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State of the Economic Participation of Australians with Disability

There are 3.9 million Australians with disabilities, 20% of the Australian population. 3.3 million Australians with disability are of working age (15-64 years). 741,000 Australians with disability of working age (15-64 years) have a severe or profound core activity limitation.
	2003
	People with Disability
	% of Australian Population

	All People with Disability
	3.9 million
	20%

	People with severe or profound core activity limitations
	1.2 million
	6.3%

	People with Disability 15-64 years
	3.3 million
	16.7%

	People with severe or profound core activity limitations 15-64 years
	741,000
	3.8%


53.3% of people with disability aged 15-64 years are participants in the workforce, 47% for females and 59.3% for males. This compares to 80.6% for people without disability, 72.3% for females and 89% for males. The participation rate for people with severe or profound disability is even lower at 30.1%.
	Labour Force Participation
	Females
	Males
	All

	People with severe or profound core activity limitations
	26.9%
	33.9%
	30.1%

	People with Disability 15-64 years
	47.0%
	59.3%
	53.3%

	People without Disability
	72.3%
	89.0%
	80.6%


The unemployment rate of people with disability is 8.5%, and 10.1% for people with severe or profound limitation. Unemployment rates are affected by the number of people participating in the labour force – and so the unemployment rates hide a large non-participation of people with disability in the workforce.
	Unemployment Rate
	%

	People with severe or profound core activity limitations
	10.1%

	People with Disability 15-64 years
	8.5%

	People without Disability
	5.0%


State of the Commonwealth Disability Employment Assistance Program

There has been an overall increase of 61.8% of people with disability accessing the Commonwealth open employment program from 2001-01 to 2006-07.

This increase is attributable to the growth in the numbers of people with psychiatric disability (40%), people with physical disability (25%), specific learning/ADD (17%) and Autism (7%) accessing open employment assistance.

Other groups such as Acquired Brain Injury, Hearing, Vision, Neurological and Speech have experience modest increases in participation starting from a very low participation base.

There is a negative participation trend in the numbers of people with intellectual disability (-3.9%) and people who are Deafblind (-96.6%) in the open employment program.

	Change in the open employment services population, by primary disability, 2000-01 - 2006-07

	Primary disability
	2000-01
	2006-07
	Change from 

2000-01 to 2006-07

	
	No.
	%
	No.
	%
	No.
	%

	Intellectual
	11620
	30.9%
	11167
	18.4%
	-453
	-3.90%

	Specific learning/ADD
	2718
	7.2%
	6572
	10.8%
	3854
	141.8%

	Autism
	427
	1.1%
	2108
	3.5%
	1681
	393.7%

	Psychiatric
	8951
	23.8%
	18192
	29.9%
	9241
	103.2%

	Physical
	7334
	19.5%
	13171
	21.7%
	5837
	79.6%

	Hearing
	1830
	4.9%
	2402
	4.0%
	572
	31.3%

	Vision
	1740
	4.6%
	2008
	3.3%
	268
	15.4%

	Deafblind
	145
	0.4%
	5
	0.0%
	-140
	-96.6%

	Acquired brain injury
	1395
	3.7%
	2040
	3.4%
	645
	46.2%

	Neurological
	1262
	3.4%
	2194
	3.6%
	932
	73.9%

	Speech
	137
	0.4%
	283
	0.5%
	146
	106.6%

	Not Stated
	
	
	632
	1.0%
	632
	

	Total
	37559
	100.0%
	60774
	100.0%
	23215
	61.8%


Gender

From 2000-01 to 2006-2007 females with disability accessing open employment services have increased by 69%. Females, however, account for 37.3% of all jobseekers with disability, a marginal increase from 35.7% in 2000-01.

Indigenous

Indigenous people with disability accessing open employment services have increased by 85.2% from 2000-01 to 2006-07. This increase in real terms is modest. Indigenous people with disability represent 2.4% of all jobseekers with disability accessing open employment services.

Non-English Speaking Backgrounds

People with disability from NESB accessing open employment services have increased by 135.8%, albeit with considerable fluctuation, from 2000-01 to 2006-07. This group represents 10.5% of all jobseekers with disability access open employment, up 3.3% over the period from 2000-01 to 2006-07.

Employment Outcomes

The national rate of jobseekers accessing open employment service achieving 26 weeks of employment (with at least 8 hours of work per week) is 34.29% at 30 June 2009. Approximately 1 in every 3 persons with disability accessing open employment services will get a job that lasts at least 26 weeks with at least 8 hours of work per week. 

It is unclear what the rate of employment retention of people with disability who get work over the long term – i.e. 1 year, 2 year etc.
The national rate of average weekly hours of work at 30 June 2009 is 19.5 hours per week.

The national rate of average weekly wages at 30 June 2009 is $309.50 per week.
Other outcome indicators

Disability Support Pension
: 9.8% of people in receipt of the Disability Support Pension (DSP) report any earned income. Only 4.3% reported earnings above $300 per week.

Commonwealth State Territory Disability Agreement (CSTDA): The open employment rate for people with disability who access CSTDA services is 23.2%. 76.8% of people who access CSTDA services are either unemployed, not participating in the workforce, occupied in congregate sheltered workshops (ADEs) or state day programs, or have an employment status which is unknown.

	CSTDA Population 2008, Labour Force Status
	No.
	%

	Employed (Open)
	42686
	23.2%

	Unemployed
	45918
	25%

	Not In Labour Force
	58017
	31.6%

	Not Stated
	15698
	8.5%

	Sheltered Workshop (ADE)
	21284
	11.6%

	Total (Age 15-64)
	183603
	100%


Many of these figures will vary when disaggregated by disability grouping, limitation or demographic. Such disaggregation, in many cases, is not publicly available.
Key Points

Program Accountability and Performance Data

We request data on the performance of the Commonwealth disability open employment programs to be published publicly at annual intervals in a discrete publication.
We want data on:

(i) the characteristics of people with disability accessing open employment services, and 
(ii) the nature of the employment outcomes achieved by people with disability.

The public availability of data is critical to determining the effectiveness of the Commonwealth disability employment assistance program, and for informing future purchasing policy.

The Commonwealth announced that the DES will increase the employment participation of people with disability. While we hope this is the outcome, given the comparatively poor workforce participation of Australians with disability, it is important that this claim is measured and monitored to determine whether the Commonwealth DES results in positive changes to the employment participation of people with disability.

Our request for published public program data includes the following minimum data items:

Client Characteristics:

· Primary disability grouping

· Primary and additional disability grouping (secondary or multiple disability)

· Severity of disability

· Gender

· Age

· Indigenous status

· Country of birth (NESB)
· Location (State/Territory)

· Income Support Status
Outcome Characteristics

· Employment Rate: (placement, 13 & 26 week retention, & long term retention of 1, 2, 5, 10, 20 years)

· Weekly Wages

· Weekly Hours of Work

· Type of Work (Industry Code, Occupation Code)

· Job Satisfaction (employee and employer)
There are other global performance indicators and reporting mechanisms that should be considered to assist in monitoring the impact of the DES; including:

· The number and percentage of Disability Support Pensioners reporting earnings as reported by Centrelink (currently around 10%)

· The labour force participation rate of people with disability

· The unemployment rate of people with disability

· Movement of people from adult day programs, school to work transition programs, and supported employment programs to open employment

· Movement of people from Vocational Education and Training programs (i.e. Tafe, Traineeships, Apprenticeship) to open employment

· Data on the labour force status of people with disability accessing CSTDA funded services
It is critical that this information is publicly available, and that data is disaggregated at least by disability grouping, limitation, and demographic in order to undertake a comprehensive analysis of program performance.
For example what are the employment outcomes achieved for people with acquired brain injury who access DES? What is the average weekly wages, average weekly hours of work, rate of job placement, 13 and 26-week retention rates, and how many are still in employment 1, 2 and 5 years later. Which services are achieving the best outcomes for this population group and what lessons can be learned and disseminated to the employment service sector? How can purchasing policy “purchase” more of this service expertise to increase the employment participation of this group?

The same questions can be asked for different client populations to improve our knowledge of ‘what works’. But it is the transparency of such data which permits an analysis of performance of the program and its funded services in order to guide purchasing decisions and program management.

Empowerment of People with Disability to Choose Employment Service Assistance

Jobseekers with disability and their families should have access to information on the performance of Commonwealth contracted disability employment services in their community.

People with disability should be able to make an informed choice when deciding who should provide them with employment assistance. This requires performance data to be publicly available on the past performance of contracted service sites.
A real story may illustrate this point. A father of a young man with autism recently asked if we could recommend a disability employment service in his area that has been successful in assisting young people with autism get jobs. The father was informed that this kind of information is not made available except for a performance star rating system. A star system which does not provide information on client outcomes against client characteristics. How is this parent meant to determine if any of the local services have either worked with jobseekers with autism, and if so, what results have been achieved? Shouldn’t this information be transparently available?
Data information on primary disability is collected. Every jobseeker’s primary disability is entered into a data system together with outcome information.  It is possible for the Commonwealth to provide a “report card” on the past performance of services. This should report characteristics (i.e. primary disability, etc.), by outcomes (retention, wages, hours of work, type of jobs, satisfaction ratings by jobseekers and employers). 

Service Relevance and Competence

Jobseekers with disability are not a homogenous group.  There is a diversity of disability type and employment support need. AFDO is concerned by the purchasing trend of contracting services labeled as “generic” – meaning that a “generic” service is assumed to be competent in assisting all jobseekers with disability. AFDO members increasingly recognise that “generic disability employment services” actually do not have the breadth of competence across the diversity of people with disability.
The ‘generic” label creates a false impression of competence of contracted services. While we believe that this is possible, as there are many common universal aspects of disability employment assistance, we consider it irresponsible to believe that by labeling a service “generic” that this will address the employment participation needs of all people with disability. Such a “label” should be accompanied by a demonstration through results of working with the breadth and diversity of jobseekers with disability.
Some of the effects of this kind of purchasing practice have been:

· A loss of specialist practices and knowledge of assisting people with moderate to severe intellectual disability. The number and proportion of these clients entering employment is now in decline.

· A dramatic increase in the number and proportion of clients with psychiatric disability in the program, but with a general concern about the competence of services working with this client group.
· A failure to plan and develop specialist employment services for groups that are struggling to increase employment participation - e.g. people with an acquired brain injury; people with multiple disabilities, people with intellectual disability, female jobseekers with disability. These groups continue to have difficulty seeing the relevance of contracted services to their employment support needs.
There is an urgent need to ensure that competent specialist employment services are available for the diversity of jobseekers with disability. Whether this is delivered via a generic approach, a specialist disability type approach, or a combination, is largely moot. There are, however, pieces of evidence suggesting that the presence of specialist services provide a safeguard of participation and an exemplar of specialist skill. 

For example there is a large discrepancy between Melbourne and Sydney in the number of people with intellectual disability accessing open employment assistance. An analysis of these locations highlights that Sydney is rich with specialist intellectual disability open employment services across the range of support need, whereas Melbourne has a distinct lack of such specialist capacity.

The key question: Is the diversity of clients and range of support needs covered by the purchasing contracts? This should be carefully considered in the planning and purchasing of disability employment services.

Research and Development

Open employment was pioneered in the USA by universities working with people with severe intellectual disability. The seminal work of Marc Gold in the late 1960s and early 1970s demonstrated that people with moderate, severe and profound intellectual disability could be trained to perform productive work economically valuable to employers.

By 1976, Washington State started the first open employment program for this population. This changed the way we understood open employment assistance. Since this time, US researchers have undertaken similar research for other disability populations and groupings.

The demonstrations of open employment in Australia in the 1980s were based on Australians visiting the USA and replicating these models in Australia. Some of these demonstrations continue today.

Yet, our own Australian investment in research and demonstration is extraordinarily absent. While there are some efforts, these pale when compared to the investment and links with practice achieved in the USA. Additionally, the investment in the USA in the provision training and technical assistance to employment services is understood as critical to the development of a competent employment service system.
AFDO believes that the Commonwealth should design a research and development agenda for disability employment services. The goal of this investment should be linked to:

· Providing services with training and technical assistance in the development of evidence based practice

· And improving the open employment participation rate of people with disability through the study of the relationship between service practice and employment outcomes.
A knowledge of best practices and outcomes enables the Commonwealth to determine “value for money” when considering applications for funds. Does a “service” have a track record of achieving positive employment outcomes for people with disability? Does this service demonstrate an understanding of best employment assistance practice? And what is their track record for particular populations? A Commonwealth system well versed in best practice and outcomes is in a better place to purchase services that will meet the needs of people with disability and increase employment participation rates.
Pension and Poverty versus Wages and Wealth

In 2008 there were 732,367 people with disability in receipt of the Disability Support Pension (DSP) of which only 9.8% of this group reported any earned income. A goal of an effective Disability Employment Service program should be to increase the employment participation and earned income of this population.

There are two common concerns about the interface between the pension and work:

1. The fear of losing pension entitlement, and,
2. Incentives to work are inadequate.
The benefits of improving the interface between the pension and work are considerable for people with disability in terms of dignity and social inclusion, but also to government in terms of savings and revenue.

For example, the majority of individuals with moderate and severe intellectual disability typically move from school to non-work day programs or supported employment (i.e. sheltered workshops). Yet a study by Econtech (2005), which compared an evidence based open employment program for this population with outcomes achieved by day programs and supported employment programs found that;

· Specifically, the costs per client of open employment services is $1,692. This compares to $6,358 and $15,699 for supported employment and post school options respectively . . . That is, open employment services are still the cheapest option to government. The favourable results for open employment services are due to its relatively high wage outcomes. Specifically, the average wage received by people with an intellectual disability is $292 per week, which compares to $57 per week and zero for supported employment and post school option participants respectively. Higher wages benefit the Commonwealth Budget by reducing eligibility for means-tested Disability Support Pensions (DSPs) and significantly boosting personal income tax collections.
The principles here are universal despite disability type, but there are some key components that are critical.

· Evidence based open employment provides economic advantage to all stakeholders, including people with disability, employers, and government. Meaningful jobs, with good weekly wages and hours of work create wealth and social inclusion.

· Evidence based open employment works when jobseekers fear of losing their pension eligibility status is minimised. An environment of reward rather than loss for choosing work will always have a greater impact on employment participation.

· The opportunity to earn income must not be trivialised by effective marginal tax rates. The recent decision by the Commonwealth to change the income withdrawal rate from 40 cents to 50 cents for every dollar earned is a policy that works against incentives to earn income. 

· The presence of a competent specialist employment service is pivotal to the achievement of positive outcomes. A service adept in the evidence based practice for people with disability can have considerable impact on open employment participation.

The key question is: are we purchasing services that achieve meaningful employment outcomes where people with disability have meaningful jobs, with decent wages and hours of work, which enrich their lives in terms of economic and social factors.

Employers (“The diversity dividend”)

Disability discrimination in employment is a common experience reported by people with disability. The research tells us that employer expressed willingness to hire applicants with disabilities still exceeds actual hiring, although there is progress.

“What works” should guide us. What can we learn from best practice? The message from the evidence is that:

· Employers respond to a “solution sell” where the decision to employ a person is based on an economic benefit to the business. Hiring decisions are less influenced by the presence or absence of disability “than by potential contributions by a job candidate to the company, especially when it is clear that the value is being added to the employer’s enterprise.” 
· When we study highly successful (disability) employment services, we find that the marketing of jobseekers is focused on how the strengths of the jobseeker fill a need in a business and derive economic benefit. Good disability employment services possess skills in working with employers to understand their business and demonstrate how their client will add value.
This is what we call a “win, win, win” - a win for the jobseeker, the employer, and the employment service system. It is important to note that best practice is not based on charity, pity or even “quota”. The “feel good” factor is important, but is secondary to the economic benefit of hiring a jobseeker.
It is also an indication of what we mean by “meaningful employment”. When a jobseeker is supported in employment on the basis of “economic value”, it is a demonstration of valued economic participation.

National strategies of “one stop hiring shops” for employers to choose jobseekers with disability to fill vacancies are well meaning strategies but are not supported by the employment research evidence. They may at best fulfill the “solution-sell” for some jobseekers with disability that can be easily matched to pre-existing vacancies that require little modification or “customisation”. These strategies are particularly detrimental for people with disability that require a significant degree of customisation or systematic on-the-job training – including people with intellectual disability, acquired brain injury or multiple disabilities.
Best practice “job marketing” for these jobseeker groups require a different strategy where contracted services possess skills in working with employers by demonstrating how hiring a jobseeker with a disability can add value to the enterprise. Customisation may require a redesign of a current position, or even the creation of a new position to fit both the jobseeker and employer’s needs. 

There is an urgent need to discuss and debate the merits of current employer strategies “we think” are useful and effective. It may be that national recruitment strategies like “one stop hiring shops” are effective for some people with disability, but not others.  

What we seek is a disability employment service system that presents jobseekers with disability as providing a valued economic advantage to employers. This is the most dignified result and what underpins best practice.

Purchasing Employment Assistance

We ask that the Commonwealth take great caution and careful consideration before proceeding into a competitive tendering framework for DES at the end this current contract period.

For people with high and ongoing support needs, and their families, a critical factor in choosing open employment is the knowledge that ongoing support is not going to be put into jeopardy. Best practice for this group of jobseekers focuses on the development of a structure of ongoing support for the employee and employer. Our best services excel at providing this support. 

The goal should be to strike a balance between the confidence of people with disability in the quality of disability employment services and the need for services to meet contract compliance of service delivery. It is our view that services that meet benchmarks of employment outcomes (meaningful jobs, average weekly wages and hours, retention in employment (short and long term), and jobseeker and employer satisfaction) should not have to compete to maintain their contract to provide employment assistance.

Obviously, services that achieve poor outcomes below benchmarks should be subject to competitive or even selective tendering.

A further issue that we believe needs to be taken into account is the capacity for the Commonwealth to purchase open employment services at any period of time when there is a demonstration of unmet need.

For example, people with moderate and severe intellectual disability in Melbourne do not have access to relevant specialist open employment assistance. School leavers and families do not have time to wait until a new contract round. They need assistance now. A Commonwealth process to address demonstrated unmet need enables the purchasing process to address populations that currently do not have the opportunity for relevant assistance.

Funding Best Practice
Another critical factor in the future purchasing of disability employment services is to ensure that funding meets the cost of evidence based practice. If we want to increase the employment participation of people with disability we need to pay for that which works.  

The current funding framework design has been criticised for failing to ensure that best practice for some specialist disability employment services – particularly services that specialise in assisting people with significant intellectual disability – is adequate.

The Commonwealth should have a depthful knowledge of the cost of best practice to ensure that contract service fees and outcome payments do put best practice models of service at financial risk.

School to Work

The transition from school to work is clearly critical to the successful employment participation of youth with disability. There have been some significant developments in State disability programs, which are encouraging (i.e. NSW Transition to Work, SA School to Work, and the new Victorian Transition to Employment initiative).

The DES does offer some supporting policy to promote a smooth transition from school to work. However there is room for improvement. We are particularly keen to see a greater seamlessness between state programs and the DES – including a definition of “school leavers” which extends beyond the final year of school due to the many post school pathways that people with disability pursue in the immediate period after leaving secondary school.

We also need to recognise that there are many school leavers who will not pass through Centrelink pathways and who require services skilled in active engagement with schools, particularly special schools and classes. Many of these youth are often directed to a pathway of non-work programs and destined to be long-term recipients of the Disability Support Pension and labeled in the statistics as “not in the labour force”. Yet service models in Australia have demonstrated that the vast majority of this population has the capacity to work with the right employment assistance.

Further, we need to examine the barriers of Centrelink job capacity assessments, which deem people with disability as not eligible for open employment assistance. People with disability deemed to have a work capacity of 0-7 hours per week. This prevents some people with disability from having an equal opportunity to get assistance to get a job. There have been a number of instances where people assessed at this level have had to appeal against the decision in order to access assistance. Following successful appeals these people have achieved open employment outcomes. 

We should review Centrelink job capacity assessments to ensure that such systems do not discriminate or disadvantage against some people with disability. It is our view that if a person chooses to seek open employment assistance, our main focus should be in matching the jobseeker with a relevant specialist open employment service rather than make questionable judgments about who can work and who can’t.

Supported Wage System

AFDO is concerned about the deterioration of the Supported Wage System (SWS) and its improper use as an employer incentive. The SWS is key industrial mechanism that is recognised by employers, unions, services and employees as a critical wage assessment framework for those unable to be productive at award rates of pay.

There are two distinct problems that need to be addressed:

· The “quality” of the external assessment.

· The use of the SWS to gain jobs from employers through the incentive of a low wage.

AFDO believes that this issue is important as it denigrates the dignity of people with disability, people who are typically vulnerable in the industrial relations and service assistance process.

There are however solutions that could be easily developed to address our concerns. We respectfully ask the Minister to initiate a process to address this issue.
� Sources. AIHW Bulletin 61, Disability in Australia: trends in prevalence, education, employment and community living, June 2008; and AIHW Australian’s Welfare 2007.


� Source: FHCSIA Disability Census 2007


� DEEWR DEN Health Check Report 30 June 2009


� FHCSIA, Characteristics of Disability Support Pension Recipients, 2008.
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