meltzer, Research Fellow at the Centre for Social Impact, University of New South Wales, see Ibid, p.41. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk184409094]Recommendation 23: Federal and State Governments should engage in genuine co-design processes when designing any Foundational Supports intake processes or online portals to minimise complexity and ensure they are fully inclusive and accessible. 


[bookmark: _Toc184414905]Importance of navigation role
We appreciate the topic of navigation supports was explicitly excluded from this consultation but, as with advocacy supports, we are concerned this will undermine the coherence and integration of a system that must work well as a whole. Hence, we take the initiative to address this important topic here. 
When designing the NDIS, the role of Local Area Coordinators (LACs) under the NDIS was to be pivotal to realising the promise of advancing the life chances of Australians with disability. The role originated as one that created long-term relationships of trust and respect that could enable individuals to pursue their personally defined life goals and fulfil their potential. It was also intended to build the capacity of communities to be places of welcome and inclusion where each person is an active, contributing, and valued member of community life. In 2011, the Productivity Commission’s report on Disability Care and Support identified the LAC role as key to the success of a new national disability scheme.
Unfortunately, as found by the NDIS Review[footnoteRef:44] the implementation of the LAC role has lacked the clarity of purpose and practice needed to ground the Scheme within the local context of each participant. LACs undertake Scheme enrolment, planning, and related functions that sit more appropriately in the realm of NDIA staff. The LAC role is conflicted between serving the person and serving the Agency, with little to no focus on community connection. This has added considerable time and resource burdens to the role and distracts from the beneficial elements of the original LAC role. LACs spend most of their time connecting people to the NDIS rather than to their local community and mainstream services. NDIS participants regularly tell us their LAC has limited knowledge of – or presence in – their local community.  [44:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.42, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

It is critically important that this changes. Designing the new navigation role should be at the forefront of developing Foundational Supports, and, therefore, at the core of this consultation. It should be designed to maximise the transformational benefits of Foundational Supports for people with disability. For this to happen, the role needs to focus on unlocking genuine grassroots connections in local communities, and linking people to opportunities and both formal and informal supports, within the context of authentic inclusion. To be an effective navigator, longstanding local knowledge and networks will be the key. The role must be inherently local. Grassroots organisations and agencies hold the greatest prospects of delivering the best outcomes because they are embedded in the local communities they serve. They know who to talk to about what, and the most promising entry points for connecting to community life. They are of the communities that they serve. 
This was recognised in the Productivity Commission’s description of the LAC role as involving “locally based staff, operating at a ‘grassroots’ level”.[footnoteRef:45] Further:  [45:  Productivity Commission, ‘Disability Care and Support,’ Report no.54, 2011, p.411, available at https://www.pc.gov.au/inquiries/completed/disability-support/report. ] 

Local area coordinators would be based in, and have close connections to, the local community, with knowledge of local providers and NGOs, and with some scope to respond flexibly to people’s needs. While the Commission sees the scheme as being based on national standards and funding, it would be locally executed, with power over such features as service delivery and capacity building at the local level. The NDIA should be about local solutions to local circumstances.[footnoteRef:46] [46:  Ibid, p.446.] 

The current largescale commissioning of LAC providers has not achieved the objective of harnessing grassroots resources and realising positive outcomes at a community level. For example, in South Australia LAC supports are provided by three agencies, each serving vast geographic areas of the state encompassing many different local communities. It is highly unlikely that such agencies have the degree of local roots, knowledge, and networks necessary to provide effective LAC supports in every community they cover. Indeed, to date they have not demonstrated any advantages over what would be expected from networks of smaller, community-embedded grassroots agencies. 
It is hard to imagine significant improvement if the DSS or NDIA were to take on a navigation role. The only way to improve the current largescale commissioning approach would be to recruit Navigators from within local communities. However, these people are likely to be drawn from existing local grassroots organisations, which, in effect, would result in an unfortunate form of community asset-stripping by vacuuming up local staff into largescale agency work. 
While there are additional challenges in providing navigational supports in remote areas with ‘thin markets’, a developmental approach to commissioning programs offers a pathway to an effective solution. This would see the government partnering with local communities and local leaders to co-design and co-produce appropriate local solutions, rather than awarding contracts to providers with no previous footprint in the region, which was identified as a problem in the NDIS Review[footnoteRef:47]. We believe this approach would be essential in First Nations communities.  [47:  NDIS Review, ‘Final Report: Working together to deliver the NDIS’, 2023, p.49, available at https://www.ndisreview.gov.au/sites/default/files/resource/download/working-together-ndis-review-final-report.pdf.] 

We believe people with disability should have a choice of navigator to ensure they are the agent of the person. The new model should encourage a diverse range of navigator offerings that could include, but not be limited to, locality-based grassroots agencies, agencies specialising in specific types or consequences of disability, and agencies focused on First Nations people or culturally and linguistically diverse people with disability. This means the person with disability would have the opportunity to choose the navigator that fits them best. It could be because of a deep knowledge of the person’s disability or culture, or a focus on a particular high-priority goal such as a desire to find sustainable mainstream waged employment. Personal choice would also incentivise navigation providers to improve the quality of what they offer so they are a provider of choice, including by providing better quality training to workers.
A pilot program of the new navigator model should be implemented to gather data, finetune details, and lay the groundwork for scaling up. The roll out of a new model should then be accompanied by strong accountability and evaluation mechanisms that ensure proper measurement of impact and outcomes, which was identified as a shortcoming of LACs in the NDIS Review.[footnoteRef:48] Critically, the design and piloting of the new role should occur as a priority and in tandem with Foundational Supports to ensure all elements are complementary and function as a joined-up whole where people do not fall through the support gaps that currently persist. The success of a new navigation model and Foundational Supports will ultimately be mutually dependent with any problems in one aspect impacting the outcomes of the other.  [48:  Ibid. ] 

[bookmark: _Hlk184409108]Recommendation 24: The Australian Government should place co-designing a new model for navigational supports at the forefront of developing Foundational Supports. It should prioritise piloting a navigation model that leverages the local knowledge and connections of grassroots organisations embedded in their communities in order to gather data, finetune details, and lay the groundwork for scaling up. Critically, the person with disability should be able to choose a navigator who is right for them. The roll out of a new model should then be accompanied by strong accountability and evaluation mechanisms that ensure proper measurement of impact and outcomes.


[bookmark: _Toc184414906]Conclusion
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute a submission toward the development of Foundational Supports. 
We are optimistic that Foundational Supports will address the significant gaps in support for people with disability that currently exist outside the NDIS. We hope our input in this submission can assist in designing an effective holistic model to underpin general Foundational Supports including by highlighting the value of peer support networks; the need for a comprehensive approach to advocacy that recognises how self-advocacy is entwined with independent individual advocacy, representative and peer group advocacy, and systemic advocacy; the benefits of designing a new way to deliver capacity building supports for people with disability, as well as all parts of society that will benefit from increased knowledge, more skills, and the opportunity to address negative attitudes; and the need to improve how information is provided and how advice can be sought. Each of these will benefit from the implementation of a genuine co-design approach that draws on the experiences, insights, and ideas of a diverse range of Australians with disability and other stakeholders. 
We would like to advise the Federal and South Australian Governments of our eagerness to participate in further opportunities to help shape all aspects of Foundational Supports. We are available to meet to discuss this submission and our ILC-funded projects that are likely to fit well under the Foundational Supports framework. We sincerely hope to be able to continue these successful projects for the benefit of South Australians with disability and our communities. As noted earlier in this submission, we are eager to understand funding arrangements for these projects going forward, especially for those facing uncertain financial futures beyond 30 June 2025. We hope that funding certainty can be provided as a matter of urgency so we can assure our anxious stakeholders who remain scarred by the delayed decisions of the last financial year. 
To arrange a meeting, please contact Mr Robbi Williams, CEO of JFA Purple Orange, on 
(08) 8373 8302 or robbiw@purpleorange.org.au.
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