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5 Jurisdiction methods for managing ‘need’

5.1 Introduction
Chapter 5 examines methods for managing ‘need’ in each jurisdiction and the information
available from these processes. Information in this chapter is drawn from material provided
by funding departments in response to the Jurisdiction Survey (Appendix 2). Information
gathered from peak discussions, relating to methods of managing need, is presented in
Chapters 4 and 7.
Section 5.2 discusses the main jurisdiction-wide method used in each jurisdiction to manage
expressed need, Section 5.3 then presents analysis of what these processes tell us about need
and unmet need and Section 5.4 provides a brief summary and discussion of the main issues
raised in the chapter.

5.2 How jurisdictions manage ‘need’

Target group of CSDA-funded services
The CSDA target group is defined and discussed in Chapters 1 and 2 and relates to people
with specified disabilities that are likely to be permanent and result in substantially reduced
capacity in at least one of: self care/management; mobility; or communication. Most policy
and program documents provided by jurisdictions refer to the broad target group included
in the Disability Services Acts and other relevant legislation (for example, the Victorian
Disability Services Act 1991 and the Victorian Intellectually Disabled Persons Services Act 1986),
with which the CSDA target group is broadly aligned1.
Most programs also have further eligibility criteria but these are generally very broad and
still relate to the CSDA definition of disability.
Most jurisdictions continue to grapple with historical funding practices, which tended to
focus on the needs of people with intellectual disability and on service models such as
institutional care. This means that many of the current client population of CSDA-funded
services have been receiving services for many years and are not necessarily representative
of the newer client population.

                                                     
1 The Queensland Disability Services Act 1992 refers to substantially reduced capacity for
communication, social interaction, learning or mobility; the South Australian Disability Services Act 1993
refers to reduced capacity for social interaction, communication, learning, mobility, decision making
or self care; the Commonwealth Disability Services Act 1986, the Australian Capital Territory Disability
Services Act 1991 and the Victorian Disability Services Act 1991 refer to substantially reduced capacity of
the person for communication, learning or mobility.
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Planning models
Many jurisdictions have regional or State-based planning models to plan around potential
need for support (see Box 5.1 for examples). These models provide the information essential
to planning the distribution and funding of new and existing services. Generally, their
purpose is to promote equity in distribution of resources, that is, they often focus on
comparative need.

Box 5.1: Examples of jurisdiction planning methods
New South Wales
Funding objectives are determined through a two-tier planning model. This model has been developed to
facilitate equitable resource distribution to meet the identified needs of population groups, rather than
focusing on programs. The model is applied in determining priorities for distribution of resources, which
are not otherwise targeted to meet specific budget or system reform initiatives.

� Regional Planning Framework and Plans: Regional Planning Officers in each of the Department's six
regions work with service providers, service users, carers and local interest groups to establish local
needs and priorities and to make annual recommendations for priority targeting of resources.

� Population Group Planning (PGP) statistical data model: PGP determines resource distribution on
indicators such as current service supply, population demographics and identified needs, including
those of particular groups such as non-English-speaking background, Aboriginal and Torres Strait
Islander, and rural and remote populations.

Victoria
The Victorian Policy and Funding Plan identifies target groups and criteria for priority of access to
services for all service specifications or types. Estimates of the potential target group or ‘client profile’ are
developed using disability (or synthetic) estimates based on the ABS Survey of Disability, Ageing and
Carers and the Population Census. These data are adjusted for client profile factors such as Victorian
population size and structure (e.g. age composition), socioeconomic disadvantage across regions,
characteristics and service user patterns of existing clients (based on the Commonwealth/State Disability
Agreement Minimum Data Set collection), and the current service provider environment.
Source: Jurisdiction Survey response for New South Wales; DisAbility Services Policy and Funding Plan
2001–02, Department of Human Services, Victoria 2001.

Developments in funding and assessment models
Significant work has been undertaken in most jurisdictions in relation to funding and
assessment methods. Examples are presented in Box 5.2 for Victoria and Queensland. These
examples mostly relate to methods for managing the needs of people who have been
accepted into the CSDA service system.
The focus of this chapter is on methods for managing ‘unmet need’, specifically expressed
need for support via processes such as needs registers and application processes.
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Box 5.2 Examples of recent developments in funding and assessment models
Victoria
Significant re-development work is under way to shift the disability support system from funding of
‘places’ in specific service types to provision of individualised support packages to promote community
inclusion and self-determination of people with a disability. This will involve the consolidation of a number
of service activities into broadly two types of individualised support packages, namely Community Support
Packages (day program and community participation) and Personal Support Packages (for personal and
accommodation support).
The development of these packages will be underpinned and based on broad individual whole-of-life plans,
as well as developing individualised support delivery. The new Individualised Funding and Support
Framework focuses on working in partnership with people with a disability and their families to identify
their needs and aspirations, plans the support for their choice of lifestyle, coordinates support from both
formal and informal networks and provides ongoing monitoring and review of the implementation of the
individual’s package of support. The new framework will also shift the current crisis-driven focus of case
management to one of proactive early intervention and targeting people at major life transitions such as
transition from early childhood to school, young adults leaving school and people moving from home to
supported accommodation options.
Whilst the new framework will provide person-centred, needs-based assessment and planning, a project to
develop a mechanism to integrate assessment, planning, priority determination and resource allocation for
clients will be undertaken in 2002.
Queensland
Disability Services Queensland (DSQ) has recently commenced a major 18-month project on funding
reform. The project aims to:

� address the viability of non-government organisations to ensure that reliable infrastructure exists to
deliver services;

� develop a funding framework to accurately forecast future demand and cost models of support;

� develop a program framework to provide a coherent and consistent approach to DSQ’s funding
programs;

The outputs of this project may include new or revised service and funding models, an assessment of the
quantum of funding needed in the long term, revised service level agreements (contracts) and a ‘life stages’
model of support.
Source: Jurisdiction Survey responses for Victoria and Queensland.

Needs registers and other application processes
There is variation across jurisdictions in the mechanisms used to manage and record
expressed need and unmet need. Methods include full registers, partial registers, annual
application cycles and local or service-based application processes. Table 5.1 summarises
some important aspects of the main jurisdiction-wide or holistic methods currently used in
each jurisdiction to manage need and unmet need. The issues and implications of the
material presented in Table 5.1 are discussed in Section 5.3.
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5.3 What do these processes tell us about need and unmet need?

Data limitations
Limited data were initially provided from jurisdictions in response to the Jurisdiction Survey
(see Appendix 2) in relation to registers, waiting lists or application processes. In an effort to
obtain information in a comparable format, the AIHW then sought the following information
from all jurisdictions:

Numbers of people on the register/waiting list or making fairly 'centralised'
applications as at:
� 30 June 2000; and
� 30 June 2001;
(or over specified relevant time periods).
Characteristics of people on the list at 30 June 2000 and 30 June 2001 as well as
characteristics of people coming off the lists in 2000–01:
� age and sex
� disability groups
� support needs
� what they say they need (what list they are on/what they applied for)
� carer age (other details?)
� indigenous status
� priority rating (of the jurisdiction—with interpretation if not already sent to

AIHW)
� what services the person received (if anything) (that is, to estimate total number of

people who were on the list prior to July 2000 and started receiving services in
2000–01).

Some information was received from nearly all jurisdictions in response to this request. Only
Queensland was able to provide all of the information in the requested format.
Table 5.1 reveals that, for a number of reasons, it is not possible to simply pool data provided
from the various jurisdictions in relation to their main jurisdiction-wide method for
managing need in order to indicate unmet need in the broad service type areas at a national
level. These reasons include:
� Registration/application processes and their scope vary. Queensland has a full register

for all service types funded under the CSDA. That is, access to any service funded by
Disability Services Queensland must be obtained via the Disability Services Queensland
(DSQ) Register and associated Registration, Application and Funding database. New
South Wales, Victoria, Western Australia, South Australia and Tasmania have
established processes for registering need for certain service types. The Northern
Territory ran a submission process for unmet needs funding in 2000–01. The Australian
Capital Territory has a partial register that records applications from service providers
for additional funds. The Commonwealth, through Centrelink, has records of all people
referred by Centrelink to specialist disability employment services (that is, supported or
open employment services).
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� Eligibility for inclusion on the ‘lists’ (or to apply for funding) varies. In Tasmania, a
person has already been assessed as eligible for service before they are included on the
statewide register of unmet need. In the Commonwealth process, applicants referred to
disability employment services by Centrelink have already been assessed for eligibility
for a CSDA employment service via the Work Ability Tables (if ineligible for disability
employment services, applicants are referred to other suitable services such as the Job
Network). In New South Wales, only people with a disability defined under the
Disability Services Act who have identified risk factors and whose needs are unable to be
met by attempting to access services provided under the Disability Services Program are
eligible for inclusion on the Service Access System database.
Data from Queensland and the Northern Territory include people who have been or may
be at some point judged as ineligible for CSDA services. Ineligible people also appear to
be included on the main ‘list’ in the remaining jurisdictions with available data in this
area (that is, New South Wales, Victoria, and the Australian Capital Territory).
Thus, the data provided by Tasmania and New South Wales from their main registration
or application process include a restricted number of applicants compared with the
available data from other jurisdictions. The Commonwealth data presented are different
from other jurisdictions as they represent only those jobseekers referred for disability
employment assistance (following eligibility assessment using the Working Ability
Tables (WATs)) and do not include those jobseekers who were referred to other services
such as Job Network. In this sense, these figures also represent a restricted number of
applicants, compared with available data from other jurisdictions (that is, applicants on
some State/Territory registers may eventually be judged as being ineligible for CSDA
services but eligible for other services such as HACC).

� Assessment processes vary. A range of assessment tools is used within jurisdictions,
depending on factors such as service type and agency preference. Apart from the
application forms developed by jurisdictions, it appears rare for jurisdictions to
recommend the use of particular assessment tools across the sector. For example, the
following assessment tools were the only ones referred to in response to the Jurisdiction
Survey:
– the Inventory of Client and Agency Planning (ICAP), used for day options in

Tasmania to provide a score around clients’ ability to perform a variety of self care
and independent living functions (the tool does not map directly to funding levels as
it does not relate to an actual number of hours of support required but rather a range
of hours);

– the Estimate of Requirement for Staff Support Instrument (ERSSI), used in Western
Australia as part of the process of estimating accommodation support costs (Western
Australia is also investigating the ICAP);

– the Support Needs Assessment and the ICAP, used in relation to some individualised
packages in Victoria (for people eligible under the Intellectually Disabled Persons
Services Act 1986 only) to enable grouping of clients with similar support needs and
resource banding;

– the WATS, used by Centrelink on behalf of the Commonwealth, to determine which
jobseekers are referred to specialist disability employment services; and

– the Disability Pre-employment Instrument and the Disability Maintenance
Instrument used by the Commonwealth (in conjunction with the Job Seeker
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Classification Instrument administered by Centrelink) in the Case Based Funding
Trial for employment services, to determine funding levels.

The tools mentioned are generally designed for use in quite specific circumstances. They
are often used by funding departments to enable grouping of clients with similar support
needs to ensure that clients with similar needs receive similar levels of funding.
There is therefore little standardisation across jurisdictions in assessment tools or
application processes, except where CSDA MDS data items are included in application
forms. The practice of including CSDA MDS data items in application forms varies across
jurisdictions but appears to be considered most important in Queensland and Western
Australia.

� Methods for prioritising applicants and managing vacancies vary. Many application
forms advise applicants that eligibility alone will not ensure access to services, that is,
that access to services also depends on priority or urgency of need. All jurisdictions have
established mechanisms for prioritising applicants, generally based on urgency of need
rather than need alone. Criteria used to establish urgency are very similar across the
country and generally include factors such as: age or health risks to the primary carer;
homelessness; risk of abuse or neglect; risk of diminishing abilities due to an
unsatisfactory environment; and contact with the criminal justice system. Most
jurisdictions use a system of priority committees or panels, usually at a regional level, to
establish priority (for example, Queensland, Victoria, New South Wales, Tasmania and
Western Australia).

Data available from jurisdictions
A selection of the data provided by jurisdictions in response to the above information
request is presented in Tables 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4. Some caution should be exercised in
comparing the data provided from each jurisdiction as the process, scope and eligibility
arrangements for each process vary widely (see above and Table 5.1). In addition, some
jurisdictions expressed concern about using waiting list data to indicate unmet need (for
example, the Northern Territory was concerned that not all potential applicants such as
people living in rural areas and Indigenous people had access to the unmet needs funding
process). Finally not all people on registers are necessarily eligible for CSDA-funded services
and not all people who need support will apply for inclusion on registers.
With these data limitations in mind, the following tables are presented to illustrate both the
type of information that is currently available from unmet need registration and application
processes and the type of information that could be available if consistent methods for
managing need were employed across jurisdictions. Jurisdiction-specific data from Table 5.4
are extrapolated to the Australian population in the process of ‘triangulating’ estimates of
unmet need developed using other data sources (see Chapter 7).

Numbers of applicants
Table 5.2 presents available data on the number of people included in the jurisdiction’s main
register or application process at 30 June 2000 and 30 June 2001, along with the number and
percentage of people that were moved off the ‘list’ in this period. The table reveals the
following:
� Baseline information about the number of people on ‘lists’ at 30 June 2000 (that is, prior

to the injection of ‘unmet needs’ funding) is only available for Victoria, Queensland and
one South Australian Options Coordination agency. Information is not available for other
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jurisdictions either because the main method is a relatively new phenomenon or because
data are not routinely available from their current systems in the requested format.

� Substantially more information was available in relation to people on ‘lists’ at 30 June
2001. The number of people on the lists varies widely across jurisdictions.

� About half the jurisdictions were able to provide some information on the number of
people moved off the ‘list’ in 2000–01. It is difficult to comment with confidence on the
proportion of people moved off lists during 2000–01 as there are definitional differences
across States. For example, in Queensland and the Northern Territory, the number of
people removed from the list in 2000–01 only includes people who were assessed as
eligible and received funding. In Victoria, in addition to these people, a small number of
those moved off the list may have withdrawn from the list due to change in
circumstances, moving, death or inappropriate assessment, etc. The New South Wales
figure of 523 applicants moved off the list in 2000–01 is not included in the table as it
specifically includes all those judged as eligible, rather than those who had received
funding at 30 June 2001. Finally, it should be noted that people who are ‘moved off a list’
are not necessarily having all of their needs for formal service being met (that is, in the
Northern Territory, although a person received some service in 2000–01 they may appear
on the ‘list’ in 2001–02).

� Nevertheless, for State/Territory services, the registers or application processes indicate
that there were between six and 24 times more people seeking services in 2000–01 than
were removed from the list (usually because they were offered a service). While cross-
jurisdiction comparisons are not sensible, jurisdiction-specific figures suggest that unmet
needs still exist and that long waiting times are likely. This is consistent with the
information provided at peak discussions (see Chapter 7) and some additional
information provided by jurisdictions. For example, the Victorian response directed the
AIHW to a question in the Victorian parliament in October 2001 (VICHANSARD 2001).
The official record of the question states that ‘for the year ending 30 June 2001, 234
people waiting for a Shared Supported Accommodation place, were removed from the
Service Needs Register. These people either received a place in a Shared Supported
Accommodation facility or a package of tailored services which met their
accommodation needs. People who received a Shared Supported Accommodation place
or package of tailored service waited an average of 810 days. One person was relocated
from an institutional to a community-based option’.

� Data from the Commonwealth registration process for employment services indicate that
people who apply to Centrelink for employment assistance and who are subsequently
referred to specialist disability employment services are very likely to receive a service
(around 80%). This is at least partly because people who are referred to specialist
disability employment services have already undergone a streaming process in order to
obtain that referral (that is, their eligibility has been assessed via the Job Seeker
Classification Instrument, Work Ability Tables and involvement of a Centrelink
Disability Officer or Disability and Carer Team member).

Priority ratings of applicants
Table 5.3 provides details of the priority ratings for applicants on ‘lists’ at June 2001. It is
clear that stringent priority criteria apply in all States and Territories, relating to the risk of
immediate family or informal support systems breaking down. These strict priority criteria
appear to be designed to lower the expectations of applicants and/or to genuinely reflect a
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system that can only deal with the most urgent cases. The data presented in Table 5.3 show
that, for example:
� 29% of people on the Queensland Registration, Application and Funding database are

rated as being priority 1 (the highest rating, requiring immediate intervention);
� 42% of people on the South Australian Adult Physical and Neurological Options

Coordination database have priority 1 (the highest rating, indicating immediate and
high risk);

� 36% of people on the South Australian Intellectual Disability Services Council Options
Coordination database are rated as having urgent priority (the highest rating); and

� 65% of people on the Victorian Service Needs Register for accommodation support
(HomeFirst) are rated as urgent priority (the highest rating).

Where available, priority ratings are also presented for people coming off ‘lists’ in 2000–01.
The data show that:
� in Queensland, of the people coming off the register in 2000–01, 71% (138 from 194

people) had the highest priority rating ‘1’; and
� in South Australia, the Intellectual Disability Services Council Options Coordination data

indicate that, of the people coming off the ‘list’ in 2000–01, 71% (48 from 68 people) had
the highest priority rating ‘urgent’.

In both Queensland and South Australia, a person’s chance of being moved off the list
during the 2000–01 year diminished as their priority rating decreased.
The limited data in Table 5.3 strongly suggest both that there are remaining unmet needs for
CSDA services and that these unmet needs are often experienced by people and families
who have been judged as having the jurisdiction’s highest possible rating (for example,
critical, urgent, immediate).

Service types or supports requested by applicants
Table 5.4 details the type of service requested by applicants on the main jurisdiction-wide
‘list’ at 30 June 2001. The table shows that in most cases data cannot be used to indicate
unmet need in each of the broad CSDA service type categories at a jurisdiction level. This is
because needs are not described consistently across jurisdictions, nor in terms of CSDA MDS
service types. Although data are incomplete or missing for some jurisdictions, the table
suggests that there are substantial levels of need in most of the major service type areas,
particularly accommodation support and community access.
The data in Table 5.4 should not be compared across jurisdictions for the reasons outlined
above. However, the data are used in Chapter 7 to compare with other estimates of unmet
need for specific service types. This is achieved by extrapolating jurisdiction-specific figures
for the number of people requesting a specific service type to the entire Australian
population.
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5.4 Summary and discussion
Jurisdiction methods for managing expressed need generally exist alongside planning
mechanisms around potential need (usually based on population data) and developments in
assessment and funding methods. Only the main method for managing expressed need is
discussed in detail in this chapter.
Processes for managing expressed need vary across jurisdictions in terms of the process,
scope, application and assessment methods. Across all jurisdictions, except the
Commonwealth, there is a theme of managing according to urgency of need rather than need
alone. That is, all States/Territories have priority rating systems and generally acknowledge
in application processes that there may be more people eligible than will immediately be
able to receive services. The Commonwealth, on the other hand, is dealing with a specific
service type (employment), and only considers for its service those passing a service
eligibility test.
Jurisdictions thus employ different processes for managing expressed need, record the
associated data in different ways and have varied capacity for retrieving and collating such
data. Some jurisdictions have concerns about the limitations of their available data. Their
concerns include that not all people on the lists are necessarily eligible, some people who
would be eligible will not be on the list because they have been discouraged, do not have
access due to language, or geographical barriers, and so on. In combination, these factors
mean that data must be analysed with caution.
Nevertheless, the data from registration lists provide very useful information to support
some of the other data sources used in this study. In particular, the data on service types
requested by people on the jurisdiction ‘lists’, when extrapolated to the national level, can be
used to ‘triangulate’ the estimates of remaining shortfalls (see Chapter 7).
It is promising to note that two jurisdictions have incorporated the vast majority of CSDA
MDS items into their main registration or application processes (Queensland and Western
Australia). If other jurisdictions made more use of the CSDA MDS data set (recently
redeveloped by the AIHW in cooperation with the National Disability Administrators), it is
possible that registration data could be more readily comparable in future. This could enable
jurisdictions to share information relatively easily and allow the regular compilation of
national data on unmet need. The development of needs registers and processes in recent
years is generally a welcome development and, if coordinated across jurisdictions more
closely in future, could provide very useful information on which to base ongoing
monitoring of unmet need.
The value in using CSDA MDS data items is particularly notable in relation to the ‘support
needs’ data item. This data item asks agencies to describe the level of support a person
requires in a range of life domains, including self care, mobility, communication,
interpersonal interactions and relationships, working, education and domestic life. These life
domains and the associated scale have been developed to be consistent with the
International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) and the ABS Survey
of Disability, Ageing and Carers. Previous AIHW work on the CSDA MDS support needs
question (commissioned by the National Disability Administrators) found that most
assessment tools used in CSDA-funded agencies can be mapped to the life domains
described in the ICF, and related to some of the measures in the ABS Survey of Disability,
Ageing and Carers. One jurisdiction noted in their response that ‘the real issue with costing
is assessment of support needs and until there is national consistency in that it will be
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difficult to develop a funding formula acceptable to all jurisdictions’. As jurisdictions strive
to increase consistency in the way applicants and clients are assessed for services, it should
be noted that a consistent framework into which a range of assessment tools can be mapped
already exists in the redeveloped CSDA MDS. Support needs information will be available
for all CSDA clients in 2003.
In conclusion, the numbers of people on lists, in combination with information about their
priority rating and limited information about the priority rating of people actually moved off
lists, strongly suggest remaining unmet needs in the sector. This is consistent with peak
discussions.


