Participant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 31 December 2020 (exposur
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Service provider indicators

Number of registered and active providers that provided supports in a category

mTotal payments ($m)  OPlan budget not utilised ($m) mTotal payments ($m)  OPlan budget not utilised ($m)

Plan utilisation

by age group by primary disability by

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Autism
0to6
Developmental Delay and
Global Developmental
Delay
7to14
Intellectual Disability and
Down Syndrome
s -
Psychosocial disability -
o - Other disabiies -
= Hurstville (C) = New South Wales mHurstville (C) = New South Wales

Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of

mTotal payments ($m)  EPlan budget not utilised ($m) mTotal payments

level of function

0

8

50% 100%

Major Cities
High

Regional

Medium
Remote/Very remote

Low
Missing
®Hurstville (C) = New South Wales ® Hurstville

to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain limif

($m)  OPlan budget not utilised ($m)

by remoteness rating

0% 50% 100%

10 or fewer participants

10 or fewer participants

10 or fewer participants

10 or fewer participants

©) = New South Wales

Hurstville (C)
New South Wales

by Indigenous status

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

——

Indigenous
Non-indigenous

= Hursville (C)

New South Wales
Relative to state average

40.78
4,664.04

10 or fewer participants
10 or fewer participants

Missing

= New South Wales

1.09x

by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0 100 200 300 400 500 0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300 0 100 200 300 400 500 350 350
300 300
High 200 g 200 g &
2 3
£ £ £
150 g 150 g g
Developmental Delay and - z ] ]
Global Developmental Delay 100 &3) 100 E E
7to14 - Regional 10 or fewer participants 50 g 50 05 g
E] E1 El
o Hm 0
o ) @ ° = a a - =3
Intellectual Disability and 3 3 2 1= =] =] 2 e
2 > 5 = < 5 =
i 2 g s 2
15t0 24 _ Remote/Very remote 10 or fewer participants s
z
Psychosocial disability - m Hurstville (C) m Hurstville (C)
Low
25 plus » Missing 10 or fewer participants Registered active service providers This panel shows the number of registered service
Other disabilities Hurstville (C) 389 providers that have provided a support to a participant with
New South Wales 4,264 each participant characteristic, over the exposure period
Australia 9,969
= Hurstville (C) m Hurstille (C) = Hurstville (C) ® Hurstville (C)
Average number of participants per provider
by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0 5 10 15 20 0 1000 2000 3000 4000 0 10 20 30 40 0 100 200 300 400 25 20
! 2 25
Autism . .
0t06 Major Cities 2 g 20 8 4 2
. £t z T T
High 15 g8 g g2
] 15 S s 8
R K 8§ &
10 o o a a a
Developmental Delay and 3 ‘g 10 ‘g ‘g o)
Global Developmental Delay | : 3 H : 3
10 or fewer participants 5 == et bl
7t014 Regional I 55 5 I 5 55
NN B | B DL R B | DL
- @ @ - =3 o a ° =3
Intellectual Disability and Medium 3 3 % = F 2 % =
Down Syndrome 5 8 B 2 8] o 12} o
2 2 = = < = =
| 3 35 E s ]
10 or fewer participants £ £ =4
1510 24 Remote/Very remote 5
z
Psychosocial disability m Hurstville (C) = New South Wales m Hurstville (C) = New South Wales
Low 10 or f ici
' Missin 0 or fewer participants Participants per provider This panel shows the ratio between the number of active
25 plus Other disabiliies 9 L participants, and the number of registered service
_ 10 or fewer participants providers that provided a support, over the exposure
period
Australia 414
u Hurstville (C) = New South Wales u Hurstville (C) = New South Wales = Hurstville (C) = New South Wales m Hurstville (C) = New South Wales
Plan utilisation
Payments and total plan budget not sed ($m)
by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0 10 20 30 0 10 20 0 10 20 30 0 20 40 60 20 40
25 o * ‘
wisn IR : - N " N
0to6 1 Major Cities 20 (% ) \ ] 2
High § 25 8 g
k=3 =
| 15 20 £
Developmental Delay and .y 15 = =
Global Developmental Delay 10 % % g
P Y 8 10 ks 8
7to14 Regional 10 or fewer participants 5 5 5 5]
S 5 ) =)
Bl el e
Intell | Disabili d ‘ 0 0
Intellectual Disability an i @ a 2 2 a o 2 =
Down Syndrome - Medium h § § 3 & 2 2 ] H
- g @ @ 2 3} 3} @ £
k=) > = s z = s
‘ b=} ° 2 S 2
- 2 2 S
15t0 24 Remote/Very remote 10 or fewer participants = z
I s
z
Psychosocial disability m
mTotal payments ($m) O Plan budget not utilised ($m) m Total payments ($m)  BPlan budget not utilised ($m)
‘ Low Q This panel shows the total value of payments over the
25 plus \‘\ Other disabilities = Missing 10 or fewer participants Total plan budgets ($m) exposure period, which includes payments to providers,

participants and off-system (in-kind and YPIRAC). Total
plan budgets for the exposure period that has not been
utilised is also shown

by CALD status

90%
80%
70%
60% 2 2
5 5
50% k-3 =3
k]
40% 5 ]
g g8
30% 3 g3
20% ] 28
10% = &
S ]
0%
9 =] ki g
2 2 g 7
© Q @ 2
5 3 =
z z

= Hurstville (C) = New South Wales

This panel shows plan utilisation over the exposure period,
which includes payments to providers, participants and off-
system (in-kind and YPIRAC)




icipant Category Detailed Dashboard as at 31 December period: 1 April 2020 to 30 September
LGA: Hurstville (C) | Support Category: All | All Participants

Outcomes indicator on choice and control

by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 60%
100rf 0% 50%
or fewer participants Auti . "
0to 6 P P utism Major Cities 60% " o
10 or fewer participants High 50% g2 40% g -
g 8 3 g 3
8 2 s S 2
40% gg 30% S g8
Developmental Delay and 19 or fewer participants 3 g 8 8 8
Global Developmental 1004 s r| ‘p e 30% ; g 20% g ; g
. Del or fewer participan 10 or fewer participants
7014 10 or fewer participants elay Regional particip 20% E} ; 5 ; z
10 ot feverparcpans . ss 1 B
SI=] = S o
23 2 a3
Intellectual Disability and Medium 0% 0%
Down Syndrome 2 4 3 2 g [} 2 =
- 2 2 4 3 g 8 g 8
e 10 or fewer participants g 3 @ s o Q 7] £
Remot t g = 8 5 3
151024 emote/Very remote g g ] s 3
<
Psychosocial disability - 2
mHurstville (C) mNSW mHurstville (C) =NSW
Low 10 or fewer participants
Missing - v
. Proportion of participants who reported that
25pl I . . -
plus Other disabilities - 10 or fewer participants they choose who supports them This panel shows the proportion of participants who
reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they
choose who supports them
. ; ; Relative to state average 0.86x
W Hurstville (C) BNSW m Hurstville (C) mNSW W Hurstville (C) BNSW W Hurstville (C) BNSW
Has the NDIS helped you have more choices and more control over your life?
by age group by primary disability by level of function by remoteness rating by Indigenous status by CALD status
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%  gi 90%
70% 80%
i i 70%
0106 10 or fewer participants Autism - Major Cities 60%
: i 2 60% 2 2 2
10 or fewer participants High 50% £ H =]
s g 3
=3 50% 4 =3
40% S 8 S 8
£
Developmental Delay and | 10.or fewer partipants % g o H g8
Global Developmental 100 rikipants 100r¥ i s 30 gg 30% 5 5 5
ici or fewer participant or fewer participan
To14 10 or fewer participants Delay Regional 20% £ 20% H gé
10 or fewer participants _ 10% S 10% S S
E1 2 a3
L 0% 0%
Intellectual Disability and Medium ’ @ a o o o a ° <3
Down Syndrome 3 3 jo} £ puu pr) 2 =
- £ £ 8 8 S 3 8 2
10 or fewer participants 23 g I < o 8} 7 £
Remote/Very remote S S 3 < 3
15t0 24 £ £ z z z
<
S
Psychosocial disability - -4
mHurstville (C) =NSW mHurstville (C) =NSW
Low 10 or fewer participants
Missing
25 plus . - 10 or fewer participants Proportion of participants who reported that the
Other disabilities NDIS has helped with choice and control This panel shows the proportion of participants who
Hurstville (C) 71% reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the
New South Wales 72% NDIS has helped with choice and control
= Hurstville (C) ENSW mHurstville (C) mNSW = Hurstville (C) HNSW mHurstville (C) mNSW Relative to state average 0.98x
Support category summary
Active participants with Registered active Participants Total plan Outcomes indicator on | Has the NDIS helped with
Support category approved plans providers per provider budgets ($m) Average plan budget ($) Payments ($m) Average payments ($) Utilisati choice and control choice and control?
Core
Consumables 872 95 9.2 0.78 895 0.51 587 66% 43% 2%
Daily Activities 873 131 6.7 21.27 24,364 18.86 21,604 89% 43% 2%
Community 872 101 8.6 7.82 8,968 4.48 5,134 57% 43% 2%
Transport 877 1 877.0 141 1,611 1.44 1,637 102% 43% 2%
Core total 880 219 4.0 31.28 35,549 25.28 28,733 81% 43% 72%
Capacity Building
Daily Activities 1,015 188 5.4 5.15 5,071 3.48 3,428 68% 43% 2%
Employment 81 18 45 0.62 7,618 0.36 4,437 58% 31% 65%
Relationships 141 25 5.6 0.53 3,746 0.32 2,265 60% 10% 64%
Social and Civic 76 13 5.8 017 2,198 0.05 668 30% 53% 7%
Support Coordination 351 103 34 0.80 2,281 0.62 1,769 78% 34% 70%
Capacity Building total 1,030 262 3.9 7.75 7,521 5.22 5,070 67% 43% 71%
Capital
Assistive Technology 264 58 4.6 1.20 4,555 0.74 2,820 62% 57% 76%
Home Modifications 88 10 8.8 0.54 6,181 0.40 4,495 73% 33% 64%
Capital total 305 66 4.6 1.75 5,726 1.14 3,738 65% 50% 72%
All support categories 1,049 389 2.7 40.78 38,872 31.65 30,169 78% 43% 71%
Note: Only the major support categories are shown.
Note: A utilisation rate may be above 100% due to the fungibility of core supports. This refers to the ability of participants to use their funding flexibly between different support types, albeit within certain limitations.
Indicator definitions
Active participants with approved plans Number of active participants who have an approved plan and reside in the LGA / have supports relating to the support category in their plan
Registered active providers Number of registered service providers that have provided a support to a participant within the LGA / support category, over the exposure period
Participants per provider Ratio between the number of active participants and the number of registered service providers
Total plan budgets Value of supports committed in participant plans for the exposure period
Payments Value of all payments over the exposure period, including payments to providers, payments to participants, and off-system payments (in-kind and Younger People In Residential Aged Care (YPIRAC))
Utilisation Ratio between payments and total plan budgets
Outcomes indicator on choice and control Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that they choose who supports them
Has the NDIS helped with choice and control? Proportion of participants who reported in their most recent outcomes survey that the NDIS has helped with choice and control




