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THE ETHNIC DISABILITY ADVOCACY CENTRE INC 
EDAC is a community-based service for WA, to advocate and empower people with disabilities who are from CaLD backgrounds and assist to advance their interests. EDAC is core-funded by both the Commonwealth Department of Family, Housing, and Community Services and Indigenous Affairs (FHaCSIA) and the Disability Services Commission (WA). It  provides individual and systemic advocacy to people with disabilities and their families/carers who are from culturally and linguistically diverse (CaLD) backgrounds, and also consultancy, research, training, information and support on their behalf to the sector generally. 

Mission:

EDAC vigorously seeks to both protect and promote the rights and interests of culturally and linguistically diverse people with disabilities and their families/carers in order for them to fulfil their full potential as Australian citizens in our multicultural society.  

Main Objectives:

· To advocate on behalf of people with disabilities who are from CaLD backgrounds in order for them to achieve equal access to services and resources in our community and for those services to be provided in culturally responsive ways.

· To empower those individuals and families by increasing their leadership, participation and self-advocacy in consultation and decision making, in all areas which affect their lives.

· To also increase the awareness of ethnic communities, the disability services sector and mainstream society of issues affecting people with disabilities and their families who are from CaLD backgrounds - through education programs, training activities and other appropriate means.

· To include and represent people with disabilities who are from CaLD backgrounds and their issues in public forums, government consultations and the activities of organizations.

ABORIGINAL DISABILITY NETWORK

Development Objectives

Organisation

The ADN be constituted as an Aboriginal Community Organisation.

Regular active operational members/groups: 
Aboriginal Disability Service Provider Referral Network 
Aboriginal Disability Consumer and Carer Reference Groups. 
The Chairperson and Executive: senior Aboriginal professionals experienced in disability services - representing consumers, carers and service providers of the above groups.

Coordinator and Advocacy/Project/Training Staff. 
Advocacy

The ADN seek partnership with the Aboriginal Access Program (currently hosted by Advocare) for HACC advocacy to assist development of an Aboriginal Disability Advocacy Service of the ADN.

Projects

Current DSC WA funded activities of the ADN:

· Aboriginal Perspectives on the Disability Services Standards – resource manual and training program and delivery for DSCWA funded disability service agencies.
Prospective: 
· Aboriginal Disability Service Provider Referral Directory 

(similar to WA Transcultural Mental Health, etc).

· Indigenous Health Infonet: Development of an Aboriginal Disability Pathway.

Training

The ADN develop an Aboriginal Disability Cultural Security Training capability, addressing service providers, consumers and carers – Aboriginal people with disabilities and their families/carers and Aboriginal agencies and staff, and others, across the full range of whole-of-life services to them.
Submission to the Economic Audit
As the Economic Audit is broad-ranging and seeks full coverage of economic reform issues and opportunities throughout the state, EDAC and the ADN because of their specific service mandates, comment only where relevant to the immediate concern of their client populations - people with disabilities who are from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds or Indigenous - and to EDAC (and ADN) themselves as their peak advocacy organisation(s) in Western Australia.
General comments
Regarding ‘citizens’ inclusively
We agree that the public sector performance should be approached from the perspective of enhancing services to citizens. However, there is an issue here in terms of the scope of the term citizen, even more broadly defined as residents. EDAC for example has significant involvement with migrants and refugees and temporary visa holders and we have raised with government issues concerning the availability of disability support services. We recommend that the Audit is expressly inclusive in principle in its terminology of citizen and resident. 

Costing special needs and cultural quality of life criteria into ‘value for money’
As a not-for-profit (NFP) community organisation EDAC  and ADN are concerned that ‘value for money’ should not always be measured by ‘cost per generic key performance indicators’ as the criteria for determining the delivery of appropriate and effective service delivery to special needs groups. This is the case, for example, for services to people with disability, and is also especially so for those of them who are migrants and refugees or Indigenous.  With settlement, trauma and cultural adjustment issues, and often inadequate written, reading and spoken comprehension skill in English, people of ethnic backgrounds or Indigenous who are also challenged with a disability require special consideration and not simply access to generic disability and other services. This means that not only are the ‘values’ (outcomes) sought often different where cultures are diverse, but also additional support (money – staffing and resources - to achieve those unique outcomes) is usually necessary, so that services can at times might be more costly than the standard services to the general public. It is vital that services to the community are sufficiently additionally resourced to be flexibly responsive to the wide range of both disability and cultural needs. It is also important that services be resourced to be proactive, and enabled to deliver early intervention, as ultimately this will be both less costly and more effective. 
Engaging the diversity of all citizens and the disadvantaged. We agree that ‘Government priorities should be clearly articulated to ensure service delivery expectations are understood and outcomes are evaluated and measured effectively’. However, we stress that it should mean that the delivery of information needs to be meaningful and relevant, in readily accessible language(s) and cultural terms of address, and be practical and action oriented, and include transparent accountability. 

We are also concerned that ‘effective consultations with the relevant communities’ means greater ongoing engagement, including and involving valued participation of those who are normally poorly ‘consulted’, that is, the disadvantaged, marginalised groups. Particularly we are concerned that there be positive supportive engagement that empowers the inclusion of people with disabilities and people of different cultural backgrounds in actively participating in realising their rights and responsibilities as full citizens.
THEME 1
Delivering on priorities

How should government communicate its priorities to the public? To the public sector? 
· We support the development of a mechanism to ensure that government’s desired outcomes and priorities are communicated to agencies and embedded in both government and agency level planning and reporting processes as recommended in Theme 1. However we also maintain that it should not be top-down and that any priorities established by the government should include intensive consultations with the public and relevant organisations and communities i.e. development of a mechanism that also ensures, as a priority, that communities and consumers desired outcomes and priorities are communicated to agencies and government and embedded in both government and agency level planning.

· This communication of government priorities should come only subsequent to knowing the various sections of the public, their relevant issues and seeking and responding to their representations i.e. communicating government priorities should only occur after considerable consultations, whereby they are then more readily owned and committed to as shared priorities.  
· Legislation and related policies are one means to ensure objectives and priorities are finally articulated to the public but should be in accessible language and free of jargon. Embedding the priorities in resource and contract agreement is another means of communicating priorities from the Government to the funded organisations. There could perhaps also be greater consultation with communities and community organisations and the private sector through the respective public sector portfolios and jurisdictions.
· Priorities should be established jointly at all levels, not dictated from the government and public sector levels. For example through strategic planning and ongoing consultations and performance reporting. 

· NGOs and the private sector should be engaged to play a greater role in facilitating communication with communities and consumers.

· One promising initiative in the disability sector is the DSC-initiated Roundtable Consultations with disability organisations to elicit emerging issues and set priorities – quarterly with peak bodies and annually with consumers and other service provider agencies. This information can then be used for setting/reviewing priorities and planning future programs. This is not by all means perfect as many people who should be represented are left out of the consultations but there is potential for improvement.
What information would you find useful to judge the performance of the Government and 

the public sector? 

· The government and the public sector should always be accessible to listen to issues pertinent to the community, act on those issues in a timely manner and report on outcomes. The government should transparently indicate where it is and is not meeting demonstrated need i.e. assume responsibility and accountability openly and publicly in the implementation of service provisions, of relevant strategic plans, and in its actions and outcomes reporting. 
· For example, in the disability sector the areas of unmet needs have been continuously reported. Whilst the needs are acknowledged there continue to be still insufficient resources allocated to address the problems. 
· Another example is that the budget for the multicultural sector is not commensurate with the current multicultural population. ABS census 2006 indicates that WA has a high proportion of migrants compared to the other states, 27.1% of all Western Australians were born overseas, but OMI funding and resources have actually diminished since the dissolution of the WA Multicultural Affairs Commission in the ‘90s resulting in the department being less effective in supporting the very diverse cultural communities. 
What are the strengths and weaknesses of existing reporting and accountability systems? 

· Communities expect greater transparency in progressive (not just annual) budget reporting and outcomes and communicating of achievements, and in both written and verbal reporting, so that there is ongoing feedback from the various sectors e.g. health, police, disability etc.

· In terms of accountability the government tends to avoid taking responsibility (‘passing the buck’) regarding achieving outcomes by directing responsibility to the service providers they fund. The service providers are regarded as having the expertise even though their DSC-funded resourcing may be limited. The chain of accountability becomes diverted or conveniently ignored when there are complaints and dissatisfaction from consumers. It is important to close this gap.
· It is necessary to do something about the multi-level reporting from NGOs which are receiving funding resources from both state and commonwealth governments. The reporting and accountability systems need to be streamlined to reduce workload on the organisations which are mostly under-resourced. By reducing the degree of administrative reporting they will have more time to implement programs and achieve effective consumer outcomes. This is not to say that their accountability should be disregarded, but rationalised mechanisms developed for it to be more efficiently demonstrated.
· The process of reporting has resulted in an abundance of information provided from the agency level to the funding body level. We believe this information needs to be evaluated and shared with the whole of community and used more effectively for strategic planning purposes. There needs to be a two-way traffic - the public sector, on receiving report documents and data, to then provide feedback to/across service agencies, so as to encourage informed and targeted continuous improvement of quality service.
· We agree in ongoing evaluations of programs and services, but this should not too exhaustive such as to take vital time away from service delivery. Currently in the disability NGO level, funded services have to provide an annual self-assessment report and a five year independent audit of their performance based on their compliance of all the disability standards. 
· The current requirement, in the disability sector, for example, is to complete both Quality and Standards reporting (and both at both state and federal levels).There is considerable overlap in content between Quality and Standards systems and between state and federal versions. This imposes irrational and unnecessary burden on services agencies. As we have already reported to government, these requirements need to be rationalised into a more efficient and effective reporting system. 
· Commonwealth-State Funding Agreements are another issue of concern in terms of the practicalities of service budgeting and accountability at agency levels – such as uncertainty around differential allocation of funds for different types of services funded by state and federal contributions.
THEME 2
Services to meet citizens’ needs
How can services be designed and delivered to better meet the needs of citizens? 

· The government through its respective jurisdiction should hold regular meetings and consultations with the not-for-profit (NFP) NGO sector. A recent initiative, mentioned above, is that DSC has just established a Round Table comprising representatives of peak bodies, which meets on quarterly basis. A meeting with the all funded disability sector is to take place annually. Items for discussion are placed on notice. It is also an avenue whereby the government represented by the Minister and the department reports on current and future activities, and where further consultations take place.

· However, it is important to stress and endeavour to ensure that the NFP agencies have mechanisms in place and demonstrate that they consult with their members/citizens prior to and post round table meetings and ensure that informed input, needs and responses of all members/citizens are sought. 

· It is imperative that NFP NGOs, especially the smaller organisations, are resourced to maintain active engagement processes of informed consultation with their constituency.
· There are policies and procedures in place for disability organisations to meet the respective needs of their consumers but many are tokenistic in nature, not implemented due to a number of issues such as under-resourcing and stretched servicing and the skills necessary to do effective engaged participatory consultation which is actually a difficult and time-consuming ongoing task. There has therefore always been a gap between policy and the actual demonstrated provision of services. Although there has been a strong emphasis on active citizenship and participation (in the disability sector), CaLD consumers are not being consulted as standard procedure. The onus tends to be on them attending information sessions and consultations. The language in which information about services is provided is often inaccessible because it is limited to English only, and where information is from government it usually also needs considerable translation into more accessible English. There is therefore absence of meaningful inclusion for this group of people. It is important to ensure that they are heard and feel that they have been included. The cultural relevance of services remains a major issue as refugees who have experienced war, torture and long term disability are an important group with highly specialised needs and often not represented in government consultations.
· The Substantive Equality Framework was endorsed as official Government policy in December 2004 and was an expression of the principles in the Western Australian Charter of Multiculturalism.  It is to ensure that all people have access to a public service that best meets the different needs of WA’s diverse community. To this day not many public sectors have taken up this challenge and even if so it doesn’t seem to be translated in the whole of sector practise. 
· In addition the associated Aboriginal Cultural Safety/Security/Protection policies of the State and Commonwealth in the Health sector (developed in NZ) have not been promulgated effectively in that sector, nor to whole of government as those policies initially intended. Nor has this initiative been cross-linked to State and Commonwealth multicultural policy and vice versa (maintaining their uniqueness but sharing their principles) so that all culturally diverse citizen’s needs across the board are consciously and accountably addressed effectively in all government sectors and through them and their funding contracts explicitly adopted by all funded agencies.
· Currently there are no longer any local Aboriginal community controlled (WACCHO) disability services funded through DSC WA. It is strongly recommended that disability service funding be re-introduced through the Aboriginal Health Council WA, commencing with but not limited to servicing by the Aboriginal Medical Services throughout the State. 
· We support ‘reducing the administrative burden on community based employers that deliver grants or programs, with a single stream of reporting’. However with ‘reducing the number of grants programs and by ceasing grants programs that do not fit with policy priorities and the emergence of similar programs’, we urge caution with this unless there is agreement with the priorities as set by the government and full evaluation of the consequences for minority group needs. 
· Some concerns about trends in government funding model priorities and their undesirable effects are: (Refer: EDAC response to the Disability Sector Health Check and to FaHCSIA Funding Model policy)
· Government priority to ‘mainstreaming’ and funding generic programs tends to take away from those local community-based services that are developed to be especially compatible and effective with people with ethnic or religious needs, values and lifestyles. It is well documented that people from CaLD (and Aboriginal) backgrounds tend to stay away from accessing generic mainstream services, even those touted as ‘culturally appropriate’ – as evidenced by the persistent service uptake gap in CaLD use of disability support services. Similarly such ‘one shoe fits all’ services (even ‘culturally adjusted’) that are accessed by CaLD people with disabilities they report low levels of client satisfaction and outcome effectiveness. 
· The ‘one stop shop’ concept in service delivery, related to this, has been shown that it may work in theory but it does work for everyone in practise. Here also there tends to be standardisation to generic services, which misses addressing the diverse needs of people who are different from the ‘norm’ e.g. those with disabilities and those from different cultures. Individualised service is the casualty and thereby individual effectiveness is traded off to immediate cost-savings (and increased but ignored long term costs). For example, even when the initial contact is by 1800 phone, ethnic people and vulnerable groups like older people and Aboriginal people tend not to use a phone-in service, only the articulate public, who tend not to be those most in need. 
· The ‘upsizing’ that is usually associated with mainstreaming, arguing for ‘economies of scale’, results from government funding model priorities where competition for ‘largest demonstrated capacity’ ensures that large state and national organisations receive funding priority over smaller local community based organisations developed on the basis of local knowledge and with local participation, involvement and valued inclusion to effectively achieve outcomes for local community needs. People of CaLD backgrounds are mostly from local community lifestyles and respond best to personalised and inclusive/engaging services in their vicinity, and tend to be distrustful of large impersonal organisations with whom they are not familiar and are unable to establish personalised service relationships and also access personalised networks of local services and providers and also they and their communities have some involvement in those services.
· Privatisation for-profit is an inevitably outcome, since most of these large organisations are not NFP NGOs. The ethics of privatising essential services such as disability support for people of CaLD backgrounds is suspect as this adds to their background distrust of large organisations and government and also raises the issue that the profit could/should be spent on improving services not as obtaining financial gain from people with serious needs such as disability.
· Social policy outcomes that have been implicit yet most obvious in the previous federal government, is an ‘economic rationalist’ and regressive ‘assimilation’ agenda, evidenced by the structural changes such as funding policy and priorities that have achieved a progressive weakening of multiculturalism policy and its implementation in practice. It is imperative that the social policy implications of government Economic Audit be carefully considered in developing commitment to substantive change that is forward looking and recognises, respects and promotes Australia as the multicultural society it proudly is and endeavours to strengthen.
· Bureaucratisation has been another issue of concern that not only varies as governments change but also raises valid questions from client groups about the proportion of funding in any sector that is committed to maintaining its administration and management relative to the amounts actually spent on direct service provision. This has been a criticism voiced, for example, regarding DSC in the past, which it has begun to address within the context of its large budget and organisation. Nevertheless there are issues that need to continue to be considered in all sectors, such as government provision vs outsourcing of services. 
What  would  be  the  features  of  a  productive  and  effective  relationship  between 

government and the NFP sector? 

· In Western  Australia,  planning and  reporting  has  remained  primarily  at  the agency  level,  through  the  Outcome  Based  Management  framework and reporting annual Key Performance Indicators. 
· However in the WA disability sector there have also been communications among the disability organisation through Coalition meetings and agencies performance management and measurement frameworks in order to demonstrate a level of transparency and accountability for their decision making.  
· Some NPOs although not receiving government funding can be large membership and can provide effective social support to people with needs such as those with disabilities – and the channel of communication with government should also extend to these organisations eg perhaps through local MPs.
THEME 3
Maximising value through planning, competition and innovation
· In determining ‘quality for cost’, criteria governing ‘competition’ should first be about the provision of highest quality and best practice services, with funding decisions not driven primarily by dollar concerns and then what quality of service can be purchased for that being considered. That is consumer needs and quality service to drive funding allocation not the reverse – generally and in terms of allocation of the Royalties for Regions program to projects that generate value for money. 
· Prioritise collaborative/cooperative funding arrangements that build and support service networks for holistic care - and minimise wasteful competitive funding practices producing isolating self-protective silo-ing of services and consumer dissatisfaction with multiple disjunctive and mutually uninformed and non-cooperative referral in care provision.

· Review and adjustment the resulting large discrepancies between funding in different service areas, based on consumer need for seamless and integrated services. 
· Change the aspect of the current service funding model that gives priority to those mainstream generic services that can demonstrate largest financial capacity, and ensure instead prioritised funding to smaller not-for-profit local community based service organisations – while ensuring adequate resourcing for effective governance practices – especially those catering for the cultural needs of consumers and their families and communities in disability (and other) types of service provision. Currently there is an issue of funding practice of ‘money attracting money’ with mega-departments getting richer and progressively disadvantaging smaller agencies. We recommend that the Royalties for Regions program is an important opportunity to build in provision for revision of this prioritising of service funding. 

· Follow up project initiative funding for research and development in best practice innovations with provision for dissemination and supported implementation.
· While the thrust of this Economic Audit consultation is cost savings, there are substantial developments in the state which deliver/promise of very substantially increasing state income – particularly in the mining and resources sector – accordingly we recommend that the review focuses on planning for future new income sharing as well as its current concern to obtain cost-saving efficiencies. 
· Although not-for-profit (NFP) organisations may well not be a priority in applying for Royalties for Regional funding, as they do not generate income – it needs to recognised that they do generate value for money and also have the potential for considerable cost savings through preventative, early intervention and best practice services that limit ongoing costs to the State. 
· There is also an important question of definition of ‘value’ –and we strongly recommend that the Economic Audit at the outset recognise and include ‘social value’ not just ‘fiscal value’ in the overall framework of all its determinations.

THEME 4
Realising WA’s Economic Potential
· Enhance inclusion and participation and successful access to supported training, and real outcomes into productive employment - of people with disabilities, for migrants and refugees from diverse cultural and language populations and Indigenous people – and especially and particularly for those persons who are CaLD or Indigenous and also have a disability.
· Currently the Substantive Equality policy is mandated for implementation throughout all aspects of all-of-government in Western Australia. While to be effected this requires special funding across the board, we consider that the Audit recognises and takes it into account as a good financial (as well as social capital) investment that has the real potential to considerably more than offset the additional immediate expenditure necessary through both shorter and longer term cost-savings and productivity benefits.
· We agree with the (albeit belated) attention to substantially increasing the manpower training of the Australian population, and recommend that these new provisions include explicit and special access and support for people with disabilities and CaLD and Indigenous Australians, and especially for those who are CaLD or Indigenous and also have a disability.

· We consider that specialised individual and systemic advocacy services for CaLD and Indigenous people with disabilities are vital components to ensuring the success of the overall productivity initiative – especially support to both independent living and access to and stable success in education and training and in employment.

THEME 5
Modernising the Public Sector
· Public sector reforms need to also be translated to the NGO sector where appropriate. For example wage policy - within the NGO sector wages are discrepant/low. Agencies and their staff are expected to perform/provide equal or higher quality levels of service as government and private sectors but comparatively and persistently much lower salaries make it difficult to attract and retrain qualified and experienced staff. This is especially critical for peak NGO organisations who provide best practice research and development initiatives, consultation and training to the rest of their specialty sector - NGO, government and private (e.g. EDAC sector leadership regarding CaLD people with disabilities).
· Special purpose organisations with their particular expertise should not be ‘consolidated’/funded within larger generic organisations to effect ‘cost savings’ since there is inevitable loss of special identity within a mainstream service, regression to generic practice and accompanying loss of effectiveness to the particular client population and needs. For example, EDAC research has consistently reported that people with disabilities who are for culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds (CaLD) do not access generic/mainstream services for a range of reasons, and those who do report low satisfaction and effectiveness.
· Protect the existence and effectiveness of important of smaller specific ministerial portfolios such as those for disability and multicultural interests.
· Ensure the outcomes of the Economic Audit retain and enhance flexibility of the workforce, such as ‘family friendly’ employment policies, and also practices to include employment and supportive retention of people with disabilities – especially CaLD and Indigenous people - and retaining and retraining the ageing population through creative ‘positive ageing’ strategies for productive inclusion in economic and social life.
· We agree that departments need to work together across whole of government better, with policies to translate across departments in the joint provision of services. We are concerned that this explicitly assist local not-for-profit NGOs are collaboratively able to deliver integrated and flexibly personalised holistic services for whole-of-life. In particular we are concerned to reduce service barriers, for example between mental health and intellectual disability, affecting many particularly in prisons, and between mental health and disability generally.
· We also agree on the practice of increasingly transferring the direct provision of services by government to community, such as DSC’s reduced proportion of its direct service provision.

· We strongly recommend that in outsourcing of government services, priority be given especially to not-for-profit NGOs servicing local communities working with capacity-enhanced local staff and local resources strengthening the local community economy and the productive integration of clients into local economic and social life.
· There appears to currently be no control/accountability reporting of charity funding of agencies – where they are also receiving government funding. We suggest that there be a requirement for this to be made explicit and taken into account in all agency applications for government project grants and service funding.
THEME 6
Making Change Happen
· Services can be designed and delivered to better meet the needs of citizens through participation and inclusion of consumers and their community NFP/NGO direct service organisations, and doing so right from the outset – i.e. from regularly and progressively determining needs from maintaining a mutually informed consumer/provider base, through to involvement in designing, delivering and evaluation of all services. 
· What is to be avoided is the obverse, and proven and well known not to work, that is, top-down planning by ‘experts’ and imposition of services to clients ‘for their own good’. This tends to be experienced and seen as a financially driven and defensively self-protective managerialism of both government and large-scale generic service providers. This is the constant bane and complaint of individual consumers and carers. It is also crippling their small NFP/NGO direct service providers who are pressured through the nature of their service and project funding contracts to work to often ill-informed government ‘innovations’ in policy and practices irrelevant to and often compromising client needs and established effective special service expertise. This is the case repeatedly articulated by a range of minority clients, including CaLD people with disabilities. 
· Participation and inclusion means more than simply ‘consultation,’ a much abused notion, i.e. not just tokenistic contact largely ‘after the event’ but a whole process that is consumer/provider driven at all stages. 
· An example is this Economic Audit process itself:

· Effectively reaching, informing and engaging the community. Not just small (such as EDAC and ADN) but even much larger community organisations (such as Multicultural Services) were not made aware of the existence of the Economic Audit or the Discussion Paper and request for response. Change will not easily and willingly happen when there has not been the respect and courtesy of at least being informed and preferably involvement invited and valued. Of particular concern is that through only involving the ‘big players’ who provide generic services, the special needs groups, who are by definition minorities, will be even further alienated than they are at present.
· Planning to allow realistic time to respond. Dated July, the Discussion Paper and Audit response opportunity only came to attention through informal collegiate networks, which naturally took some time, and the deadline of the end of August meant a rush to prepare and make a submission in just a few weeks. After the obviously considerable time, effort and resources that had been already been spent on this important Audit the time to respond was chronically inadequate. Extensions of a week were granted ad hoc to those agencies who did express their concern. However this tends to very often be the progressively time shortened reality of government ‘consultations’, poorly project managed so that the bulk of time is spent on the development of priorities and policies at the top level leaving little more than time for a quick and thereby tokenistic ‘public consultation’ on issues and solutions largely pre-determined.
· Provision for informed community involvement. It is vitally important, and part of the ‘cultural protection’/’cultural security’ practices of recognition and respect in multiculturalism, that agencies do not simply respond authoritatively as experts and presume to ‘speak for and on behalf of’ people of other cultures. The diverse cultures making up the valued richness of our multicultural Australia each have their own system and customs of internal consultation and decision-making and they expect to be directly consulted on issues likely to affect their lives, especially those as important as the Economic Audit. Their community service agencies are expected to engage the constituent community/ies on such matters, inform them appropriately and seek, collate and transmit their responses. It places such agencies (like EDAC) in an invidious and untenable position when there is insufficient time for that considerable process to take place. Even proactively maintaining a well-informed Consumer Reference Group cannot overcome the time constraint.
· The outcome is that community based organisations, especially those working with special needs groups whose capacity to be productively engaged in initiatives such as the Economic Audit needs to be facilitated and supported, will in the absence of appropriate information, time and resourcing not have their voices heard. The information to such initiatives and Inquiries will thereby tend to be prioritised/biased in favour of those most well able to respond. The result – the marginalised becoming more marginalised – and the relevance and thereby effectiveness and quality of services to them per unit of resources less effective – increasing the well-documented gap already existing in both the uptake/access and satisfaction with service processes and outcomes (EDAC website for reports and submissions).

· Improving response resourcing. Most NFP/NGO community service organisations operate constantly over capacity i.e. providing services beyond reasonable capacity to do so – because of inadequate funding and substantial lags in funding increases to match rising service demand and service improvements. So, firstly, creating the staff time to attend to important submissions such as this is a scheduling crisis – and the need for such responses is frequent (at least one or two a month is our ongoing experience) – especially if agencies are not adequately (or at all) funded for systemic advocacy. Secondly, maintaining staff qualifications and experience at a level sufficient to make informed and satisfactory response is a constant problem for NFP/NGO agencies where salaries and conditions are nowhere near equivalent responsibilities and duties in the private and government sectors. 
Large agencies tend to have the capacity to respond and thereby their interests will be those best and most thoroughly and strongly represented in the proposed government policies, to the relative disadvantage of smaller and NFP/NGO community organisations, making them easy prey to government-assisted ‘mainstreaming’ by the large mainly private for profit organisations.

CONCLUSION
EDAC recommends that the Economic Audit takes explicit measures to:

· protect the economic independence and viability of community based not-for-profit non-government-organisations (NFP/NGOs);
· prioritise strategies for training and capacity-building for local community-based service provision from resource sharing in all Regional areas of the State;
· recognise multicultural policy (WA Charter of Multiculturalism) and strengthen associated funding generally and as above;

· in particular support current developments in Indigenous affairs, resource the extension Aboriginal Cultural Security Policy (DoHWA) to whole-of-government (WA), and ensure service funding as above in this regard;

· prioritise flow-through of State disability funding for CaLD and Indigenous people to direct service provision by cultural community-based NFP/NGO services;
· recognise and make over-the-benchmark financial provision to ensure services are resourced to provide cultural integrity and substantive equality quality of life to CaLD and Indigenous people with disabilities; and 
· in particular, in our case, ensure continued independence and funding of the Ethnic Disability Advocacy Centre (EDAC) to provide individual and systemic advocacy and associated services to people with disabilities who are from culturally and linguistically diverse (CaLD) backgrounds, and allocate for this to be extended more widely to all regional areas – and prioritise the development of the same for the Aboriginal Disability Network (hosted by the Aboriginal Health Council of WA).  
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