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1 Executive Summary 

The CoS Programme asked Apis, part of Accenture, to conduct a Funding Model Analysis to 

inform the forthcoming New Policy Proposal to be presented in the Budget process of 

FY2020-21 in October 2020. The purpose of the analysis was to: 

• Explore potential funding models to achieve individualised client service funding and 

an efficient delivery mechanism in line with the broad policy objectives of the CoS 

Programme; and 

• Recommend a preferred CoS funding model to inform policy options, including 

timeframes for implementation. 

The CoS Programme has reached a turning point. Clients will no longer transition into the 

program after 1 July 20201. This turning point offers the program the opportunity to 

reconsider and recalibrate how it delivers its policy objectives, and particularly how it funds 

continuity of support for CoS Clients. 

The CoS Programme’s Funding Model Analysis project explored potential funding models 

that achieve individualised client service funding and an efficient delivery mechanism 

consistent with the policy objectives of the CoS Programme. The details behind the 

development of the funding model options are recorded in the Annex A - Strawman 

Funding Model Report (attached). 

Consideration of the pressures faced by the CoS Programme led to design requirements for 

the future funding model: 

• Needs based: The level of funding support is based on need  

• Nationally consistent: The level of funding support is equivalent for people with 

similar needs within the CoS Programme across regions 

• Program equivalence: The level of funding support is equivalent with support 

provided to people with similar needs in other government funded programs  

• Consumer choice: Consumer choice is available for the CoS Client (or their legal 

guardian or advocate)  

• Efficiency: Administrative and cost efficiencies are designed into the model   

• Flexibility: Departmental administration of the program is simplified and made more 

flexible  

• Sustainability: Costs are sustainable for the life of the program. 

 
1 This analysis assumes that the CoS Programme is a closed program. If the program is re-opened in the future, 
the analysis here will no longer apply. 
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From a range of about ten possibilities, five funding model options were identified as viable 

‘strawmen’ from which the CoS Programme might select a preferred model. 

Discussions with the CoS Programme team identified a range of policy responses to the 

pressures the CoS Programme is facing, listed below: 

• Reposition the funding approach from provider-centric to client-centric 

• Harmonise support for clients nationally, and with other programs 

• Address changing client needs systematically 

• Operate the programme efficiently. 

Working with the CoS Programme team, priority was assigned to some of the design 

requirements (particularly, efficiency, flexibility, and national consistency) that re-weighted 

the strawmen options; Option 2 – grant-funding of disability support providers became the 

preferred model, albeit with some modifications to account for program pressures. The 

preferred funding model was developed with the following elements: 

• Grants to intermediaries (providers) on behalf of individual clients 

• The grant amount for each client is tied to a support plan that arises from a needs 

assessment 

• Grant payment amounts are reviewed and, if necessary, amended once before each 

payment milestone. 

This funding model might be implemented in the forthcoming CRM system as follows: 

 

Community Grants Hub – Grants Payment 

System 

Disability Support for Older Australians – 

Client Relationship Management 

One support plan per client; one or more 

services per plan 
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One funding agreement per 

intermediary/provider; one or more clients per 

agreement 

Each agreement includes a management 

service, to coordinate support provision for all 

funded clients 

Changes to payment milestones less than ±10% 

are a “Notice of Change” not a variation of the 

agreement 

Each service plan includes an Annual Needs 

Review service, and a contingency amount to 

accommodate incremental or incidental 

changes in service delivery (10% of support 

plan funding amount) 

Provider updates support plan (through 

Provider Portal) as regular reporting 

requirement (tied to payment milestones) 

There are some implementation concerns that must be managed and addressed to 

successfully move to the new funding model: 

• Who will conduct the needs assessments? And with what tools? – some assessors 

and some assessment instruments exist in the disability support and aged care 

space; selecting an appropriate arrangement to support the CoS Programme’s policy 

objectives is a key implementation task. 

• Funding agreements must incorporate client direction on spend – this requirement 

assures the clients of choice and control in their support needs arrangements. 

• The intermediary agreement must account for role variation of the intermediary 

(provider/agent) – sometimes the intermediary will be the provider of some, or all, 

of the support needs for the client, sometimes they will only coordinate other 

providers of support services. 

• Alignment of funding levels to NDIS pricing schedule must be further investigated – 

initial estimates indicate that adopting the NDIS Price Schedule may potentially raise 

the CoS funding envelope by as much as 50%, which is indicative of the disparity 

between current CoS and NDIS funding, particularly in group home settings where 

CoS clients and NDIS participants share accommodation. A gradual move of the CoS 

funding levels to parity with the NDIS Price Schedule would be difficult as NDIS prices 

move each year and interim funding levels would be disconnected from actual 

support service costs. 

• A Support Needs Framework must be defined – it is critical to define the 

appropriate policy settings to identify the types of disability and age-related support 

that the CoS Programme offers to allow clients to be properly assessed for support 

and funding, to transparently manage the change of clients’ needs over time, and to 

define appropriate pathways for support the changing needs of clients, including 

potential transition to aged care. 
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• Implement the new CRM solution – efficient management of the programme 

centred on client support plans will require the implementation of the new CRM 

solution; this approach to program management will also rationalise the 

management of funding agreements with providers. 

• Revise delegation levels and locations – the financial delegations for funding 

agreement changes should be reviewed and the Community Grants Hub provided 

the delegation to manage changes to the funding agreements ‘in the normal course 

of business.’ 

• Introduce other funding agreement enhancements – when new funding 

agreements are offered to providers to reflect the new approach to funding, some 

important characteristics should be included, such as longer-term agreements with 

revisable future payment amounts, the ability to recoup overpayments in one 

payment milestone by a reduction of monies in the next payment milestone, and 

reporting of how each payment was expended at the next payment milestone. 

• Accommodation of ongoing Aged Care reform – there are several initiatives in train 

in the Aged Care sector that might affect the CoS Programme and they should be 

monitored and accommodated in the implementation of the new funding model. 
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2 Introduction 

The CoS Programme Funding Model Analysis project was established to develop insights and 

information to inform the development of a New Policy Proposal (NPP) for submission to 

the Mid-Year Economic Forecast Outlook (MYEFO) process in FY2020-21. Subsequent events 

(a global pandemic) have changed that MYEFO process into the budget process for FY2020-

21. 

This report presents the results of the development of a funding model for the CoS 

Programme. The purpose, objectives and scope of the Funding Model Analysis project are 

described below.  

2.1 Project Purpose 

To develop funding models and analysis to inform the future policy for the CoS Programme, 

which includes: 

• Completing a quality assurance of the current available CoS data. 

• Exploring potential funding models to achieve individualised client service funding 

and an efficient delivery mechanism in line with the broad policy objectives of the 

CoS Programme. 

• Ensuring the potential funding models accommodate existing funding approaches 

including  the Accommodation Management Grant (AMG) and account for the 

increased business costs of transitioning clients from state-operated services to non-

government entities.  

• Providing an analysis of 3-5 potential funding models for CoS, including outlining the 

risks and opportunities associated with each model. 

• Providing a cost benefit analysis of the potential funding models, including an impact 

statement on the implications for  policy, legislation, service providers, and clients 

including the timeframes for transition and change management considerations. 

• Recommending a preferred CoS funding model to inform policy options, including 

timeframes for implementation. 

2.2 Project Objectives 

The CoS Programme NPP Support project aims to: 

• Quality assure the current CoS data 
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• Identify a potential funding model for the CoS Programme that predicts the program 

budget necessary to provide continuity of support for CoS Clients 

• Define an implementation approach for adopting that funding model to inform the 

New Policy Proposal scheduled for the 2020-21 Mid-Year Economic Fiscal Outlook 

(MEFO)/budget process commencing in July 2020. 

2.3 Project Scope 

The CoS Programme NPP Support project is operating within the following scope: 

CoS Programme scope 

• Ensure COAG commitment to deliver Continuity of Support is honoured 

• Primary focus on securing funding for providers that preserves the viability of the 

program as the client base diminishes. 

• Secondary focus on rationalising funding according to client need/support. 

NPP Support Project scope 

• Propose a funding approach for the CoS Programme after the last new entrants 

transition that  provides long-term viability 

• Establish evidence-based models to predict funding requirements that takes account 

of client exit rates, additional support requirements and program management costs 

• Inform the NPP with a preferred funding model. 
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3 Rationale and Context 

The CoS Programme has reached a turning point. Clients will no longer transition into the 

program after 1 July 20202. This turning point offers the program the opportunity to 

reconsider and recalibrate how it delivers its policy objectives, and particularly how it funds 

continuity of support for CoS Clients. 

3.1 CoS Programme History 

The CoS Programme responds to COAG’s commitment to ensure ongoing support for a 

closed cohort of older people with disability aged 65 years and over (or 50 years and over 

for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people). This cohort was receiving state or territory 

administered specialist disability services at the time of the National Disability Insurance 

Scheme (NDIS) as they transitioned out of their state or territory funded disability support 

program. 

The mid-implementation program review reports: 

“Consistent with priorities under the National Disability Strategy, the initial design of CoS (in 

2015) was informed by targeted consultation with a broad range of stakeholders. … This 

consultation identified a range of design priorities and influences including: 

• maintaining philosophies that have importance for people with a disability such as 

maximising choice and control (e g. through portability options); 

• delivering ‘local’ continuity through maintaining the same service types, support levels, 

funding models; service providers, fee policies and state quality arrangements;  

• minimising the impact on clients and providers (e.g. maintaining same providers and 

quality arrangements); 

• management of cost issues such as historical underfunding by states, expected versus 

actual client exit rates and client volume and costs not aligning with Bilateral 

Agreements (e.g. pricing to match state levels and creating an exit trigger for clients to 

leave CoS); 

• the critical reliance on states and territories (e.g. providing detail on state service 

models and delivering accurate data on client volume and provider funding); and 

• acknowledging inequities between CoS, aged care and the NDIS (e.g. development of 

Additional Support policy to support more vulnerable clients who might be 

disadvantaged by moving to aged care). 

 
2 This analysis assumes that the CoS Programme is a closed program. If the program is re-opened in the future, 
the analysis here will no longer apply. 
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Subsequent program design reflects these priorities and delivers a national program which 

(largely) replicates state arrangements with the following exceptions to promote national 

consistency and address Commonwealth grant requirements:  

• expanded reporting across ALL service types to deliver better transparency (under the 

previous AIHW data set not all service types were reported against);  

• annual and as-needed reviews of client supports undertaken by providers or sub-

contracted from other organisations from within existing funding; 

• consolidation of existing individualised funding arrangements into three distinct 

Individual Support Packages (ISP) models; 

• an amended ISP Direct Funding model where clients receive cash from a third-party 

grant recipient (not government) to purchase supports; and 

• a bespoke funding agreement for CoS providers committing them to: maintaining 

existing fees; not rolling over unspent funds; and reduced funding as each client exits.” 

3.2 Background 

The current approach to determining funding for the CoS Programme was developed to 

expedite the transition of clients from the former State/Territory government-funded 

disability support services to the CoS Programme. The fundamental principle underlying the 

current funding approach is: “The CoS Programme will fund equivalent care and services 

that support older people to achieve similar outcomes to those they were achieving prior to 

transition.” 3,4 

Other parameters in the current funding model are: 

• Increasing costs of delivering support services over time are accounted for by a 3.5% 

p.a. indexation rate agreed in the Bilateral Agreements; the program has applied 

2.5% of that indexation to annual increases in funding and held 1%  to address 

additional support needs that arise within the year. 

• If a client’s needs are assessed as having changed, they are expected to move to 

Aged Care programs and ‘exit’ the CoS Programme. If they do not accept the offer to 

transition to Aged Care programs to receive the necessary additional support (as a 

 
3 CoS Programme Manual, Section 1.12, page 14. It goes on to say, “For individual service providers, pricing of 
individual units of service or supports (service outputs) will generally reflect the historical level of funding 
provided under state-based specialist disability services.” 
4 In most jurisdictions (not Western Australia), the funding profile for the CoS Programme was built on 
inaccurate 2013-14 data provided by state and territory governments. In most cases, although client numbers 
are much lower than anticipated, their support costs are significantly higher than those agreed in Bilateral 
Agreements. This reflects a range of factors including historical underfunding, lack of client support reviews, 
and outdated state-based cost and service models (e.g. large residential facilities). 
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matter of choice, or because Aged Care programs are not configured to provide 

needed disability supports), the provider may make an application to have the 

additional support funded by the CoS Programme. If agreed by the CoS Programme, 

this will result in an increase in the funds paid to the provider. 

o The program originally determined to draw additional support funding from 

the 1% held back from being applied to indexation or from quarantined 

Commonwealth Home Support Program (CHSP) funds. 

• If a client’s changed needs are to be addressed in the CoS Programme, two pathways 

currently exist: 

o If the client is in Supported Accommodation and requires further funding for 

additional support, it may be requested within the CoS Programme (funding 

requests are uncapped and determined by assessment) 

o If the client is living in their home and the funding for the client’s additional 

support needs is less than $8,000, the support can be sought through the 

Commonwealth Home Support Program (CHSP). This can occur without the 

client leaving the CoS Programme5. 

• Clients that exit the program are no longer funded by the CoS Programme and 

payments to providers are reduced from the next quarter following notification to 

the Department of the exit, by the proportionate amount that they were previously 

receiving for the exited client. 

o Proportionate reductions of funding to providers because of client exits 

during the financial year leaves funds in the current appropriation to meet 

changing needs; if the notice of exit occurs in the annual end-of-Agreement 

acquittal, the funds are recouped through a Debtor’s Tax Invoice (DTI) and 

returned to Consolidated Revenue (i.e. unavailable to the program to 

redistribute). 

o The program initially estimated an 8.5% exit rate (on the client data provided 

by state/territory governments). 

• CoS Programme funding does not to support capital costs of providing disability 

support services. 

o In 2018-19, the CoS Programme introduced the Accommodation 

Management Grant (AMG)6 for additional payments to supported 

 
5 The CoS Programme is currently seeking approval to vary these funding guidelines to allow CoS Clients living 
in their home to seek additional funding from the CoS Programme, and for those funding requests to be 
uncapped. 
6 AMG was a direct response to Specialist Disability Accommodation payments made under the NDIS to 
promote equity, especially where CoS clients shared a facility with younger NDIS clients (i.e. a shared 
provider). 
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accommodation providers for the refurbishment or maintenance of 

accommodation facilities.  

Most of the funding in the CoS Programme is paid to providers as grants, in advance. In 

2019-20, 22% of funding is delivered through Individual Support Packages (ISPs) either 

directly to clients (direct funding), or to a provider on the client’s behalf (intermediary or 

service provider funding). Clients accessing ISPs direct the funding to the services that they 

require. 
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4 Funding Model Analysis 

The project explored potential funding models that achieve individualised client service 

funding and an efficient delivery mechanism consistent with the policy objectives of the CoS 

Programme. The details behind the development of the funding model options are recorded 

in the Annex A - Strawman Funding Model Report (attached) and summarised here. 

In analysing potential funding models the project considered the following lenses: 

• Is the approach to determining the funding within the program post-transition 

appropriate for ongoing operations? 

• Is the program able to monitor and manage client’s services to assure continuity of 

support? 

• To what extent is the program able to accommodate CoS clients’ changing needs for 

support? 

• To what extent does the program’s funding affect the viability or sustainability of 

providers? 

• Is the program operating efficiently (optimised costs in providers and the 

Department)? 

Consideration of those matters led to design requirements for any future funding model: 

• Needs based: The level of funding support is based on need  

• Nationally consistent: The level of funding support is equivalent for people with 

similar needs within the CoS Programme across regions 

• Program equivalence: The level of funding support is equivalent with support 

provided to people with similar needs in other government funded programs  

• Consumer choice: Consumer choice is available for the CoS Client (or their legal 

guardian or advocate)  

• Efficiency: Administrative and cost efficiencies are designed into the model   

• Flexibility: Departmental administration of the program is simplified and made more 

flexible  

• Sustainability: Costs are sustainable for the life of the program.  

The strawman funding model analysis considered several elements of funding models in the 

context of the considerations and design requirements: 

• A funding philosophy – does the government want to fund providers of services or 

the recipients of services (clients)? 

• Payment approaches – how does the government distribute the funds to the payee? 

• Service cost factors – what matters will influence the calculation of the overall 

budget for funding the program? 
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5 A Preferred Funding Model 

5.1 Selecting a Preferred Funding Model 

To select a preferred funding model, Apis, part of Accenture, worked with the CoS 

Programme Team to identify which of the options would address the pressures that the 

program is facing. The design requirements (see list in Section 4 and detail in Annex A) were 

established to guide the development of the options based on the considerations in play for 

the new program environment. Selecting from among the options developed involved 

addressing the pressures that the program is facing and balancing the advantages and 

disadvantages of the funding models in supporting the policy responses that the program 

developed. 

Significantly, in the discussions and workshopping of the funding models, priority was 

assigned to some of the design requirements (particularly, efficiency, flexibility, and national 

consistency) that re-weighted the strawmen options; Option 2 – grant-funding of disability 

support providers became the preferred model, albeit with some modifications to account 

for program pressures. 

Section 5.2 outlines the pressures that the CoS Programme seeks to address. These 

pressures underpinned the questions that were considered in the Strawman Funding Model 

analysis and led to the policy responses described in Section 5.3. The preferred funding 

model was modified to allow it to support the policy responses in the most advantageous 

way. 

5.2 CoS Programme Pressures 

Transition to ongoing operation 

The program has transitioned and is moving to ongoing operations. The funding and 

administration arrangements may need to be adjusted to suit this new phase. T 

Disparity with other programs, especially NDIS 

The program provides similar types of disability support as the NDIS for clients within the 

target groups for aged care programs . However, the program does not align with the design 

of mainstream disability or aged care programs. 
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Inadequate response options to changing (client) needs 

The current program policy settings have not been tuned to respond to ongoing changes in 

client needs.  Transition phase did not establish a baseline of need and the administration of 

funding arrangements has not maintained a history of changes to client needs, or  an 

accurate picture of current funding levels for each client. 

Budget is not directly connected to supporting client need 

The transition phase was managed with the intent of ensuring continuity of support based 

on the previous state/territory programs; however, not all transitions were supported by a 

contemporary client support plan, so the budget is tied to provider funding not (specifically) 

to client needs. Furthermore, state and territory programs were reportedly under-funding 

disability support which means that historical funding levels are inappropriate targets to 

maintain continuity. 

Balance of administration effort versus program scale 

The current approach to the administration of funding agreements across two departments 

is costly given the relatively small client population. Providers on the other hand are not 

feeling an administrative burden in the CoS Programme, especially when compared to the 

burden of the NDIS. Furthermore, the processes for making changes to funding agreements 

because of client exits or changing needs requiring additional support are cumbersome for 

the Community Grants Hub (CGH) that manage the funding agreements for the CoS 

Programme. 

5.3 Policy Responses 

Discussions with the CoS Programme team identified a range of policy responses to these 

pressures, listed below with summary analysis of the advantages and disadvantages of each 

response. 

5.3.1 Reposition the funding approach from provider-centric to client-centric 

• Fund clients (through providers/intermediaries) based on formal support plan – in 

current program parlance, put everyone on an “Individual Support Package” (ISP) 

o Grants would be issued to intermediaries with the direction to have the 

services within the support plan delivered to the client for the funds provided 

o Intermediaries would act as ‘support coordinators’ for the client, 

coordinating relevant providers of support services, arranging needs 
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assessments when required, and managing the administration of the grant 

funding on the client’s behalf – equivalent to the role of intermediaries in the 

current ISP-I packages7 

o Intermediaries would receive some of the grant funding for providing  

‘support coordination’ services 

o Intermediaries may be providers of support services to the client (e.g. in a 

supported accommodation setting) – equivalent to the role of the support 

provider in the current ISP-SP packages 

• Conduct an independent needs assessment of all clients (not including those who 

have had a recent needs assessment performed, or whose needs are supported by a 

support plan funded at less than $20,000 per annum) to create a baseline of need 

and establish support plans for each client – this will allow clients, providers, and the 

department to understand what needs are being supported and simplify the correct 

funding of those supports. 

• Change the name of the program to “Disability Support for Older Australians” to 

reflect the change of focus within the program from continuing support previously 

provided to delivering disability support to meet the ongoing needs of older 

Australians with disability. 

Advantages/positives 

• Funding is tied to supporting client needs, not continuing historical funding – linking 

funding explicitly to a support plan that addresses each client’s identified needs 

allows the program to better respond to changes in those needs.  

• This approach more closely aligns with the funding basis of both the NDIS and aged 

care programs. 

• Independent needs assessment removes a potential conflict of interest – as in other 

programs where care/support needs are funded directly, independent assessment 

reduces the risk of over-servicing . 

• A new baseline lends confidence to budget estimating – baselining the support 

needs of all clients in the program brings confidence to budget estimates because 

historic under-funding is removed and latent additional needs are revealed, which 

offers a better base for initial funding estimates and is expected to reduce the level 

of additional support requests in the near term. 

 
7 CoS Clients on the “Direct Funded” ISPs, where they are responsible for the ‘support coordination’ role and 
funding administration, would be ‘grand-parented’ into the new funding arrangements, but no new such 
arrangements will be initiated. 
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Disadvantages/negatives 

• Additional funding required to baseline needs – coordinating and conducting a 

clinical needs assessment for all CoS clients will be expensive and require the 

sourcing of appropriate independent assessors and use of relevant diagnostic tools; 

excluding clients with low needs from the need for a baseline assessment may 

reduce the costs. 

• Potential to reveal substantial unmet need, which would require additional funding – 

given that state and territory programs were reportedly under-funding client needs 

and that no formal review of client needs has taken place since the CoS Programme 

commenced, a baseline needs assessment is likely to identify substantial unfunded 

obligation; such an outcome may have significant impacts on the overall funding 

envelope. 

5.3.2 Harmonise support for clients nationally, and with other programs 

• Adopt a national catalogue of support services (from NDIS) – that the variation in 

disability support services and pricing in the previous state and territory 

arrangements has carried forward into the CoS  The NDIS has established a 

nationally agreed catalogue of disability support services. Adopting this catalogue 

(reduced in scope to the services within the CoS Programme) will allow the program 

to harmonise the support for clients nationally and with the NDIS. Further 

amendments to the Support Catalogue might include the addition of respite services 

and other aged care services that CoS clients require. Adopt a national pricing 

schedule of support services (from NDIS) –  adoption of (part of) the NDIS Support 

Catalogue allows for the application of the nationally agreed NDIS Price Schedule. 

Adopting the relevant elements of the NDIS Price Schedule will address perceived 

inequity in CoS Client funding and address the uncertainty about how best to 

incorporate indexation calculations in the CoS budget. The NDIS Price Schedule 

would be supplemented with nationally applicable prices for respite services and the 

inclusion of the prices established in relevant aged care programs for those aged 

care services that are incorporated. 

• Incorporate funding mechanisms that match NDIS SDA funding – feedback solicited 

in the CoS Programme evaluation indicated that CoS clients are and will be 

disadvantaged over time because of their lack of access to funding support 

equivalent to the NDIS’s Specialised Disability Accommodation (SDA) funding. The 

effect of this will be felt as the wave of moves to group home move through existing 

facilities as CoS clients will be unable to fund the necessary changes to their homes, 

or to new homes into which they might move to make the accommodation meet 
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their needs. The Accommodation Management Grant (AMG) addressed that need 

for some clients, but as it was a one-off payment, future needs will not be well-

served. 

Advantages/positives 

• Support catalogue and pricing schedule already dominate the disability support 

‘market’ – CoS clients are a very small group of people receiving services embedded 

in the much larger NDIS milieu. Shared living arrangements between CoS Clients and 

NDIS participants reinforce the commonality of support arrangements and highlight 

the disparity of funding. By adopting the NDIS support catalogue and price schedule, 

the CoS Programme will reflect the reality of the support of CoS clients and align 

with the program that it is most frequently compared. 

• NDIS pricing schedule incorporates indexation tailored to disability services – the 

NDIS Price Schedule is updated annually through an exhaustive review process. It 

accounts for pricing pressures in the market of disability services and underpins the 

budgeting and operations of NDIS providers, noting that CoS Providers are required 

to be, or to seek registration to be, NDIS providers. Adopting the pricing schedule 

will harmonise support arrangements for CoS Clients receiving support with NDIS 

participants and simplify CoS Provider accounting and planning. 

Disadvantages/negatives 

• Will increase funding envelope for the program – the NDIS Price Schedule includes 

prices for support services delivered in CoS that are higher than the funding provided 

for those services in CoS. The NDIS Price Schedule also incorporates a rate of 

indexation in those prices based on disability support market conditions. This 

suggests that re-baselining client needs through assessment tied to apparently 

higher prices on the NDIS Price Schedule could substantially increase the funding 

envelope of the CoS Programme. (Initial rule-of-thumb estimates of the CoS 

Programme supports being funded at NDIS pricing levels suggest an increase of up to 

50% in the funding envelope.) 

5.3.3 Address changing client needs systematically 

• Move to demand-driven appropriation for the programme – the current funding 

approach establishes an appropriation for the CoS Programme as a singular annual 

amount, drawn down as payments are made to providers. The appropriation is not 

varied as client needs change or as clients exit the program. This approach 

complicates the financial management of the program and reporting back to 
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government. Shifting the program to a demand-driven appropriation will give the 

department and the government much greater control over program expenditure 

and more accuracy in predictions of future funding requirements. 

• Define policy settings to account for changing CoS Client needs accurately – the 

analysis and discussions with the CoS Programme team lead to suggested policy 

settings like: 

o Annual incremental additional support needs due to aging (i.e. more hours 

per week of a support service already provided) are automatically approved if 

within a defined threshold; 

o Some changes of support arrangements do not require an assessment, ; e.g. 

when a client decides to reduce their participation in day activities outside 

their supported accommodation home, the change of support arrangements 

to address their needs in the home does not require a formal review of needs 

to support the claim for the changed support arrangements, such as the 

rostering of a day carer; 

o Other changes to a client’s circumstances that imply a change in their 

support plan (expected to be some form of medical incident or accident) 

triggers a formal needs assessment (which is funded); 

o There is automatic support for inferred services for defined complex need 

changes (e.g. funding support for the necessary consultation to establish a 

behaviour support plan when a client is assessed with a need for such 

support).  

• Define a support needs framework – the extent of the changes is significant: 

o the CoS Programme’s adoption of the NDIS Support Catalogue for describing 

the support services funded for clients, 

o the intent to baseline the needs of clients, as well as annual needs review 

o re-assessment of support needs after a significant change in client 

circumstances, 

o moving away from the default policy of transitioning clients to aged care to 

address their changed needs,  

• The extent of change suggests the need for  the definition of a Support Needs 

Framework. The Support Needs Framework would: 

o Specify the range of support needs that the CoS Programme would fund to 

address the disability support needs of older Australians; 

o Identify the assessment tools through which the disability support needs of 

older Australians can be accurately determined and establish a mechanism 

by which independent and appropriately qualified assessors can apply that 

tool to assess client needs; 

o Define pathways that respond to typical changes of need 
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▪ some of those pathways will involve the client remaining within the 

CoS Programme with an altered set of supports and possibly altered 

living arrangements (e.g. moving into a group home managed by their 

CoS Provider from their own home in the event of their carer passing) 

▪ some of the pathways will indicate how the client might transition 

into aged care (i.e. when the needs that must now be supported lie 

outside the scope of CoS Providers to deliver); 

Advantages/positives 

• Ability to revise budget/appropriate at MYEFO each year – a demand driven 

appropriation allows the programme to more closely track the expenditure needed 

to deliver the programme’s objectives and to advise government accordingly, rather 

than attempt to estimate the required funding for up to four estimate out-years. 

• Policy settings that explicitly deal with change are easier to manage – by establishing 

policy settings that define how change in the program is addressed (at a funding 

level) will facilitate more accurate budget estimating and improve the efficiency of 

program administration. 

• A Support Needs Framework will formalise the adoption of a modified NDIS Support 

Catalogue, determine the appropriate assessment tools for nationally consistent 

assessment of client needs and support the definition of clear pathways for 

managing the support needs of clients over time. 

• Transition to aged care is understood and communicated to clients – defining 

pathways that follow pre-defined circumstance changes will  ease the process of 

supporting clients through their experience in the CoS Programme and a transition 

to aged care. 

• Pathways define a future for a closed program – the definition of pathways for 

changing client circumstances will assist client and providers to imagine their future 

in the CoS Programme and allow the program to better predict how the closed 

program will be wound down over time. 

Disadvantages/negatives 

• The historical baseline of data is not well-matched to ongoing program operations –

the data that is currently held and managed within the CoS Programme cannot 

support the proposed policy responses. There will be additional cost and effort to 

establish the data requirements and revised program administration  arrangements. 
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5.3.4 Operate the programme efficiently 

• Move to client-centric program management supported by a new CRM system that 

will track client needs and funding – as proposed in the CoS Programme Business 

Transformation project at the end of 2019, introducing a CRM solution to support 

reformed operational processes would allow the CoS Programme to shift its focus to 

managing clients’ needs rather than managing funding agreements with providers. 

• Rationalise funding agreement management – re-establish funding agreements to 

recognise that changes in supports for clients and consequent payment amounts to 

providers is a normal course of business and so does not require renegotiating a 

varied funding agreement. Funding agreements are tied specifically to client support 

plans. Possibly, collections of funding agreements all with one provider can be 

managed as a collection, rather than individually. 

Advantages/positives 

• Client-centric management ties funding to client needs – not only does this give the 

government line-of-sight on the support it is providing to CoS Clients, it matches 

with the funding approaches in ‘adjacent’ programs (the NDIS and aged care), and 

harmonises the funding support provided to CoS Clients throughout the program. 

• Rationalised agreements allow revised delegations and re-coup of over-payments – 

changing the focus of funding agreements allows greater flexibility in managing the 

agreements and offers the possibility of rationalising delegations to reduce 

governance overhead  

Disadvantages/negatives 

• Cost of system implementation – the funding envelope for the CoS Programme is 

substantial, but the number of clients and providers in the program is quite small. 

There will be challenges articulating a business case for implementing a modern 

CRM solution to manage a relatively small program. 

• Cost of re-negotiating funding agreements – changing the funding arrangements 

from ~700 funding agreements to over 3000 will cost the program in time and 

money. The possibility of offering the opportunity to be an intermediary in the CoS 

Programme to relevant organisations not already participating would be a further 

cost. 

FOI 4329 - Document 1

Page 22 of  32

THIS D
OCUMENT H

AS BEEN R
ELE

ASED U
NDER 

THE FREEDOM O
F IN

FORMATIO
N ACT 19

82
 

BY THE D
EPARTMENT O

F H
EALT

H



 

 
 

Government business specialists 

www.apisgroup.com.au 21 

5.4 Preferred Funding Model 

This section summarises the funding model elements that are proposed to support the 

policy responses described above. Collectively, they represent a modified implementation 

of Option 2 from the Strawmen Funding Model options. 

5.4.1 Grants to intermediaries on behalf of individual clients 

The CoS Programme will offer grants to enable organisations to source, coordinate, deliver 

and administer disability support services for the benefit of identified older Australians. The 

grant will convey two key expectations of the recipient: 

• To ethically, efficiently, and effectively carry out the necessary coordination, 

management and administration of providers of disability support services (possibly 

including themselves) to deliver the schedule of support services attached to the 

grant for the person(s) identified by the grant to receive those support services. 

• To pay for, and account to the Department for, the delivery of the support services 

nominated in schedule(s) attached to the grant for the benefit of the person(s) 

identified in the schedule(s). 

The grant amount will include funds to: 

• Remunerate the organisation for the provision of the management services (first 

expectation), 

• Remunerate the provider(s) of the disability support services to the identified 

client(s) at agreed rates (second expectation), and 

• Account for incremental or incidental changes in the amount of support services 

delivered to the identified client(s), such changes being identified in the course of 

managing the delivery of the support services on behalf of the client(s). 

Specific conditions on the grant will include: 

• The grant will be to support one or more clients. 

• The rate at which funds are provided to meet the first expectation will be factored to 

recognise the number of clients being managed. 

• The grant recipient may provide none, some, or all, of the support services described 

in the support service schedule(s) attached to the grant if the client(s) agree to that 

arrangement. When the grant recipient provides none of the support services, the 

grant recipient must defer to the directions of the client(s) for which provider(s) of 

disability support services will be engaged to deliver the support services in the 

schedules. 
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Exceptional circumstances will be allowed for those clients within the CoS Programme that 

conduct the management services (first expectation) themselves at the time of the 

introduction of the new funding model. In these cases, the grant recipient will be expected 

to assist and facilitate the client meeting the first expectation of the grant but not to actively 

carry out those responsibilities unless requested by the client. In these exceptional 

circumstances, the grant recipient must allocate a portion of the funds that they receive for 

the first expectation to the client to facilitate the coordination that the client is undertaking. 

5.4.2 The grant amount for each client is tied to a support plan that arises from 

a needs assessment 

The amount of each grant associated with an identified client will be tied to the support 

plan that the CoS Programme maintains for that client. The support plan will be developed 

by a routine review of the client’s needs to achieve their goals. 

On implementation of the grant, each client’s support plan will be developed by either: 

• Transferring the existing schedule of services that the client receives into the new 

support plan by translating the existing services into the appropriate corresponding 

NDIS Support Catalogue service(s); or 

• A recognised assessor reviewing the needs of the client and developing a support 

plan that responds to the needs of the client and draws from services described in 

the NDIS Support Catalogue. 

Support services in the support plan are drawn from an adapted subset of services 

described in the NDIS Support Catalogue – the program’s Support Needs Framework. The 

Support Needs Framework recognises that not all support services provided in the NDIS are 

relevant to the CoS Programme. The Support Needs Framework may include services 

offered by aged care programs to account for the special circumstances of the CoS 

Programme. 

Grant amounts to meet the second expectation are derived by costing the support services 

in the support plan(s) from the NDIS Price Schedule (adapted for services not on the NDIS 

Support Catalogue). 

FOI 4329 - Document 1

Page 24 of  32

THIS D
OCUMENT H

AS BEEN R
ELE

ASED U
NDER 

THE FREEDOM O
F IN

FORMATIO
N ACT 19

82
 

BY THE D
EPARTMENT O

F H
EALT

H



 

 
 

Government business specialists 

www.apisgroup.com.au 23 

5.4.3 Grant payment amounts are reviewed and, if necessary, amended before 

each payment milestone 

Prior to a payment milestone for each grant, the current basket of supports described in 

each support plan is compared to the support plan recorded for the clients supported by the 

grant in the Master Client database. 

• If there has been no change, the grant payment milestone proceeds. 

• If there has been a change within the contingent funding amount of the grant, the 

intermediary is sent a “Notice of Change”, the funding agreement and payment 

milestone in GPS is updated with the new support plan(s), and a new payment is 

made on the milestone. 

If changes have been made to a client’s support plan that exceed the threshold of the 

contingent amount in the grant, the funding agreement containing the changed support 

plan will need to be varied (see further discussion of variations, below). 

If a client has exited the program, the relevant support plan is removed from the related 

grant with  grant payment amounts adjusted from the next payment milestone. If the client 

has transferred between grant recipient providers, the relevant support plan is removed 

from the ‘source’ grant and added to the ‘destination’ grant, with the grant payment 

amounts adjusted for both grants from the next payment milestone. 

These changes to the grants are likely to require a variation to the funding agreement. 

Ideally, those changes will be ‘bundled up’ so that no more than one variation is made to 

any grant within a payment period. 
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5.4.4 System view of proposed arrangements 

 

Community Grants Hub – Grant Payment 

System 

One funding agreement per 

intermediary/provider; one or more clients per 

agreement 

Each agreement includes a management 

service, to coordinate support provision for all 

funded clients 

Changes to payment milestones less than ±10% 

are a “Notice of Change” not a variation of the 

agreement 

Disability Support for Older Australians – 

Client Relationship Management 

One support plan per client; one or more 

services per plan 

Each service plan includes an Annual Needs 

Review service, and a contingency amount to 

accommodate incremental or incidental 

changes in service delivery (10% of support 

plan funding amount) 

Provider updates support plan (through 

Provider Portal) as regular reporting 

requirement (tied to payment milestones) 

5.5 Implementation Considerations 

Implementing the policy responses described will have implications that will require 

consideration. 

5.5.1 Who will conduct the needs assessments? And with what tools? 

There is an existing workforce that could undertake assessments. The NDIA assesses 

individuals for disability support needs using a range of tools. The NDIA is in the market 

seeking to establish a workforce of assessors at the time of writing. During the program 

evaluation project, a provider noted that the Victorian Government has a standardised 

“support needs assessment” tool for disability support that was used to inform funding 
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disability supports. There is a support needs assessment tool called I-CAN (https://www.i-

can.org.au/), which is based upon the internationally recognised World Health Organization 

International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (WHO ICF) framework, 

which might be a useful standard tool for CoS. The Aged Care Assessment Teams (ACAT) and 

the Regional Assessment Service (RAS) assess older Australians for their aged care needs 

using a national standard tool. Some combination of these approaches could be designed. 

As part of the development of the Support Needs Framework, identifying a suitable 

assessment mechanism is required. The cost of implementing that assessment mechanism is 

unknown but would likely be substantial. 

5.5.2 Funding agreements must incorporate client direction on spend 

In line with government policy, CoS Clients require choice and control in having their needs 

met. The introduction of clinical assessments creating support plans independent of the 

provision of the support should facilitate clients’ choice and control. The professionalism of 

intermediaries administering client funding agreements is expected to ensure that clients 

select support services that match their identified needs. The introduction of advocates or 

other “support navigators” to assist CoS Clients who cannot make their directions known 

must also be considered. 

5.5.3 Intermediary agreement must account for role variation (provider/agent) 

The funding agreements must accommodate the circumstances where: 

• The intermediary is also a provider of some or all of the support services in the 

client’s support plan – this is likely to be common for clients receiving supported 

accommodation services. 

• The intermediary is an agent of the client, coordinating service providers and 

administering the client’s funds on their behalf. 

• The client acts as their own intermediary (grand-parented ISP-DF arrangements) 

except that they do not receive or hold the funds that are provided to support their 

needs, an intermediary does that. 

5.5.4 Alignment of funding levels to NDIS pricing schedule must be further 

investigated 

If the profile of client needs is unchanged, the move to NDIS pricing for the support services 

being delivered in the CoS Programme will increase the overall program funding envelope. 

The most significant area of funding increase is in group home settings (which represent 

~60% of the CoS funding envelope) where NDIS funding levels have grown to be, on 
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average, nearly 50% higher than CoS funding. Initial estimates indicate that adopting the 

NDIS Price Schedule may potentially raise the CoS funding envelope overall by as much as 

50%. 

 
Figure 1 – Rule-of-thumb funding projections using indicative NDIS-matched prices 

 In response to the possibility that a move to the NDIS Price Schedule may cause too large 

an increase in the program’s funding envelope, particularly if a baseline whole-programme 

needs assessment increased the amount of support that needed funding, one possibility is 

to introduce the price increases incrementally, say over three years until the CoS 

Programme fully matches the NDIS Price Schedule  Two significant drawbacks with this 

approach are: (1) the NDIS Price Schedule is expected to increase its prices every year, so 

the staging of price increases to meet it may be difficult; and (2) any staging of prices over 

forward projections would be arbitrary and not connected to actual costs in the industry. 

5.5.5 Define a Support Needs Framework 

The definition of appropriate policy settings to identify the types of disability and age-

related support that the CoS Programme offers will allow the program to: 

• Identify a support needs assessment that will standardise the description of the 

support needs of CoS clients; 

• Identify assessors who could be commissioned to review client needs independently 

of the organisations providing them; 

• Ease the change of needs process by formalising supports and the needs that they 

address; and 

• Allow the definition of appropriate pathways to respond to predictable client 

changes. 

Developing a Support Needs Framework will require considerable work; however, it is 

necessary implementation work to establish the CoS Programme for future operations. A 

formal statement of the needs and supports addressed by the CoS Programme will situate 

Year 20-21 21-22 22-23 23-24

Current Indexation 0 00% Total Funding $384,456,141.21 $379,553,369.00 $372,940,113.95 $348,853,613.72

NDIS Increase 0 00% Base Funding $354,876,492.20 $350,178,503.50 $343,737,235.61 $320,526,251.37

Additional Support 2 00% NDIS Equivalent Funding $516,658,360.09 $508,032,514.17 $495,969,553.35 $461,755,771.50

Management Funding 2 00% % Change 45.6% 45.1% 44.3% 44.1%

Management Funding $500.00 Exits (By Funding) $2,364,791.44 $4,697,988.70 $6,441,267.89 $23,210,984.24

SDA Funding # $2,500.00 % Exit 0.7% 1.3% 1.8% 6.8%

Contingency Funding 2 00% Additional Support $7,097,529.84 $7,003,570.07 $6,874,744.71 $6,410,525.03

Contingency Funding $300.00 Grant Changes $22,482,119.17 $22,371,295.43 $22,328,133.63 $21,916,837.32

Continuity of Support (CoS) Programme - Budget Estimate Funding Model
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the program within the range of government-funded supports for older Australians with a 

disability. 

5.5.6 Implement the new CRM solution 

The effective oversight of the support of clients in the program will be underpinned by the 

forthcoming CRM solution; planned for full implementation by April 2021. The solution will 

allow the department to manage the program from a client perspective, maintaining a near-

real-time view of the support being provided to all clients, with changes to those supports 

only affecting the agreements that fund them once in each payment cycle. 

5.5.7 Revise delegation levels / locations (DoH / DSS) 

The management of funding agreements by the Community Grants Hub in DSS that reflect 

the contemporary status of clients whose data is managed in the Department of Health 

complicates the efficient management of the program. Similarly, financial delegations for 

decisions to vary grant (payment) amounts will need to be defined across the two 

departments to optimise program administration. 

5.5.8 Agreement re-structure to allow client-based grant amounts and re-coup 

of over-payments 

The funding agreements will need to be revised to account for more frequent changes in 

payment amounts at each payment milestone, where the contingency amount in each 

client’s support schedule cannot absorb ongoing, incremental changes. The agreements 

should allow for over-payments at previous milestones to be recouped by a reduction in the 

current or future payments  

5.5.9 More regular acquittal of grant monies 

With the shift of focus of grants to support plans for individual clients and the greater 

flexibility in change processes and payment amounts, funding agreements should be 

reframed to require more regular and appropriately detailed reporting on the expenditure 

of funds to meet clients’ support needs. While this is an increased burden on CoS Providers, 

it aligns their reporting with  the reporting required for the NDIS. Some providers have 

suggested that they would welcome the discipline of ensuring that CoS Clients are receiving 

the support for which they are funded. 
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5.5.10 Aged Care reform 

The aged care sector is undergoing further reforms. Changes in home-based aged care, 

supporting people to navigate the aged care sector, reform to funding residential aged care, 

and the as yet unknown outcomes of two relevant Royal Commissions, mean that designing 

an appropriate policy framework for managing the CoS Programme is being conducted in an 

environment of significant uncertainty. 

5.6 Proposed Implementation Approach 

Implementation of the Disability Support for Older Australians program will involve several 

key areas of activity: 

Parallel dependent work 

• Implement a CRM solution to manage the CoS Programme in line with the future 

operating model. 

Through Budget October 2020 

• Obtain policy authority to operate the program in the newly defined manner; and 

• Obtain government agreement to the projected budget for the forward estimates. 

Refine the Policy Environment 

• Implement the relevant legislative authority to operate the program in the newly 

defined manner (changes to determinations of the Social Security Act 1997, if 

necessary); 

• Review and revise delegations in the Department of Health and the Department of 

Social Services to enable preferred operating model; and 

• Review, revise and re-publish the CoS Programme Manual to reflect the preferred 

operating model. 

Establish a Support Needs Framework 

• Adapt the NDIS Support Catalogue to describe the services that the program 

supports; 

• Identify, and if necessary, modify an assessment tool to determine what services 

within the program are appropriate for clients in the program based on their needs; 

• Identify assessors to carry out support needs assessments for program clients; and 
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• Define pathways for addressing changes in the needs of clients, including transition 

pathways to aged care, where appropriate. 

Renegotiate Funding Agreements 

• Confirm with current CoS Providers that they wish to remain in the program; and 

• Renegotiate funding agreements with new timelines and new payment structure. 

Manage the Change 

• Communicate with the sector about the policy and funding agreement changes; and 

• Work with the program teams in Health and Social Services to implement the new 

operating model, supported by refined delegations and the new CRM solution. 

Figure 2 illustrates how these activities might be conducted over the course of financial year 

2020-21 in anticipation of the new program arrangements coming into play on 1 July 2021. 
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