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DES Performance Information for People with Disability and their Families

Problem

The performance framework guideline claims that the framework provides more relevant, timely and detailed performance information to job seekers. The guidelines, however, do not provide any indication of how these objectives will be achieved.

What is the jobseeker provided?

People with disability and their families will have access to the star ratings of DES services on a website.

When will jobseekers receive this information?

People with disability will receive star-rating information sometime after June 30 2011, perhaps July or August 2011. This is about 16 or 17 months after the beginning of the DES, and about 10 months before the end of this contract period.

How will the framework be detailed and relevant?

This is unclear or unknown.

Timely?

DES service providers will have had star ratings, monthly health checks, interim ratings every three months, national and ESA averages, from early 2011.

If star ratings, health check reports, interim star ratings, and averages are to be common knowledge amongst DES service providers so that they may be competitive, then it must also be available to people with disability so that they are as informed and empowered to choose the service that best meets their employment needs. This is a core basis of competitiveness and choice.

AFDO recommends that the star ratings for data to 31 December 2010 be published on a web site for people with disability. We also recommend that service performance reports - designed for and by people with disability and their families - are published with information that is detailed and meets their needs to choose. We discuss this detailed option further below.

Detailed? Relevant?

Star ratings alone are insufficient information for people with disability. The star rating provides little meaning for the questions people with disability ask regarding performance. Here are three examples based on recent requests from families of young people with disability to illustrate.

Example 1. A father wants to identify a DES service in the Sydney labour market region, which has a history of successfully placing young people with autism in open employment. 

There is no publicly available information for DEN or DES of performance by primary disability. The father wants to look at a performance report of disability employment services in Sydney in terms of people with autism to guide his son’s choice. 

Example 2: A mother in Western Australia is assisting her son make the transition from school to work. Her son has multiple disabilities, including moderate intellectual disability and physical disability.

She wants to know which DES service in Mandurah has a history of working with people with multiple disabilities similar to her son. She is interested in employment services that do not segregate (e.g. ADEs or DES services that operate enclaves). There are no reports that could provide her with information on past performance of DES services with regard to primary or other disability. 

Example 3. A mother in Brisbane is seeking information to help choose a DES service for her son. Her son has a significant intellectual disability and a complicated health condition. Her son has a vision of working in the food industry.
She wants to know which service in Brisbane has a history of successfully placing people with significant intellectual disability in employment. Again, there is no publicly available information for this question to be answered via performance evidence. 

Key Concerns and Discussion

The DES performance framework does not enable jobseekers or families to;

· Review individual service performance by primary disability type or client characteristic.

· Review individual service health check reports. 

· Know what a star rating is relative to, as no national, LMR or ESA performance averages are to be published.

AFDO believes that the star rating alone provides little detailed, relevant or timely information to the jobseeker.  

The performance framework guideline claims that the performance framework delivers improved information for jobseekers to choose a provider. Yet it fails to deliver on basic questions that people with disability and their families often ask.

For example; 

· Which DES service in Melbourne provides the best performance for people with moderate intellectual disability? 

· How many people with this primary disability commenced in this service? What placement and retention rates were achieved? 

· What were the average wages and hours achieved for this group? 

· Are there other services, which report the placement of this jobseeker group in this labour market region? 

· And what were the results of the other services so we can compare? 

It is these questions the performance framework needs to answer to be meaningful to jobseekers and their families.

The claim by the performance framework guideline that DES sites can be directly compared across the country is misleading. A 3 star service may have achieved this performance rating without engaging with primary disability participants of interest to a jobseeker or family. Yet another 3 star service may have achieved a similar rating yet engage participants of interest to a jobseeker or family.

Recommendations

· AFDO recommend that people with disability and DEEWR collaborate to design an online report card to assist people with disability and their families choose the right provider for their needs.

· Each online report must enable individuals to look at past service performance, for each service, against each KPI, by client characteristics, (particularly disability grouping).

· A father of a young boy with autism should be able to search for DES sites in the Sydney Labour Market Region to see how each service performs for jobseekers with autism. It should be that relevant, that detailed, and that timely. This is our notion of a performance framework that empowers people with disability throughout Australia.

· AFDO also recommends that DEEWR must publish national, LMR and ESA average rates for all KPIs so job seekers can determine the meaning of the relative star ratings. That is, if a service has a rating of 5 stars, and this is equal to or greater than 40% above average, what is the average? Jobseekers should be able to determine these average rates by primary disability and other participant characteristics. This would allow jobseekers and others to determine the performance of local services by characteristics that match their own profile. 

13 and 26 Bonus Outcomes 

Policy

The policy of placing more emphasis on education, training and skills development for the new Disability Employment Services is understood.

There is strong evidence that many groups of people with disability benefit from education, training and skills development prior to job placement. 

And while AFDO supports directions that benefit people with disability, it would be negligent and discriminatory to prescribe this for all people with disability given that pre-vocational courses for some groups of people with disability provide little to no evidence of benefit towards the achievement of employment.

We do not believe that the “policy” of more emphasis on certified pre-job placement training intended to force service practices on people with disability where it is known to be poor practice in the achievement of employment outcomes.

Problem

A specialist site working with people with significant intellectual disability, as a matter of practice, will not seek a vocational training pathway prior to job placement. A specialist for this jobseeker population will provide on-the-job training after placement in a job.

A generalist service, with competency in best practice to assist people with significantly intellectual disability, will not seek a vocational training pathway to job placement either.

Many families of people with significant intellectual disability have been told that there are pre-requisite requirements of literacy and numeracy for eligibility to enrol in traineeships and apprenticeships. Pre-requisites that people with significant intellectual are typically unable to achieve.

There is extensive research demonstrating that people with significant intellectual disability find it difficult to transfer or generalise skills from one setting to another. This is what led to models of ‘place and train’ where jobs were found first and training provided subsequent to placement. On-the-job training after placement still provides job training and job skills development, but after placement. There is no formal certificate of training with such models of assistance.

As currently defined, the two bonus ratings will result in a zero in the numerator for a specialist service targeting people with significant intellectual disability and prevent this service model and this disability population from competing fairly in the performance framework.

The bonus outcome definition will also disadvantage individuals with significant intellectual disability because it discourages DES services from working with this population. A participant who can benefit from a pre-vocational course and move into open employment through this pathway becomes much more attractive under the DES performance framework.

Possible Solutions

AFDO recommends that either:

The guideline for claiming a bonus outcome be amended to include evidence of systematic training provided on-the-job to participants with moderate to severe intellectual disability. This would recognise that training for this group is as important, but that this regularly occurs on-the-job due to the nature of significant intellectual disability.

Or that people with moderate intellectual disability, or specialist services targeting this population, are excluded from the bonus outcome indicators and the performance rating is scaled up. This would recognise that the bonus outcome as written is irrelevant and discriminatory for people with significant intellectual disability.
 13 and 26 week pathway outcome ratings

Problem

DES Sites with caseload of clients with an 8 hour benchmark are not able to produce a numerator score. And the denominator will be made up of clients who are not eligible to attain a pathway outcome. This will have a significant impact on specialist intellectual disability sites which have predominantly clients with an 8 hour benchmark. It will also have a detrimental impact on all DES sites as the denominator will be inflated with clients with an 8 hour benchmark.

Guideline

The Performance Framework Guideline says that the numerator is:

Count of participants in the denominator with an approved claim for a 13 week pathway outcome plus a count of participants with an approved claim for Remote Education Achievement Outcome or Remote Foundation Skills Outcome

And the denominator is:

Count of participants who have commenced in DES and duration in assistance (EA and PPS phases) is at least 13 weeks (excluding all periods of suspension) & excluding participants who have achieved a 13 wk full outcome

Example 1

A specialist site working with 10 people with intellectual disability all with a benchmark hours of 8. All clients have commenced. 6 have achieved a 13 week full outcome in the reporting period.

The denominator for the pathway outcome would be 4. The numerator would be 0. The performance result would be 0.

Discussion

None of the 4 clients in the denominator can achieve a pathway outcome. The site operates in a metropolitan area and remote education and remote foundation outcomes are irrelevant.

The site is given a performance score that is based on a denominator of clients that cannot be counted in the numerator.

A specialist site targeting clients with a caseload with all benchmark of 8 hours will not be able to produce any pathway results. 

The numerator will always be “0” divided by either a number of participants who cannot achieve a pathway outcome or “0”. This will always result in “0”.

The performance framework is not universal in its application and prevents a specialist from competing for 10% of the performance rating - if you also include the 26 week pathway outcome.

Example 2

A generalist site working a range of clients with a range of benchmark hours. There are 10 clients. 

5 with benchmark hours of 8, 3 of which have achieved a 13 week outcome. 

5 with benchmark hours of 15. 3 with a 13 week outcome. 1 with a pathway outcome

The denominator for the pathway outcome will be 4. 2 of which have a benchmark of 8 hours.

The numerator will be 1.

The result will be 25%

Discussion

The denominator in the example is 4, however, 2 of these clients cannot achieve a pathway outcome. 

The site operates in a metropolitan area and remote education and remote foundation outcomes are irrelevant.

The denominator - to be fair - should really be 2 - as it is only these clients who have any possibility of appearing in the numerator.

If denominator was 2, then the result would be 50% - not 25%.

Key Point

There is a problem with the mathematics of the pathway outcome in the performance framework. DES sites will receive pathway scores which include clients in the denominator that can never achieve a pathway outcome.

This has a significant effect on specialists intellectual disability with all clients with a benchmark of 8 hours, resulting in an inability to compete on 10% of the performance rating - and thus making comparisons invalid and unfair.

It will also have a detrimental impact on generalists whose performance on the pathway outcome will be reduced whenever clients with a benchmark of 8 hours are included in the denominator.

Possible Solutions

AFDO recommends that:

· The pathway outcome (13 and 26wk) KPI not be applied to specialist sites when all participants are provided with benchmark hours of 8. And that there be a scaling up of the performance rating.

· The denominator should exclude participants with an 8 hour benchmark from the denominator - where there is a mix of clients with a mix of benchmarks.

 Commencement to Referral Ratio
Problem

DES sites with a caseload of clients that are predominantly or only based on direct registrations will report a number of commencements divided by either zero or a small number of referrals.  This will prevent specialist sites that operate on a direct registration basis to compete for 5% allocated to KPI 1.1. As direct registrants are excluded from the denominator there could be a situation where the number of commencements are divided by a small number of referrals. This would result in a ratio greater than 1, which appears to undermine the intention of this indicator.

Questions

Are direct registered participants included in the numerator? Why are direct registered participants excluded from the denominator?

Guideline

The objective of KPI 1.1 is:

Maximises the number of eligible participants who commence in the program - it is particularly relevant to volunteers who are not required to participate. Speed is not a factor, just whether a job seeker is commenced or not (excluding exit reasons detailed in Attachment D)

The Performance Framework Guideline says that the numerator is:

A count of participants in the denominator who have a valid commencement date

And the denominator is:

A count of participants who were referred between 1 March 2010 and last day of the month preceding the end of the performance period (excluding referrals that were exited for the reasons detailed in Attachment D and transition or direct registered participants)

Example 1

A specialist site working with 10 people, all direct registered participants, and all commence. The denominator would be “0”. The numerator would be 10. The performance result would return either an “error” or “infinity”.

Discussion

The KPI 1.1 denominator definition is not relevant for specialist sites with participants that enter DES via direct registration. This is a common pathway for people with intellectual disability.

If the objective of the KPI is relevant for volunteers then this KPI works agains the objective for invariably people with intellectual disability are volunteers.

Example 2

A specialist site working with 10 people, 9 direct registered participants, and 1 referral, and all commence. The denominator would be “1”. The numerator would be 10. The performance result would be 10. 

Discussion

A result of 10 shows that the site had more commencements than referrals. This is clearly not the intention of the KPI. If direct registered participants were included then the result would be 1.

Key Point

There is a problem with the mathematics of KPI 1.1. DES sites that operate on the basis of direct registered participants will be unable to compete for this 5% of the performance rating. Or, we may see ratios greater than 1 due to the removal of direct registered participants from the denominator.

Possible Solutions

AFDO recommends that:

The denominator for this KPI includes direct registered participants so that it is relevant to specialist services to ensure access to the performance framework without discrimination.
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