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The Community  Development  Programme (CDP) is  an  Austra l ian  Government 

employment and community  development  program  serving  more than 1 ,000 remote 

communit ies  across  Austra l ia .  These  are typ ica l ly  smal l  communit ies  (more than 

three-quarters  of  which  had a  populat ion of  less  than 50  people in  2011  (PC 2017a) )  and 

are  often character ised by  l imited labour market  opportunit ies  and l imited access  to  

serv ices .   

Many CDP part ic ipants  face s ign if icant  barr iers  to employment .  In  March 2016,  c lose to 

three in  four  part ic ipants  were c lass i f ie d as  having moderate to extreme barr iers  to  

employment based on the  Job Seeker  C lass i f icat ion Instrument.  In  part  th is  ref lects  the 

h igh share  of  CDP part ic ipants  l iv ing in  very  remote areas  with l imited labour market  

opportunit ies .  Near ly  70 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  l ive  in  very  remote Austra l ia .  Of  those 

l iv ing in  very  remote locat ions ,  over  90  per  cent  ident i f ied as  Abor ig ina l  or  Torres  Stra i t  

Is lander .   

Commencing  on 1  July  2015,  the  CDP was  des igned to  improve employment  outcomes in 

remote communit ies  by increas ing part ic ipat ion in  work - l ike  act iv i t ies ,  improving 

employabi l i ty  and increas ing susta inable  work trans it ions  among program part ic ipants .  

Th is  report  draws on administrat ive data to assess  the effect iveness  of  the CDP in 

increas ing part ic ipat ion in  work - l ike  act iv i t ies  and improving employment outcomes over  

i ts  f i rst  two years  of  operat ion.  To better  understand the  broader  v iews and poss ib le 

contr ibut ing c ircumstances,  f ie ldwork was a lso undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies .  

The f ie ldwork  was undertaken by Winangal i  in  partnersh ip with  Ipsos  (2018) .   

The introduct ion of  the CDP in  mid-2015 brought a  range of  changes to remote 

community  and employment  services .  This  inc luded an increased  focus  on ensur ing that  

part ic ipants  are engaged in  a  rout ine  of  work- l ike  act iv i ty  for  up to  25 hours  a  week,  

across  a  f ive  day  week,  year  round .  At  the  same t ime,  broader  changes to  the  

compl iance f ramework enabled providers  to make greater  use of  payment suspens ions 

and f inancia l  penalt ies  to  increase attendance . 1  

The proport ion of  remote income support  recip ients  enrol led in  Work for  Dole  and ot her  

act iv i t ies  steadi ly  increased under the  Remote Jobs  and Communit ies  Program ( RJCP)  

and has  further  increased under  the  CDP.  Among those  enrol led,  the  major ity  (between 

70 and 80 per  cent )  attend or  provide a  va l id  reason for  not  attending on any g iven day.  

The remain ing 20 to 30 per  cent  do not  attend and do not  provide a  va l id  reason for  not  

attending  ( inva l id  non -attendance) .  Younger  part ic ipant s  and some subgroups fac ing  

                                                                 

1 A  suspens ion  i s  a  tempor ar y  ho ld  on  a  pa r t i c ipa nt ’ s  inc om e suppor t  pa yment  due to  fa i lu r e  to  
m eet  m utua l  ob l iga t ion  requ ir em ents .  A  f ina nc ia l  pena l ty  i s  a  perm anent  lo ss  o f  a  proport ion  of  
a  par t ic ipant ’ s  inc ome suppor t  pa ym ent  due  to  fa i lu r e  to  m eet  m utua l  ob l iga t ion  r equ i rem ents .  
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barr iers  to employment and part ic ipat ion  –  inc luding those with no post -school  

educat ion,  those with  a  cr iminal  convict ion,  those with no pr ivate transport ,  and those 

who are  not  contactable  by phone  –  are  more l ike ly  to not  attend without  a  va l id  

reason.   

Communicat ion and health issues may play  a  role  in  expla in ing  h igh rates  of  inval id  

non-attendance  among some ,  part icu lar ly  Indigenous,  CDP part ic ipants .   

In  the  f ie ldwork ,  s takeholders  reported that  some part ic ipants  had undetected health 

barr iers  due to  lack  of  adequate  assessments  (Winangal i  and Ipsos 2018).  Further,  whi le  

people ident i fy ing as  Indigenous and those l iv ing in  remote locat ions have a  h igher  

burden of  d isea se (AIHW 2016) ,  those l iv ing in  CDP regions have a  re lat ive ly  low rate of  

medical  exempt ion from their  mutual  obl igat ion requirements .  I n  June 2017,  only  f ive  

per  cent  of  act iv i ty - tested  income support  rec ip ients  l iv ing in  CDP regions  had a  medica l  

exemption,  compared with  ten  per  cent  of  those l iv ing in  non -CDP regions .  For  those 

l iv ing in  CDP regions  who ident i fy  as  Indigenous,  t he rate of  medical  exempt ions was  

only  three per  cent.   

Better  assessments  of  CDP part ic ipants  in  remote areas  –  inc luding  increased access  to  

medical  assessments  –  could  help to  ensure  that  part ic ipants ’  attendance requirements  

match their  ab i l i t ies ,  and that  potent ia l  barr iers  to  part ic ipat ion are  ident i f ied.   

S ince  January  2016,  in  any one quarter ,  approximate ly  60  per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  

received at  least  one suspens ion,  and a  third of  part ic ipants  received one or  more  

f inanc ia l  penalt ies .  Among those penal ised,  there is  cons iderable  var iat ion in  the  

proport ion of  Austra l ian  Government payments  lost  to penalt ies .  S ince mid-2016,  in  any  

one quarter ,  a round ha lf  of  those penal ised lost  less  than f ive  per  cent  of  their  

Austra l ian Government payments.  However ,  just  under  one in  ten penal ised part ic ipants  

lost  twenty  per  cent  or  more  of  the ir  payments  –  this  equates  to  between two and 

three per  cent  of  a l l  CDP part ic ipants  per  quarter .   

Younger  part ic ipants ,  men and some sub-groups with  a  range of  reported part ic ipat ion  

barr iers ,  were more l ike ly  to be penal i sed .  These groups were more l ike ly  to be 

impacted by penalt ies  in  terms of  both frequency and the tota l  amount  lost  to  penalt ies .   

The f ie ldwork  suggests  that  part  of  the reason for  h igh rates  of  penalt ies  among 

part ic ipants  with barr iers  to part ic ipat ion i s  that  many do not  fu l ly  understand the 

compl iance system, and have d i f f icu lty  communicat ing with the Department of  Human 

Serv ices  or  their  provider  when they  have a  va l id  reason for  not  attending (Winangal i  

and Ipsos  2018).  There is ,  therefore ,  a  potent ia l  role  for  CDP providers  to focus  on 

prevent ing and  managing non-compl iance through improved communicat ion and 

co-ordinat ion of  contact  between the Department of  Human Services  and part ic ipants .  

To the extent  that  penalt ies  encourage part ic ipat ion in  Work  for  the  Dole  and other  

program act iv i t ies ,  penalt ies  have the potent ia l  to support  the development of  sk i l l s  and 

conf idence for  jobseekers  and improve employment  outcomes.   
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Data  were  not  ava i lab le  to assess  the  extent  to which  CDP part ic ipants ’  attendance is  

a ffected by the poss ib i l i ty  of  a  penalty  ( that  is ,  whether  they attend to  avoid  a  poss ib le  

penalty ) .  However ,  ana lys is  of  the administrat ive data suggests  that  the  appl icat ion of  a 

penalty  may ,  to some extent,  improve subsequent attendance among some CDP 

part ic ipants .  The most  h ighly  penal ised CDP part ic ipants  in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016 

increased the ir  subsequent  attendance rates  over  the  year ;  however  attendance rates  

for  th is  group were st i l l  wel l  be low average.  Over  the  year ,  th is  group was penal ised an 

average of  ten per  cent  of  their  annual  income support  payments ,  double the average 

rate .  

Of  those  CDP part ic ipants  penal ised in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016,  an est imated 

s ix  per  cent  disengaged  f rom the income support  system over  the year  ( to  December  

2016)  without  record of  a  pr ior  employment outcome.  Two in  f ive  of  these disengaged  

part ic ipant s  were men under 30  years  o ld .   

I t  i s  not  c lear  i f  part ic ipants  disengaged due to  issues  around the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  

provided,  as  a  resul t  of  penalt ies  and payment suspensions ,  or  obta ined employment but  

d id not  report  th is  to the ir  CDP provider  or  the Department of  Human Serv ices .  

F ie ldwork  undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies  suggests  that  the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  

–  that  is ,  whether  surveyed part ic ipants  conside red act iv i t ies  to  be su itable  and usefu l  –  

can have an ef fect  on attendance and part ic ipat ion in  those  act iv i t ies  (Winangal i  and 

Ipsos  2018).  

Between the RJCP and the CDP,  the share of  a l l  part ic ipants  who disengaged  f rom 

income support  benef its  in  a  g iven year  (without a  recorded employment outcome )  was 

est imated to  have increased by one percentage point  to  4.5  per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  

in  the  program on 1  January  2016.  More data are  needed to  better  understand outcomes 

for  these  part ic ipants .  

Developing and report ing on measures  of  the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  –  inc luding measures 

of  sk i l l s  atta inment,  employment outcomes,  and part ic ipant  percept ions of  qual i ty  –  

could ident i fy  the types of  act iv i t ies  that  best  support  part ic ipat ion in  the program and 

outcomes for  part ic ipants .  Qual i ty  measures  could a lso  be l inked to  act iv i ty  payments  as 

part  of  an outcome -based provider  payment model .  

As  with other  employment programs,  CDP providers  receive a  payment  when a  

part ic ipant  achieves a  def ined employment outcome.  In  compar ison to  RJCP,  the  CDP 

payment model  p laces  greater  weight  on 26 consecut ive-week employment outcomes,  

with  the  a im of  enco uraging susta ined employment.   

Employment outcomes wi l l  re f lect  a  range of  factors ,  inc luding the  employment  serv ices  

and tra in ing part ic ipants  rece ive from the ir  provider ,  as  wel l  as  the  character ist ics  and 

c ircumstances of  indiv iduals  and the prevai l ing  labour  market  condit ions .   

After  contro l l ing  for  the  indiv idual  character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and labour market  

condit ions,  model l ing suggests  that  the program has led to around a  one  percentage 
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point  increase in  26-week outcomes under CDP,  from a base of  around 5 .7  per  cent 

under  the RJCP .  Th is  result  is  cons istent  with the greater  weight  p laced on 26 

consecut ive-week  employment  outcomes in  provider  and employer  payments  under  the 

CDP.   

The CDP has only  been operat ing for  a  short  t ime,  and employment ef f ects  may take a 

few years  to be real i sed,  part icu lar ly  for  part ic ipants  with  extreme barr iers  to  

employment and in  remote communit ies  where  there  are l imited job opportunit ies .  In 

the f i rst  two years  of  the program, as  may be expected,  part ic ipants  with low barr iers  to  

employment had the  highest  est imated increase in  26 -week outcomes under the CDP (up 

3 .4  percentage points ) .  

Employment outcomes over  the  long term could be improved by  modify ing provider  

payments  for  employment outcomes to better  ref lect  loca l  labour  market  condit ions  and 

opportunit ies  ( inc luding seasonal  work) ,  and by  increas ing incent ives  for  providers  to 

p lace  those with  high barr iers  into employment.  

Where the outcomes are more uncerta in,  there may  be benef i ts  f rom f irst  p i lot ing and 

eva luat ing innovat ive payment models  and labour market  programs.  Wel l -des igned 

program pi lots  can provide key ins ights  into  what works ,  for  whom, and in  what 

c ircumstances  and provide robust  evidence to inform any potent ia l  ro l l  out .  However ,  

where pi lots  require  extensive t ime to set -up,  run and eva luate ,  the benef i ts  of  ref in ing 

pol icy  through pi lot  programs needs  to be  ba lanced against  the  benef i ts  of  provid ing 

ear l ier  access  to new pol icy  arrangements .  

The eva luat ion and the ongoing monitor ing of  the  ef f ic iency and effect iveness  of  the  

program is  an important  part  of  understanding and improving outcomes for  people  l iv ing  

in  remote Austra l ia .   

As  h ighl ighted above,  b etter  measures  of  the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  are  key to a  better  

understanding of  the  overal l  effect  of  the  program , and to  improving  outcomes for 

part ic ipants .  Measur ing and report ing on what  happens  to  people ex i t ing  the CDP could 

a lso improve understanding of  longer -term employment  outcomes and any 

disengagement  f rom the program; as  wel l  as  the impact  of  penalt ies  and  act iv i t ies .  Th is  

requires  that  outcomes are monitored across  the CDP and income support 

administrat ive systems.  
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  The Community  Development  Program me (CDP)  is  an employment and community  
deve lopment  program serv ic ing  60 regions  inc luding  more than 1,000 remote 
communit ies .  These are typ ica l ly  smal l  communit ies  and are often character ised 
by  l imited labour  market  opportunit ies  and l imited access  to  serv ices .   

  The introduct ion of  the CDP in  mid-2015 brought a  range of  changes des igned to  
increase part ic ipat ion in  work- l ike  act iv i t ies  and  improve employment outcomes 
in  remote Austra l ia .  Th is  inc luded a  requirement  that  a l l  act iv i ty -tested income 
support  recip ient s  aged 18  to 49 years  be engaged in  a  rout ine of  Work for  the 
Dole ,  f ive  days  a  week,  year  round .   

  Changes  were a lso made to  provider  payments  to place  greater  weight  on 26 
consecut ive-week employment outcomes .  Act iv i ty  payments  were  a lso increased 
for  Work for  the  Dole  part ic ipants ,  and made condit ional  on  enrol l ing,  recording 
and report ing part ic ipants ’  attendance.  Under the CDP,  providers  can be  paid a  
h igher  amount for  part ic ipants  attending Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  throughout 
the year  than for  achieving a  26 -week employment outcome.  

  This  report  draws on administrat ive data  to examine whether  the  CDP ha s  been 
ef fect ive  at  increas ing part ic ipat ion an d employment  outcome s over  the f i rst  two 
years  of  the program . 

The Community  Development  Programme ( CDP)  is  an  Austra l ian  Government 

employment and community  deve lopment  program.  The CDP commenced on 1  Ju ly  2015, 

replac ing the Remote Jobs and Communit ies  Program (RJCP). 2 The CDP was des igned to 

increase part ic ipat ion in  work- l ike  act iv i t ies ,  increase  susta inable  work  trans i t ions  and  

the employabi l i ty  of  program part ic ipants  l iv ing in  remote areas .  

The CDP operates  across  60 regions cover ing more than 1,000 remote communit ies  

(F igure  1.1) . 3 The  geographical  boundar ies  of  the program take  into  considerat ion a  

number  of  factors ,  inc luding labour  market  character ist ics ,  ex ist ing geographica l  and 

administrat ive boundar ies ,  and cul tura l  re la t ionships  between communit ies .   

                                                                 

2 T he  RJCP wa s  in tr oduc ed  in  Ju ly  2013 ,  r ep lac ing  four  ex i s t ing  pr ogra ms then  opera t ing  in  
r em ote  a r ea s :  Job  Serv ic es  Austra l ia ;  D i sa b i l i t y  Em ployment  Ser v ic es ;  the  I nd igenous  
Em ployment  Pr ogr am ;  a nd the  Comm uni ty  Deve lopment  Em ployment  Pr o j ec ts  pr ogra m.  
3 I t  i s  r ough ly  c onf ined to  those  por t ions  o f  the  c ountr y  def ined a s  R em ote  and  Ver y  R emote  
A ust ra l ia  under  the  A BS  A ustra l ia n  S ta t i s t ic a l  Ge ogra phy  S ta ndar d  (ASGS) ,  but  ex c ludes  the  
R emote  (exc ised)  c i t ies  and  towns  of  Br oom e,  Ger a ldton ,  Ka lgoor l ie ,  Espera nc e,  Por t  L inc o ln ,  
Por t  A ugusta ,  Whya l la ,  A l i c e  Spr ings ,  Br oken  H i l l  and  M t  I sa ,  wher e  pa r t ic ipa nts  ar e  serv ic ed  by  
j obac t ive  pr ov ider s .   
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Figure 1.1 Proport ion of working age population who are employed in CDP 

regions,  2016 a   

 

 

 
S ourc e :  Census  ( 2016 ) .  
N otes :  (a )  Sma l l  e xc i sed  c i t ies  a nd  towns  have  been exc luded f r om  the  ma p.  

In  March 2018,  39  providers  serv iced the  CDP,  of  which 26 were Indigenous  owned and 

operated.  A s ing le  provider  serv iced each CDP region (with the except ion of  the  Warruwi  

community ,  which was  serv iced by a  separate employment provider) .   

Within each region,  providers  are respons ib le  for  servic ing towns and communit ies  of  

vary ing remoteness,  populat ions,  and labour  market  condit ions.  Of  the more than 

1 ,000 remote communit ies  serviced by CDP providers ,  more than three -quarters  had a  

populat ion of  less  than 50 people  in  2011 (PC 2017a) .  

The average unemployment rate across  a l l  CDP regions was around e ight  per  cent  in 

2016,  compared to seven per  cent  for  Austra l ia  as  a  whole  (Census 2016 unpubl ished 

data) . 4 However ,  the  level  of  unemployment  var ies  s ign if icant ly  between CDP regions ,  

and many regions have unemployment rates  far  above the nat ional  average.  More than 

ha lf  of  the CDP regions recorded unemployment rates  above ten per  cent  and 

approximately  a  th ird had rates  above 20  per  cent  in  2016.   

                                                                 

4 Ba sed  on  sea sona l l y  a d jus ted  es t imates  f r om  the  Labour  For ce  Sur vey ,  unem ploym ent  r a tes  
a cr oss  A ustra l ia  were  be low s ix  per  c ent  in  2016 (ABS  2017a ) .  Census  es t imates  ar e  used  her e  to  
enab le  c om pa r i son  wi th  sm al l  popu la t ions  in  CDP  r eg ions  (A BS  2017b) .  
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The area covered by the CDP a lso had a  marked concentrat ion of  regions with low lev els  

of  employment.  In  30 out  of  the 60 CDP regions,  less  than ha lf  of  the  populat ion was  

employed in  2016 (F igure  1 .1) .   

The introduct ion of  the  CDP saw a  range of  changes  a imed at  increas ing community  

part ic ipat ion  and provid ing pathways  to more stable  employment.  The main changes 

introduced under  CDP in cluded an increased focus  on Work  for  the  Dole  to  meet mutual  

obl igat ion requirements  and changes to  the provider  payment model .   

Mutual  obl igat ion requires  that  people rece iv ing certa in act iv i ty - tested income support  

payments 5 part ic ipate  in  an employment  prog ram and,  as  part  of  th is  program,  be 

act ive ly  looking for  work  or  part ic ipat ing in  act iv i t ies  that  wi l l  help them into 

employment.  Mutual  obl igat ion requirements  vary  by age,  assessed work capaci ty ,  and 

car ing responsibi l i t ies .  

When part ic ipants  fa i l  to  meet  the ir  mutual  obl igat ion requirements,  under  the Job  

Seeker Compl iance Framework ,  they  can have their  income support  payments  

temporar i ly  withheld  ( suspended )  and/or  can lose  a  proport ion of  the  income support  

payment ( i .e .  be penal ised )  (DSS 2018a,  sec.  3 .1.13) .  The compl iance f ramework appl ies  

to  a l l  income support  recipients  with  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  and i s  

administered by the Department of  Human Serv ices .  

Whi le  a  common compl iance  framework  is  appl ied across  mainstream and remote 

employment programs ,  the type of  act iv i t ies  that  part ic ipants  must  undertake  to fu l f i l  

their  mutual  obl igat ion  are  set  separately  in  each program.  

Under  the RJCP,  fu l l - t ime act iv i ty -tested part ic ipants  were typical ly  expected to  

undertake  40 hours  of  act iv i t ies  per  fortnight  (20 hours  for  pr inc ipal  carers  and those 

with a  part ia l  or  reduced work  capa c ity)  (PMC 2014b) . 6 To meet  these  required  hours  of  

                                                                 

5 Ac t i v i ty - tested  pa ym ents  inc lude  N ewsta r t  A l lowa nc e,  Youth  A l lowa nc e  (other )  a nd  Spec ia l  
Benef i t  (nomina ted  v i sa  ho lder s ) .  Som e Par ent ing  Paym ent  rec ip ients  ( those  whose  youngest  
c h i ld  i s  s i x  or  above)  a nd D i sa b i l i t y  Suppor t  Pens ion  r ec ip ients  ( those  a ged  under  35  year s  wi th  
a  wor k  ca pa c i ty  of  e ight  or  m or e  hour s  per  week  a nd  w i thout  a  c h i ld  under  s i x  yea r s )  ha ve  part  
t im e mutua l  ob l iga t ion  r equ ir em ents .   
6 In  a dd i t ion  to  any  j ob  sear ch  tha t  ma y be  r equ ir ed  ( PM C 2014b:3) .  
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act iv i ty ,  RJCP part ic ipants  had f lex ib i l i ty  to work  across  the  week in  a  range of  

community  act iv i t ies  and tra in ing programs as  wel l  as  Work for  the Dole . 7 

The introduct ion of  the CDP saw increased focus  on part ic ipants  meet ing the ir  mutual  

obl igat ions  through Work  for  the  Dole ,  and ensur ing that  part ic ipants  are  engaged in  

work- l ike  act iv i t ies  up to  the ir  assessed capac ity ,  across  a  f ive-day week.  Speci f ica l ly ,  

under  the  CDP,  those with  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  who are  aged between 18 and 

49 years  and rece ive the fu l l  rate  of  income support  are  required to attend Work for  the 

Dole  act iv i t ies  across  f ive  days  each week ,  year  round,  up to 25 hours  per  week 

(DSS  2018a,  sec .  3 .2 .9.70) .  Th is  is  an  increase f rom 20 hours  per  week of  act iv i ty  under  

the RJCP .  Part ic ipants  can access  up to s ix  weeks of  leave  per  year ,  in  addit ion to a  two -

week shut  down around Chr istmas,  and addit ional  leave  to part ic ipate in  cu ltural  

bus iness  (PMC 2016 ,  p .22) .  

CDP part ic ipants  who are  required to  undertake  Work  for  the Dole  can receive  tra in ing 

for  l i teracy and numeracy  and support  to  obtain  a  dr iver ’s  l i cence  i f  they  require  i t .  

Further  educat ion and tra in ing can be  undertaken as  part  of  the ir  Work for  the Dole  

act iv i t ies  i f  i t  i s  d irect ly  l inked to a  job or  Work for  the  Dole  act iv i ty ,  or  i f  i t  d i rect ly  

meets  the needs  of  an employer  (PMC 2016).  

Other  income support  rec ipients  with  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  – those who are 

act iv i ty  tested  but  not  required to undertake Work  for  the Dole 8 –  can meet  the ir  mutual  

obl igat ions by part ic ipat ing in  Work  for  the Dole  or  other  ava i lable  act iv i t ies  

(PMC 2016) .  People  without mutual  obl igat ion requirements  can volunteer  in  any part  of  

the program. 9  

Throughout this  report ,  these three groups of  CDP part ic ipants  are referred to as  

required to undertake  Work for  the Dole ,  act iv i ty  tested but  not  required to undertake 

Work for  the Dole ,  and volunteers .  

                                                                 

7 The  term  ‘ Wor k  for  the  Do le ’  wa s  not  used under  RJCP ,  but  ra ther  ‘ S tr uc tur ed  A c t iv i t ies ’  wh ic h  
were  employm ent  a nd  pa r t i c ipa t ion  a c t i v i t ies  tha t  wer e  a s  wor k - l i ke  as  poss ib le .  Ex am ples  
inc luded  work  ex per ienc e  a nd  in tegra ted  em ploym ent - foc used  tra in ing,  env i ronm enta l  a c t i v i t ies  
or  deve lop ment  a nd ma intenance  o f  com muni ty  in f r as t ruc ture  (PM C 2014) .  R JCP  s t ruc tured  a nd 
CDP Wor k  for  the  Do le  a ct i v i t ies  ar e  s im i lar  in  tha t  they  ar e  both  r equ i red  to  be  fu l l y  super v ised  
a nd  ‘ as  wor k - l i ke  a s  poss ib le ’ .  T he  key  d i f fer enc e  i s  tha t  CDP Wor k  for  the  Do le  a c t i v i t ies  need 
to  be  s tr uc tur ed to  a l low for  25  hour s  o f  a c t i v i ty  a cr oss  5  da ys  a  week ,  to  es ta b l i sh  a  da i l y  work  
r out ine .  Gu ide l ines  a l so  spec i fy  that  CDP  Wor k  for  the  Do le  ac t i v i t ies  shou ld :  deve lop  a nd 
enha nc e par t i c ipa nts ’  ab i l i t y  to  wor k  indepen dent ly ;  impr ove or  enhanc e par t ic ipa nt ’ s  
c omm unic a t ion  sk i l l s ,  m ot iva t ion,  a nd dependab i l i ty ;  and  where  poss ib le ,  pr ov ide  par t ic ipants  
w i th  exper ienc e  wor k ing  a s  pa r t  o f  a  team  (PM C 2016:7 ) .  
8 Th i s  inc ludes  peop le  on  the  a bove ac t i v i ty - tes ted  pa ym ent s  who ar e  not  r ece iv ing  the  fu l l  r a te  
o f  pa ym ent ,  a re  a ged under  18  or  over  49  year s ,  ex empt  f rom m utua l  ob l iga t ion  r equ i rem ents  
a nd /or  unab le  to  par t ic ipa te  in  Work  for  the  Do le  due  to  i l lness ,  in j ur y  or  d isa b i l i t y .  
9 Peop le  on  non -ac t iv i ty - tes ted  inc ome suppor t  paym ent s  who r es ide  in  CDP  r eg ions  a re  not  
r equ ir ed  to  par t ic ipa te  in  CDP,  but  ca n  vo lunteer  a nd  ar e  fu l ly  e l i g ib le  for  CDP  ser v ic es .  Peop le 
who ar e  not  on  inc om e suppor t  pa ym ents  c an  a l so  v o lunteer  to  par t ic ipa te  in  CDP,  but  prov ider s  
c an  on ly  r ec e ive  fu l l  pa ym ent  for  those  who a re  not  on  inc om e suppor t  pa ym ents  ( ‘ CDP 
ine l ig i b le  part i c ipants ’ )  i f  they  f i r s t  obta in  a ppr ova l  f r om  the  depa r tm ent  (PMC 2016) .   
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The CDP a lso  di f fers  from jobact ive,  the mainstream employment  program ,  where  there 

i s  less  emphas is  on Work for  the Dole ,  and more emphas is  on job search  as  the main 

act iv i ty  through which people  fu l f i l  their  mutual  obl igat ion requirements .  

After  they  have been looking for  work for  12  months ,  jobact ive part ic ipants  are  required 

to  undertake  act iv i t ies  for  s ix  months  of  the  year .  For  jobact ive  part ic ipants  aged 18  to  

49 years ,  Work for  the Dole  is  the pr inc ipa l  act iv i ty  for  part ic ipants  to  meet  the ir  

act iv i ty  requirement  (unless  they have arranged to  meet  their  requirement  through 

part -t ime pa id employment  or  educat ion and tra in ing) .  Whi le  in  a  Work  for  the Dole  

phase,  their  required hours  per  week  vary  depending on the ir  age,  car ing 

respons ib i l i t ies ,  and assessed work  capac ity .  Genera l ly ,  jobact ive  part ic ipants  aged 

under 30  years  need to complete 25 hours  per  week for  s ix  months each year ;  whi le  

those  aged 30  to  59 years  need to  complete  15  hours  per  week for  s ix  months  each year .  

From September  2018,  jobact ive  part ic ipants  aged 30  to  49 years  wi l l  have a  25 hours 

per  week act iv i ty  requirement  for  s ix  months each year  (Austra l ian Government 2017) .   

Year  round Work  for  the Dole  structured across  a  f ive  day  week –  somet imes  referred to 

as  ‘cont inuous’  Work  for  the Dole  – is  a  key part  of  the des ign of  the CDP and a  key 

point  of  d i f ference with  mainstream employment  programs.  As  wel l  as  bui ld ing 

employment sk i l l s  and a  work- l ike  rout ine ,  cont inuous Work for  the  Dole  is  intended to  

keep people act ive and contr ibut ing to  community ,  in  locat ions charac ter ised by weak or  

non-ex istent  labour markets  (PMC 2016).  (Appendix  A providers  further  compar ison of  

Job Serv ices  Austra l ia  and jobact ive . )   

Under  the  CDP,  providers  rece ive three  types of  payments :  

  Work for  the Dole  fees .  These  fees  are  payable  for  each Work  for  the Dole  

part ic ipant .  In  order  to receive  fu l l  payment,  the provider  needs to ensure that  the  

part ic ipant  i s  enrol led  in  Work for  the  Dole,  record their  attendance,  and take ‘a l l  

reasonable act ion’  to manage non -attendance,  ut i l i z ing the  compl iance framework 

where needed (PMC 2016,  p .64) .   

  Bas ic  Services  fees .  These fees  are pa id for  CDP part ic ipants  who are not  undertak ing 

Work  for  the Dole .  

  Employment Outcome fees .  These fees  are paid  after  a  CDP part ic ipant  has  been in 

pa id  work for  13  and 26  consecut ive  weeks  (with  some a l lowable breaks 10) ,  with  

h igher  payments  for  fu l l  employment  outcomes. 11  

                                                                 

10 A l lowa b le  br ea ks  a re  per iods  o f  a ppr oved  unpa id  lea ve  f r om wor k  and  ca n  inc lude  br ea ks  
between  j obs  a nd  per iods  o f  unpa id  s i ck  leave  (PM C 2016) .  Under  CDP,  a  par t i c ipant  ca n  ha ve  a  
br ea k  o f  up  to  four  weeks  in  ea c h  13 -week  per iod ,  m ean ing  that  a  pr ov ider  c an  c la im  a  13 - week  
Em ployment  Outc om e Pa ym ent  i f  a  part i c ipant  i s  em ployed for  13  we eks  over  a  17 -week  per iod .  
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An important  change in  the  structure  (and,  therefore,  the  incent ives)  of  provider  

payments  in  the  move from the RJCP to  the  CPD was  making act iv i ty  payments  

condit ional  on enrol l ing,  recording and report ing of  attendance  at  act iv i t ies .  In  

compar ison,  RJCP act iv i ty  payments  were quarter ly  payments  for  each e l ig ib le  

part ic ipant  enrol led  in  the program 12,  whether  or  not  they attended act iv i t ies .   

Whi le  the maximum tota l  act iv i ty  payment ava i lab le  for  an RJCP part ic ipant  was higher  

than the payment  avai lab le  for  a  CDP part ic ipant  access ing Bas ic  Serv ices ,  i t  was 

cons iderably  lower than  the maximum payment avai lab le  for  a  CDP part ic ipant  enrol led  

in  and attending Work  for  the Dole  (F igure  1.2) .  

The CDP payment  model  a lso  d i f fers  f rom the RJCP payment  model  in  p lac ing greater 

weight  on  26 consecut ive-week employment outcome s  over  shorter  employment 

outcomes  ( inc luding 13-week outcomes) ,  to encourage susta ined employment.  Whi le  

under  the RJCP a  26-week outcome could be achieved when a  part ic ipant  had been 

employed fo r  26 weeks  over  a  52 -week  per iod ,  under  the  CDP a 26-week outcome is  

required to be achieved within  26  consecut ive  weeks  (with some a l lowable breaks ) .  

Unl ike RJCP,  the CDP has  no provider  payment on job p lacement or  when the part ic ipant 

has  remained in  the job for  seven weeks .  Compared to the RJCP,  the  CDP payment model  

provides less  incent ive to p lace people in  casual ,  seasonal  or  intermittent  work  or  short 

terms jobs  which may  not  last  for  13  weeks .   

Under the CDP,  annual  Work for  the Dole  act iv i ty  payments  can be h igher  than payments  

for  achieving a  26 -week employment outcome  (F igure  1.2) .  This  aspect  of  the provider  

payment model  may ,  in  some c ircumstances ,  reduce provider  incent ives  to trans it ion 

indiv iduals  to  employment  (ANAO 2017) .  The incent ive to  p lace Work for  the Dole  

part ic ipants  in  paid  work  is  reduced where there  i s  a  lower  l ike l ihood of  an  indiv idual  

s tay ing  in  the  job for  26 weeks .   

Actual  payments  to  providers  in  2014 and 2016 show that  employment outcome 

payments  (part icu lar ly  for  a  26 -week outcome) increased fo l lowing the introduct ion of  

the CDP (F igure  1.3) .  However,  as  a  share of  tota l  act iv i ty  and employment provider  

payments,  payments  for  employm ent  outcomes decreased  – from 24 per  cent  in  2014 to 

11  per  cent  in  2016 – due to the substant ia l  increase in  act iv i ty  payments.   

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 

11 Fu l l  em ploym ent  outc ome s  ar e  c la ima b le  when the  CDP par t ic ipant  i s  o f f  inc o m e suppor t  or  
fu l ly  m eets  the i r  hour ly  requ ir em ents .  A  pa rt ia l  outc ome occ ur s  wher e  a  CDP  par t ic ipa nt  wor ks  
su f f ic ient  hour s  to  r educe  the i r  inc om e s upp or t  by  a t  lea s t  60  per  c ent  or  par t ia l l y  meets  the i r  
hour s  ba sed  r equ ir ements  ( PM C 2016 ) .  T he  number  o f  em ployment  hours  requ ir ed  to  par t ia l l y  
m eet  r equ ir em ents  i s  on  a vera ge  10  hour s  per  week  for  N ewstar t ,  Youth  A l lowance  (other )  a nd  
Par ent ing  Paym ent  r ec ip ients  who ar e  car ers  and an  a vera ge  o f  15  hour s  or  mor e  per  week  for  
those  who are  on  N ewstar t  or  Youth  a l lowa nc e .  A  fu l l  em ployment  outc om e c an  be  c la im ed  for  
a n  e l i g ib le  pa r t i c ipa nt  w i th  pa r t ia l  capac i ty  to  wor k  when employed  for  the  m in imum  r equ ir e d 
hour s  (a s  assessed in  a n  Em ployment  Serv ices  Assessm ent  (ESA t )  or  Job  Ca pa c i ty  Assessment) ;  
a nd  a  par t ia l  outc om e i f  they  a r e  em ployed  for  a n  a vera ge  o f  a t  leas t  70  per  c ent  o f  the i r  
m in imum hour s .  
12 R eferr ed  to  a s  comm enc ed  in  pr ogr am gu ide l ines  and  the  a dm in i s t ra t ive  sys tem ,  a nd  def ined  
to  inc lude  those  who ha ve  c om pleted  the  in i t ia l  i n ter v iew and assessm ent  proc ess  (PM C 2013,  
p . 45) .  



The Department  of  the Pr ime Minister  and Cabinet  Page 7 

Figure 1.2 Maximum provider payments for  activity and employment 

outcomes under the RJCP and the CDPa  

 
S ourc e :  PM C 20 1 3,  PM C 2015.  
N otes :  (a )  M ax im um  r ates  for  r emote  ac t i v i ty - tes ted  pa r t ic ipa nts  wi th  fu l l - t im e  m utua l  
ob l iga t io n  r equ ir em ents .  Under  the  R JCP ,  pr ov iders  r ec e ived  h igher  payments  for  em ploym ent  
outc om es for  pa r t i c ipants  assessed by  DHS as  hav ing  a  pa rt ia l  wor k  ca pa c i ty  ( PM C 201 3) .  Whi le  
R JCP a c t iv i ty  pa yments  wer e  ma de  qua r ter ly  for  ea ch  par t ic ipa nt ,  R JCP  par t i c ipa t ion  cr ed i t s  
were  a dd i t iona l  funds  ava i lab le  to  prov ide  a c t iv i t ies  a nd spec i f i c  suppor t  a nd  equ ipment  for  the  
par t ic ipa nt  ( PM C  201 3) .  The  f igure  does  not  ta ke  in to  ac count :  par t ic ipa t ion  c r ed i t  not  c la im ed ;  
or  r educ t ions  in  Wor k  for  the  Do le  paym ents  to  CDP  pr ov ider s  when  pa r t ic ipant  non -a t tenda nc e 
a t  Wor k  for  the  D o le  act i v i t ies  wer e  not  rec or ded  or  ac t ioned .  Pa ym ents  for  educa t ion  and 
t r a in ing  p lacem ents  a nd  outc om es  wer e  a l so  a va i la b le  under  the  RJ CP  ($275  on  c omm enc em ent  
a nd  $2 , 750 on  c omplet ion  for  a t  leas t  Cer t i f i ca te  I I ,  enr o l l ing  and c om plet ing  one  semester  o f  
s c hoo l  or  an  educ a t ion  progr am,  a nd  $ 385  per  year  per  j ob  seeker  t o  complete  a  non -v o ca t iona l  
bar r ie r  cour se ) .  

Other changes  under  the CDP that  were  des igned to improve employment opportunit ies 

for  CDP part ic ipants  inc lude the introduct ion of  Employer  Incent ive  Payments  and 

funding for  the establ ishment or  expansion of  remote enterpr ises  ( Ind igenous Enterpr ise 

Development  funding)  (ANAO 2017).   

Under  RJCP there  were no incent ive  payments  for  employers ,  however  providers  were  

able  to use funds  f rom their  normal  schedule  of  payments  ( from the part ic ipat ion 

account)  to  subsidise  wages ,  and to provide f inanc ia l  ass istance for  the costs  of  work  

re lated modif icat ions  and equipment for  part ic ipants  with a  d isabi l i ty  (PMC 2013).  

Under the CDP,  funding is  ava i lable  as  a  one -off  payment that  providers  pass  on to 

e l ig ib le  employers  for  employing a  CDP part ic ipant  for  26 weeks.  The payment is  up to 

$7,500 (plus  GST)  for  fu l l - t ime employees and up to $3,750 (plus  GST)  for  part - t ime 
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employees  (PMC 2015) . 13 The  funding is  des igned to  boost  employment by  reducing the 

cost  of  h ir ing CDP part ic ipants .  As  with  provider  outcome payments,  the employer  

outcome payment  does not  incent iv ise  casual ,  seasonal  or  intermittent  work  that  may 

not  last  26  weeks .  

Figure 1.3 Actual  provider  payments under the RJCP and the CDP a  

 

 
 

S ourc e :  Unpub l i shed PMC da ta  a nd  ANA O  (2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  Prov ider  pa yments  ar e  GST  ex c lus ive .  
 

Indigenous Enterpr ise  Dev elopment  funding was  des igned to increase  the number of  

commercia l ly  v iab le  businesses  in  remote areas,  and included :   

  pre- loan bus iness  support  ( to turn  a  bus iness  idea  into  a  mature  bus iness  p lan) ,  

  grant/ loan packages  (where the grant  provides the  equity  needed for  an 

entrepreneur to access  f inance through a  commerc ia l  lender  for  the remaining 

funds  needed),  and  

  post - loan support  for  up to  two years .  

The viabi l i ty  of  the appl icat ions  was  assessed by a  commercia l  lender .  T he ANAO (2017) 

noted that  the  number  of  sui table  IED appl icat ions was  low and the program 

undersubscr ibed.  

                                                                 

13 Pa r t - t im e  pa ym ents  a re  payab le  i f  a  pa r t i c ipant ’ s  inc ome suppor t  r educes  by  a t  lea st  
6 0  per  c ent .  T he  a m ount  o f  work  r e qui r ed  to  ac h ieve  th i s  r educt ion  w i l l  depend  on  the  assessed  
wor k  c apa b i l i t y  of  the  pa rt i c ipant ,  the  hour ly  wa ge be ing  pa id  in  the  j ob,  the  tenur e  o f  the  wor k 
(ongo ing  or  ca sua l )  and  the  pr ed ic ta b i l i t y  o f  the  work  per  week .   
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This  report  draws on administrat ive data  to examine whether  the  CDP has  been effect ive 

in  achieving i ts  key object ives  of  increas ing part ic ipat ion and employment  outcomes in 

remote communit ies .   

Eva luat ing the CDP aga inst  i ts  object ives  is  cha l lenging  for  a  number of  reasons .  As  the 

CDP is  a  universal  program  operat ing  in  remote Austra l ia ,  i t  i s  d i f f icu lt  to construct  a  

su itable  comparison group ,  or  counterfactual ,  to determine  what would have happened 

in  absence of  the CDP changes .  Changes in  report ing requirements  a lso  mean that  

measures  of  part ic ipat ion in  paid work  and other  community  act iv i t ies  before  and after 

the introduct ion of  the CDP are only  avai lable  for  l imited t ime per iods.  

To assess  the  impact  of  the CDP on  leve ls  of  part ic ipat ion in  work- l ike  and  community  

act iv i t ies  ( that  is ,  whether  the introduct ion of  the CDP has increased  overal l  levels  of  

act iv i ty  or  rather  has  d isplaced other  act iv i t ies ) ,  would  require  t ime-use  data .  In  

absence of  t ime-use  data,  th is  report  uses  administrat ive data to cons ider  the  change in  

recorded levels  of  part ic ipat ion in  Work  for  the Dole  and other  program act iv i t ies  s ince 

the CDP commenced.  The pr imary  method for  assess ing the effect iveness  of  the CDP in  

increas ing part ic ipat ion is  a  compar ison of  the proport ion of  part ic ipan ts  enrol led in  

act iv i t ies  dur ing the  CDP and the  preceding employment program (RJCP) ;  and an analys is  

of  patterns  of  attendance at  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies .  

Under the compl iance framework,  i f  a  part ic ipant  fa i ls  to fu l f i l  the ir  mutual  obl igat ion 

requirements  ( inc luding fa i l ing to attend CDP act iv i t ies)  then they may have their  

income support  payments  suspended and/or  may face a  f inanc ia l  penalty .  To assess  the 

f inanc ia l  impact  on CDP part ic ipants ,  th is  report  a lso  examines  trends  in  income support  

payment suspensions and penalt ies  as  wel l  as  the outcomes for  in div iduals  fo l lowing a  

penalty .  F inanc ia l  impact  i s  measured by the proport ion of  Austra l ian Government  

payments  lost  to penalt ies .  

To assess  whether  the CDP has led to increased employment outcomes ,  th is  report  uses 

a  number of  model l ing approaches to est imate  the  change  in  the share of  program 

part ic ipants  obta ining employment outcomes ( job p lacements ,  13-week  and 26-week 

outcomes)  under  the  CDP.  The analys is  undertaken  models  changes  in  employment 

outcomes under the RJCP  and CDP,  and uses  quas i -exper imenta l  d i f ference - in-d i f ference  

models  to  compare the change in  employment  outcomes before  and after  the 

introduct ion of  the  CDP with changes  in  employment outcomes in  ne ighbour ing 

mainstream employment  regions .   

The analys is  in  th is  report  draws on data  f rom the Department  of  Jobs  and Smal l  

Bus iness ’  Employment Services  System  and Department of  Human Serv ices ’  

administrat ive system. Information on program part ic ipant ’s  demographic  

character i st ics ,  barr iers  to  employment,  part ic ipat ion and attendance at  act iv i t ies  and 

employment outcomes  are  extracted from the Employment Serv ices  System .  In formation 
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on part ic ipant  act iv i ty  requirements ,  exemption  status ,  and benef i t  h is tor ies  are  based 

on data from the Department of  Human Serv ices  administrat ive system.   

Whi le  the  administrat ive  data  provides  r ich information on the indiv idual  character ist ics  

of  program part ic ipants ,  the  data  may be affected by measurem ent bias .  Changes in  the 

incent ive  or  requirement  for  part ic ipants  and providers  to report  part icular  

character ist ic s  or  outcomes for  ind iv iduals  in  the  administrat ive  system can lead to b ias  

in  the est imated effects  of  the  pol icy .   

The administrat ive data are  a lso l imited in  the  informat ion avai lable  that  can  shed l ight  

on the broader  effects  of  the CDP on the funct ioning and wel lbe ing of  program 

part ic ipants  and the  community .  To better  understand the se  broader  v iews and poss ib le  

contr ibut ing c ircumstances ,  f ie ldwork  was  undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies .  The 

f ie ldwork report  The Many Pathways of  the Community  Development Programme:  

Summary  Report  of  Community  Voices  and Stakeholder  Perspect ives  f rom Eight 

Communit ies  was undertaken by Winangal i  in  partnership with Ipso s.  Where re levant ,  

key f indings  from the f ie ldwork have been drawn on to inform the  eva luat ion of  the 

ef fect iveness  of  the CDP in  th is  report .  

The remainder  of  th is  report  is  structured as  fo l lows:  

  Chapter  2  examines program part ic ipat ion and  attendance at  Work for  the Dole  

act iv i t ies  under  the  CDP 

  Chapter  3  examines trends in  f inanc ia l  penalt ies  and payment suspens ions ,  and 

the f inanc ia l  impact  on part ic ipants  and communit ies  

  Chapter  4  presents  f ind ings  on em ployment  outcomes ,  and whether  they  have 

improved as  a  result  of  the introduct ion of  the  CDP 

  Chapter  5  presents  an overa l l  d iscuss ion of  f ind ings .  
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  There were  c lose to 33,000 people  part ic ipat ing in  the  Community  Development  
Programme ( CDP)  in  June 2017;  down from around 37, 000 part ic ipants  when the 
program commenced in  Ju ly  2015.  The decl ine in  the number of  program 
part ic ipants  occurred predominantly  among volunteers  and those  aged under 
30  years .   

  Close to  three in  four  CDP part ic ipants  were  c lass i f ied as  having moderate to 
extreme  barr iers  to  employment  based on the  Job Seeker  C lass i f icat ion 
Instrument.  The h igh  preva lence of  CDP part ic ipants  with barr iers  to  employment  
ref lects ,  in  part ,  the  high share of  CDP part ic ipants  l iv ing in  very  remote areas  
with  l imited labour market  opportunit ies .  This  is  part icular ly  re levant  for  
Indigenous  part ic ipants ,  of  whom 76 per  cent  l ived in  very  remote communit ies ,  
compared with  35 per  cent  of  non- Indigenous par t ic ipants .  

  The proport ion of  program part ic ipants  enrol led  in  any act iv i ty  increased steadi ly  
under  the Remote Jobs and  Communit ies  Program  and has  further  increased 
under the  CDP – from 57 per  cent  in  June 2015 to  76  per  cent  in  June  2017.  This  
i s  cons istent  with the  increased  incent ives  under  the  CDP provider  payment  
model  to enrol ,  record and report  attendance  at  act iv i t ies .   

  Under  the  CDP,  attendance at  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  has  remained fa ir ly  
s table .  Among those enrol led,  on any  given day,  the major i ty  (between 70 and 
80  per  cent)  attend or  provide  a  va l id  reason for  not  attending.  

  On any given day,  between 20 and 30 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  do not  attend and 
do not  provide  a  va l id  reason for  not  attending Work  for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies ,  
referred to  as  inva l id  non -attendance .  Model l ing  suggests  that  inval id  
non-attendance  i s  more common among those  who are  younger ,  those who are 
Indigenous,  and some subgroups fac ing employment  and communicat ion barr iers  
–  inc luding those  with no post -school  educat ion,  those with no pr ivate transport ,  
and those  who are  not  contactable  by  phone.  

  Unident i f ied  heal th issues  may a lso  p lay  a  ro le  in  expla in ing higher  rates  of  
inva l id  non -attendance  among some,  part icular ly  Indigenous,  part ic ipants .  In  
June 2017,  f i ve  per  cent  of  act iv i ty -tested  income support  recip ients  l iv ing in  CDP 
regions  had a  medica l  exemption,  compared with ten per  cent  of  those l iv ing in  
non-CDP regions .  The rate of  medical  exempt ions is  lower aga in for  those l iv ing 
in  CDP areas who ident i fy  as  Ind igenous  –  three per  cent  in  June 2017  – despite  a  
h igher  burden of  d isease among Indigenous  people s  and those l iv ing in  remote 
areas .  

The Community  Development  Programme ( CDP),  l ike  i ts  predecessor  the  Remote Jobs 

and Communit ies  Program ( RJCP) ,  has  e lements  of  a  community  development and labour 

market  program. The CDP a ims to  increase da i ly  part ic ipat ion in  community  act iv i t ies  

pr imari ly  through a  program of  Work  for  the Dole.  CDP part ic ipants  aged 18 to 49 years  

are  genera l ly  expected to  part ic ipate  in  Work  for  the  Dole  for  25  hours  across  a  f ive -day  

week (depending on their  assessed capacity  to work) .  Part ic ipat ion in  Work for  the Dole  

i s  seen as  both a  pathway to employment (a  m eans of  bui ld ing sk i l l s  and a  work - l ike  

rout ine)  and of  keeping people act iv e  and contr ibut ing to  community  (PMC 2016) .  
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This  chapter  examines whether  the CDP has been effect ive in  increas ing part ic ipat ion in  

Work for  the Dole  and other  program act iv i t ies .  Changes in  part ic ipants ’  character ist ics  

are  descr ibed ,  as  wel l  as  the trends in  the  enrolment  and attendance at  act iv i t ies .   

As  at  1  January 2016,  there were c lose to  35,000 people  part ic ipat ing in  the CDP,  with 

the major ity  l iv ing in  the Northern Terr i tory ,  Western Austra l ia  and Queens land 

(Appendix  A,  Table  A.3) . 14  

Of  these  part ic ipants ,  around 84  per  cent  ident i f ied  as  Abor ig inal  and/or  Torres  Stra it  

Is lander.  Ref lect ing the ir  younger  age prof i le  (Table  2.1) ,  a  larger  proport ion of  

Abor ig inal  and/or  Torres  Stra it  Is lander  CDP part ic ipants  were  required to attend Work 

for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  –  68 per  cent  (as  at  1  January  2016) ,  compared to around 52  per  

cent  of  those who d id not  ident i fy  as  Ind igenous.  

Over  the f i rs t  two years  of  the  CDP,  the number of  part ic ipants  ( that  is ,  the tota l  

number  of  people registered with a  CDP provider)  decl ined from around 37,000  in 

Ju ly  2015 to 33,000 in  June 2017 (F igure  2 .1) .  Most  of  th is  dec l ine  occurred in  the f i rst  

12  months  and wa s pr imari ly  due to  a  dec l ine  in  the number of  people  recorded as 

vo lunteer ing (that  i s ,  people without  a  mutual  obl igat ion requirement)  from around 

5 ,000 in  June 2015 to  around 2, 500 in  June 2016 (Appendix  A ,  Table  A.4) .  Some of  the 

decl ine in  the number of  people recorde d as  vo lunteer ing may be  due to  the  increased 

administrat ive act iv i ty  that  occurs  in  trans i t ion between programs ( inc luding,  for  

example,  c leaning up of  the program administrat ive data  to  remove non -act ive 

part ic ipants) .   

Among the act iv i ty - tested  part ic ipants ,  there  has  a lso been a  decrease in  the number of  

part ic ipants  who are  required to  attend Work  for  the  Dole  and a  corresponding increase 

in  the  number who are not  required to  attend Work for  the Dole  (F igure 2.1) .  This  is  

re lated to the changin g age prof i le  of  part ic ipants  –  there has  been a  dec l ine  in  the 

number  of  part ic ipants  in  a l l  age  groups  under  50,  with  the  largest  proport ional  decl ine 

among those under  30  years  (Appendix  A,  Table  A.4) .   

There are  l ike ly  to be a  range of  reasons for  the  change in  the  age  prof i le  of  CDP 

part ic ipants .  Analys is  in  th is  report  shows  a  smal l  increase  in  employment outcomes 

among those of  pr ime working age (Chapter  4) ,  and a  smal l  increase in  program 

disengagement among younger  part ic ipants  ( that  is ,  ex its  from the program without a  

recorded employment  outcome )  (Chapter  3) .  Other  contr ibut ing factors  may  include 

increased part ic ipat ion in  post -school  educat ion 15,  increased mi grat ion of  young adults  

                                                                 

14 1  Januar y  2016  was  se lec ted  a s  the  m ost  a ppr opr ia te  t im e  per iod  for  descr ipt i ve  s ta t i s t ics  as  
i t  i s  the  most  f r equent ly  used  sampl ing  da te  for  a na lys i s  in  th is  repor t  (be ing  the  ear l ies t  da te  
to  avo id  t r ans i t iona l  i ssues  in  the  a dm in i s tr a t i ve  data ) .  
15 A na lys i s  o f  Census  da ta  (unpub l i s hed)  shows tha t ,  between 2011  a nd 2016,  ther e  has  been  an  
incr ea se  in  the  pr opor t ion  of  a dul t s  (a ged 20  to  64 )  who ha ve  c ompleted  post - sc hool  educa t ion  
in  every  s ta te  and terr i tor y  ( Ind igenous  and non - I nd igenous ) .   
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to  non-remote areas ,  and the  changing  age  prof i le  of  the remote populat ion.  Between 

the last  two Censuses,  there  was a  decl ine  in  the Census  count  of  people  l iv ing  in  

remote areas  in  every  age group under  50,  and an increase  in  the  number  aged over  50,  

cons istent  with  the  pattern  for  CDP part ic ipants .  In  addit ion,  more  people  migrated out  

of  remote areas  than into remote areas ,  with  net  migrat ion ou t  being h igher  among 

those  aged 22 or  under  (unpubl ished Census  data) .   

Figure 2.1 The number of  partic ipants has decl ined s ince the introduction 

of  the CDPa , b

 

 
 

S ourc e :  PM C es t ima tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  Employm ent  Ser v ic es  Sys tem  ( ESS)  oper a t iona l  
da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  5  Septem ber  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  A  sma l l  num ber  (between  500  and  1 ,200  peop le  per  for tn ight )  o f  CDP pa r t i c ipants  
w ere  exc luded  beca use  there  wa s  insuf f ic ient  in for ma t ion  to  deter mine the i r  pa r t i c ipa t ion 

r equ ir ements .  (b)  Sp ikes  in  the  num ber  o f  pa r t i c ipants  r equ i red  to  a t tend Work  fo r  the  Do le  

r e f lec t  c hanges  in  the  leve l  o f  c om pl ianc e  ac t ion .  Spec i f i c a l l y ,  when  c ompl ia nc e  a c t ion  r esu l t s  in  
the  suspens ion  of  inc om e suppor t ,  an  a c t i v i ty - tes ted  par t ic ipant ’ s  s ta tus  ca n  tem pora r i l y  change  
f r om  r equ i r ed  to  n o t  r equ i r ed  to  attend .  T em por ar y  c ha nges  in  the  number  of  par t ic ipa nts  
r equ i r ed  to  at tend  oc cur red  dur ing  Chr i s tma s  per iod s  (when c om pl ia nc e  a c t ion  dec l ined )  and in  
A ugust  2016 ( when,  s i x  m onths  a f ter  the  in tr oduc t ion  of  the  r ev ised  pr ov ider  pa ym ent  m ode l ,  
c omprehens ive  c ompl ia nce  assessm ents  incr ea sed ) .  
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Table 2.1 Characterist ics of  CDP part ic ipants,  1 January 2016 a , b  

  Ident if ied as  
Indigenous 

Non-
Indigenous 

Total  

Total  part ic ipants  28,971 5 ,952 34,923 

Gender:      

Male  56% 58% 56% 

Female  44% 42% 44% 

Remoteness: c      

Very remote Austral ia  76% 35% 69% 

Remote Austral ia  21% 36% 23% 

Outer  regional  or  other  4% 29% 8% 

Age:      

Less than 18 years old  3% 2% 3% 

18 to 22 years  17% 11% 16% 

23 to 29 years  21% 11% 20% 

30 to 49 years  46% 39% 45% 

50 years or  o lder  13% 38% 17% 

Time on income support  over  the past  two decades: d  

Less than one year  8% 11% 8% 

From one to less than two years  6% 8% 6% 

From two to less than f ive years  16% 21% 17% 

Five years or  more  70% 60% 69% 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2017)  a nd  DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  A round  380 par t ic ipants  wer e  m iss ing  on  r em oteness  of  hom e addr ess ,  
3 0 0  par t ic ipants  wer e  miss ing  on  th e  JSCI ,  170 w er e  m iss ing  on  inc om e suppor t  dur at ion  a nd 
5 0 0  par t ic ipants  w er e  miss ing  pa r t i c ipa t ion  r equ ir em ents .  (b )  Per centa ges  do  not  a lwa ys  add to 
100 due  to  r ound ing .  ( c )  R em oteness  i s  based on  par t ic ipa nt ’ s  hom e a ddr ess  and the  A BS  
A ust ra l ian  S ta t i s t i ca l  Geogr aphy  S ta nda rd .  (d )  T im e on  inc om e suppor t  i s  based  on  the  dur a t ion  
on  inc om e suppor t  s inc e  1998 .   

Many CDP part ic ipants  face s igni f icant  barr iers  to employment .  Some 70 per  cent  of  CDP 

part ic ipants  have received  income support  for  more than f ive  out  of  the  past  twenty 

years  (Table  2 .1) .   

The Job Seeker  Class i f icat ion Instrument  ( JSCI )  looks  at  a  broader  range of  indicators  to 

determine a  part ic ipant’s  barr iers  to  employment a nd the level  of  support  they need to  

f ind work .  These  indictors  inc lude the  t ime a  part ic ipant  has  spent  on income support  as  

wel l  as  a  number  of  other  factors  such as  proximity  to  a  labour  market,  age,  Engl ish 

prof ic iency,  access  to transport ,  whether  contactable  by  phone ,  d isabi l i ty ,  s tabi l i ty  of  

res idence,  cr iminal  convict ions and personal  factors  (DJSB 2018) .   
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Close  to  three  in  four  part ic ipants  were  c lass i f ied  under  the  JSCI  as  having moderate to 

extreme  barr iers  to employment in  March  2016, 16 inc luding 77 per  cent  of  those 

ident i fy ing as  Abor ig ina l  and/or  Torres  Stra it  Is lander  and 43 per  cent  of  non - Indigenous 

part ic ipants  (F igure  2.2) .  Only  f ive  per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  were c lass i f ied  as  having 

low  barr iers  to  employment.  In  comparison,  under  jobact ive,  44 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  

were c lass i f ied as  having moderate to extreme  barr iers  to employment ( in  March 2016),  

inc luding 65 per  cent  of  Abor ig ina l  and/or  Torres  Stra it  Is lander  and 42 per  cent  of  

non-Indigenous part ic ipants  (unpubl ished DJSB data) .   

One of  the reasons for  t he high prevalence of  CDP part ic ipants  with  moderate to 

extreme  barr iers  to  employment  is  the ir  geographical  locat ion  of  res idence,  which  is  one 

of  the factors  that  determine an indiv idual ’s  l ike l ihood of  obta in ing emp loyment.  Close 

to 70 per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  l ive  in  very  remote Austra l ia ,  with this  proport ion 

be ing much larger  for  Abor ig inal  and/or  Torres  Stra i t  I s lander  part ic ipants  –  76 per  cent  

compared to  35  per  cent  of  non- Indigenous part ic ipants  (Table  2 .1) .  Those l iv ing in  more 

remote locat ions  are  l ike ly  to  have l imited labour  market  opportunit ies  and more l imited 

access  to serv ices ,  inc luding health serv ices  (AIHW 2016;  PC  2017a) .  

Figure 2.2 Distr ibution of CDP part ic ipants on the Job Seeker Classif ication 

Instrument (JSCI) ,  by Indigenous status ,  March 2016 a

 

 
 

S ourc e :  Unpubl i shed ESS  opera t iona l  data  pr ov ided  by  DJSB  (A pr i l  2018) .   
N otes :  (a )  Da ta  a r e  for  CDP  Pa r t i c ipa nts  on  31  M arc h  2016 ,  exc lud ing  169  I nd igenous  a nd 
4 0  non - Ind igenous  par t i c ipants  w i th  a  JSCI  sc or e  of  zer o .  

                                                                 

16 Par t ic ipa nts  wer e  c la ss i f ied  a s  ha v ing  low ba rr ier s  to  em ploym ent  i f  they  ha d  fewer  than  
2 0  po ints  on  the  JSCI ;  mi ld  barr ier s  i f  they  ha d  20  to  28  po ints ;  a nd  m odera te  to  ext r em e 
bar r ie rs  i f  they  ha d  29  or  m or e  po ints .  T h i s  i s  c ons is tent  w i th  the  ru les  for  c lass i fy ing 
par t ic ipa nts  in to  s tr eam s  under  Job  S er v ic es  Austr a l ia  2012 - 2015 .  
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At  any point  in  t ime,  some CDP (and RJCP)  part ic ipants  wi l l  not  be act ive ly  part ic ipat ing 

in  the program (F igure  2 .3) .  

  A smal l  proport ion of  part ic ipants  wi l l  be  complet ing their  assessment  process  

( referred to as  pending ) .  S ince the introduct ion of  the CD P,  at  any  g iven t ime 

typical ly  around seven  per  cent  of  those  registered with  a  CDP provider  are 

pending .  This  is  much lower,  o n average,  than under  the  RJCP .  The h igher  rate of  

pending  part ic ipants  under  the  RJCP may ref lect  the  t ime  taken to trans it ion 

part ic ipants  from the mainstream, disabi l i ty  and CDEP employment serv ices  to 

the RJCP.   

  Other part ic ipants  may be temporar i ly  exempt f rom their  act iv i ty  test  

requirements.  The Department of  Human Services  can provide an exempt ion in  

response to var ious  s i tu at ions or  c ircumstances that  impact  an indiv idual ’s  abi l i ty  

to part ic ipate  in  the program (DSS 2018a,  sec .  3 .2.11.40 ) .  

Figure 2.3 An increasing share of remote part ic ipants are exempt from 

undertaking activit ies a

 

 
 

S ourc e :  PMC es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2017) .   
N otes :  ( a )  Com menc ed ar e  those  who ha ve  c om pleted  the  assessm ent  proc ess  and s igned a n  
a c t i v i ty  a gr eem ent  ( they  ar e  enr o l led  a nd ex pected  to  be  act i ve ly  enga ged  in  t he  progr am) ,  
pending  ar e  those  who ha ve  not  yet  c ompleted  the  assessm ent  pr oc ess  or  s igned  an  a c t i v i ty  
a greem ent ,  and  tem porar i l y  exempt  a re  those  CDP par t ic ipa nts  on  ac t iv i ty - tes ted  pa yments  who 
DHS ha s  c la ss i f ied  a s  current ly  exempt  or  tem por ar i l y  not  re qu i red  to  a t tend Wor k  for  the  Do le .   

Fol lowing the  introduct ion of  the CDP the number of  part ic ipants  temporar i ly  exempt 

increased from around 2 ,000 in  June 2015 to around 3 ,000 in  June  2017 (F igure 2 .3) .  

(Due part ly  to the dec l ine in  the tota l  number of  C DP part ic ipants ,  the share of  
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temporar i ly  exempt increased from around f ive  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  in  June  2015 to 

ten per  cent  in  June  2017.)  This  increase has  occurred for  a  range of  reasons ,  inc luding  

an increase in  the  number of  part ic ipants  who are meet ing their  mutual  obl igat ions 

through some pa id work  and an increase  in  exemptions for  medica l  reasons (d iscussed 

further  in  Sect ion 2.3)  (Appendix  A,  Table  A.5) .   

Analys is  in  th is  report  examines  outcom es for  a l l  program part ic ipants  inc luding those  

who were  commenced,  temporar i ly  exempt or  pending.  Th is  approach captures  any 

changes in  the number and composit ion of  people part ic ipat ing in  the program, 

inc luding due to  pol icy  and program changes.  However ,  est imates in  th is  report  (such as 

act iv i ty  and job placement rates)  may not  be cons istent  with those reported in  rout ine 

monitor ing of  program outcomes.   

The proport ion of  tota l  program part ic ipants  enrol led in  any type of  act iv i ty  s teadi ly  

increased under RJCP and has further  increased s ince  the CDP commenced  – from 

57 per  cent  on 12  June 2015 to 76  per  cent  by 9  June 2017.  The act iv i ty  enrolment rate 

i s  h ighest  for  part ic ipants  who were required to attend Work for  the Dole ,  a nd has 

further  increased for  th is  group s ince the introduct ion of  the  CDP  – from 59 per  cent  in  

June 2015 to  around 85  per  cent  in  June 2017 (F igure  2 .4) 17.   

The increase  in  the  tota l  act iv i ty  enrolment rate may be dr iven by  the new provider  

payment structure and report ing requirements  as  wel l  as  the  Work  for  the  Dole  pol icy 

change.  Under the CDP payment structure ,  providers  receive  an act iv i ty  payment  for 

each Work  for  the Dole  part ic ipant  enrol led  in  Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  ( condit ional  

on the  part ic ipa nt  attending these  act iv i t ies ) .  The act iv i ty  payment is  h igher  under  the 

CDP compared to the RJCP  (Chapter  1 ,  F igure  1 .2) .  RJCP providers  were a lso expected to 

enrol  part ic ipants  in  act iv i t ies ,  however  the payment  structure  was  not  d i rect ly  l inked to  

this  outcome.   

The introduct ion of  the CDP saw changes in  the  share  of  people enrol led  in  act iv i t ies ,  

and a  shi ft  in  the  types of  act iv i t ies  undertaken by part ic ipants .   

Whi le  RJCP  providers  had discret ion over  the  type of  act iv i t ies  part ic ipants  were 

enrol led  in,  Work  for  the  Dole  became the  main  act iv i ty  through which part ic ipants  meet  

their  mutual  obl igat ion requirement s  under  the CDP (PMC 2014b).  Fo l lowing the 

introduct ion of  the CDP,  the proport ion of  part ic ipants  enrol led  in  Work  for  the Dole  

                                                                 

17 Am ong those  pa r t i c ipants  who were  requ ir ed  to  a ttend  Work  for  the  Do le  and  comm enced  in  
the  pr ogra m ( i .e .  not  pend ing  or  tempor ar i l y  ex empt) ,  m ore  tha n  90  per  c ent  wer e  enr o l led  in  
a c t i v i t ies  by  June 2017.  
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act iv i t ies  increased from 35 per  cent  on 12 June 2015 to  74 per  cent  on 9  June 2017 

(unpubl ished Employment Serv ices  System operat ional  data) 18.   

Figure 2.4 Proportion of  program partic ipants  enrol led in a  current 

activity by part ic ipation requirements a , b , c

 

 
 

S ourc e :  PMC  est ima tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted 
5  Septem ber  2017) .   
N ote s :  (a )  The  f igur e  inc ludes  a l l  R JCP and CDP part i c ipants  ( inc lud ing  those  who wer e  pend ing 
or  tem por ar i ly  ex em pt )  un less  the i r  pa rt i c ipa t ion  requ ir em ents  cou ld  not  be  det er m ined (due to  
m iss ing  da ta) .  (b )  M ode l l ing  ind ica tes  tha t  the  tota l  pr opor t ion  d id  n o t  ha ve  a  s ign i f i ca nt ly  
d i f fer ent  t rend  a f ter  the  CDP.  T he shar p  fa l l  in  enro l m ents  in  Ju ly  2015 c o inc ides  w i th  when  the  
CDP c omm enc ed re f lec t ing  t ra ns i t ion  a rra ng em ents  f r om  the  RJCP  to  the  CDP .  (c )  Sp ikes  in  the  
num ber  o f  pa r t i c ipa nts  requ i r ed  to  at tend  Wor k  fo r  the  Do le  r e f lec t  c ha nges  in  the  leve l  o f  
c ompl ia nc e  a c t ion.  Spec i f i ca l ly ,  when c om p l ia nc e  ac t ion  r esu l t s  in  the  suspens ion  of  inc om e 
suppor t ,  a n  a c t i v i ty - tes ted  pa r t ic ipant ’ s  s ta tus  can  tempor ar i ly  c ha nge  f r om  r equ i r ed  to  not  
r equ i r ed  to  a t tend .  T emporar y  c ha nges  in  the  num ber  o f  par t ic ipa nts  r equ i r ed  to  a t tend  
oc curr ed  dur ing  Chr is tma s  per iods  (when  c ompl ia nc e  ac t ion  dec l ined)  and  in  August  2016 
(when,  s i x  months  a f ter  the  in t r oduc t ion  o f  the  r ev i sed  prov ider  payment  m ode l ,  c ompr ehens ive  
c ompl ia nc e  assessm ents  incr ea sed) .   

The type of  Work  for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  that  CDP part ic ipants  un dertake  var ies .  In  

June  2017,  over  hal f  were  enrol led  in  a  Work for  the  Dole  arts ,  community  and 

environment,  hea lth ,  support  for  remote housing or  support  for  remote school ing 

re lated project .  The remain ing Work for  the Dole  part ic ipants  were enrol led  in  

educat ion or  tra in ing  act iv i t ies .   

                                                                 

18 Def ine d  to  inc lude  R JCP  s t r uc tur ed  ac t i v i t ies  a s  we l l  a s  CDP  Wor k  for  the  Do le  ac t iv i t ies .  In  
t r ans i t ion  to  CD P,  RJCP s tr uc tur ed a c t iv i t ies  (and som e other  pre - ex i s t ing  c om muni ty  ac t iv i t ies)  
were  c onver ted  in to  Wor k  for  the  Do le  a c t i v i t ies .   
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Changes under  the CDP meant that  part ic ipants  could only  undertake vocat ional  and 

non-vocat ional  tra in ing as  part  of  a  Work  for  the Dole  act iv i ty  ‘ i f  i t  i s  a  necessary  or  a  

cr i t ica l  component of  a  Work for  the Dole  act iv i ty  or  a  prerequis i te  for  a  job’  (PMC 

2016,  p.8) .  Overal l ,  part ic ipat ion in  educat ion and tra in ing act iv i t ies  under  the  CDP 

appears  to have increased.  The proport ion of  part ic ipants  undertak ing educat ion and 

tra in ing  –  e i ther  as  a  main  act iv i ty  or  sub -act iv i ty  of  their  Work  for  the Dole 

requirements  – increased from 12 per  cent  in  June 2015 to 26 per  cent  in  June 2017 

(unpubl ished ESS operat ional  data ) .   

The next  sect ion examines  patterns  of  attendance at  Work  for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  and 

the factors  that  are  assoc iated with  attendance.  

Pr ior  to the commencement  of  the  CDP,  RJCP providers  were not  required to  record 

attendance at  act iv i t ies .  Focuss ing on the  post - trans it ion per iod,  s ince January 2016,  

reported patterns  of  attendance have remained general ly  s table  for  part ic ipants  

enrol led  in  Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies .   

On any g iven day,  the major ity  (between 70 and 80  per  cent)  of  part ic ipants  enrol led in 

Work for  the Dole  e ither  attend ed or  provided a  va l id  reason for  not  attending  

(F igure  2.5) .  

  The proport ion who attended  ( inc luding part ia l  attendance)  f luctuated between 

40 and 50 per  cent  

  A further  30  to  40 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  ha d a  recorded val id  reason for  no t  

attending (val id  non-attendance ) .   

The remaining  20 to  30 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  d id  not  provide  a  va l id  reason  for  not 

attending.  Th is  group  can be further  broken down into those  who se non-attendance was  

recorded as :   

  inva l id  non-attendance,  where  the  provider  determined  that  the  part ic ipant  d id 

not  have a  reasonable  excuse,  or  could not  make contact  with  the part ic ipant  to 

determine i f  they  had a  reasonable  excuse,  and in i t iated compl iance act ion with  

the Department  of  Human Serv ices  (DHS)   

  did not  attend d iscret ionary ,  where the provider  determined that  the part ic ipant  

d id  not  have reasonable  excuse  but  dec ided aga inst  us ing the compl iance  

f ramework  to  re -engage the part ic ipant  

  did not  attend,  where i t  has  not  yet  been establ ished i f  the  part ic ipant  had a  

va l id  excuse  

  mixed non -attendance ,  where the part ic ipant  had a  combinat ion of  the  above 

categor ies  appl ied for  the  di f ferent  morning and afternoon sess ions or  act iv i t ies .  

Inva l id  non-attendance  comprises  the vast  major i ty  (more than 98 per  cent)  of  other  and 

mixed non -attendance in  F igure  2 .5.  Providers  have some d iscret ion as  to whether  to use 

the compl iance framework to re -engage part ic ipants  when they  fa i l  to  attend act iv i t ies  
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without  a  va l id  reason .  That  sa id ,  providers  are not  be paid a  fu l l  service fee unless  they 

report  the  instance of  non -attendance to  the Department  of  Human Serv ices  and re -

engage the part ic ipant  with in 14 days  (PMC 2018a,  pp.4 -5) .   

Figure 2.5 Dai ly  Work for  the Dole attendance rates have remained stable  

under the CDP a , b , c  

 
 

S ourc e :  PM C est im a tes  based  on  unpub l i shed ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ext ra c ted  on  2  Ju ly  2018) .   
N otes :  (a )  T he  f i r s t  s i x  months  o f  the  CDP a re  ex c luded a s  r ec or d  keep ing  wa s  not  suf f i c ient  to  
a cc ura te ly  es t ima te  a t tenda nce  ra tes .  (b )  Es t ima tes  a re  based on  (weekday)  da i l y  a t tenda nce 
da ta  for  a l l  CDP  par t i c ipa nts  wi th  non - zer o  expected  hour s  in  Wor k  for  the  Dole  a c t iv i t ies .  
Ex pec ted hour s  ar e  assum ed to  be  zer o  i f  the  par t i c ipant  i s ,  for  ex am ple ,  tem pora r i l y  exem pt  or  
not  r equ ir ed  to  a t tend Wor k  for  the  Dole  and not  vo lunteer ing .  ( c )  Wor k  for  the  Dole  
a t tenda nc e  rec ords  inc lude  two sess ions  per  day .  Pa r t ic ipants  wer e  rec or ded  a s  ha v ing  ‘par t ia l  
a t tenda nc e ’  i f  they  a t tended  a t  lea s t  one  sess ion  or  ac t iv i t y  on  a  g iven  da y .  Par t ia l  a t tendanc e 
a f fec t s  less  than  0 .2  per  c ent  o f  recor ds .  Val id  non - at tendance  r eac hes  100  per  cent  ar ound 
Chr is tma s ,  Ea s ter  and  on  other  pub l i c  ho l ida ys  when  par t i c ipa nts  ar e  not  requ i r ed  to  a t tend .   

Two commonly  reported reasons for  val id  non-attendance  were  part- t ime or  casual  

employment (27  per  cent  in  June 2017 )  and cultural  commitments  and obl igat ions 

( ten  per  cent  in  June 2017)  (Table  2.2) .  These  indicators  suggest  that  part ic ipants  were 

often engaged in  other  act iv i t ies  in  their  communit ies .  

Barr iers  to part ic ipat ion were  a lso  commonly  recorded  as  va l id  reasons for  

non-attendance at  act iv i t ies ,  inc luding personal  or  external  reasons,  medical  or  hea lth 

reasons ,  car ing dut ies  and transport  issues (represent ing 14  per  cent,  ten per  cent,  f ive  
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per  cent  and two per  cent  of  reported reasons for  val id  non -attendance  in  June 2017 

respect ively) . 19 

Table 2.2 Val id reasons provided for  not attending Work for the Dole 

activit ies,  June 2017 a  

 
Share of  a l l  val id non -attendance 

Work related  27%  

Personal  or  external  related  14%  

Medical  or  health related  10%  

Cultural  related  10%  

Caring duties  5%  

Transport  issues  2%  

Other b  32% 

Total  number of  val id non -attendance records  157,013 

S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  based  on  unpub l i shed ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ext ra c ted  in  Ma rc h  2018) .   
N otes :  (a )  Based on  CDP Wor k  for  the  Do le  a t tenda nc e  r ec or ds  thr oughout  June 2017.  DSS  (2018 
s e c .  3 . 1 . 13. 90 )  pr ov ides  deta i l s  on  va l id  r ea sons  for  not  a t tend ing.  ( b )  Other  inc ludes  pub l ic  
ho l ida ys ,  a nnua l  lea ve ,  a nd  a  ra n ge  of  o ther  r ea sons  the  par t ic ipant  wa s  not  r equ ir ed  to  a t tend 
on  the  day  ( inc lud ing ,  for  exa mple ,  act i v i ty  c an ce l led  or  absent  super v i sor ,  in  c our t  or  pr i son ,  
a nd  m ov ing  or  r e loca ted ) .  

While  most  Work  for  the Dole  part ic ipants  are required to part ic ipate in  act iv i t ies  f ive  

days  per  week (depending on their  assessed capaci ty) ,  a ttendance at  Work  for  the  Dole  

act iv i t ies  var ies  through the week and at  certa in t imes of  the  year .  Over  the  course of  

the week,  actua l  attendance (exc luding  val id  non-attendance )  i s  typ ica l ly  h igher  on 

Tuesdays and Wednesdays ,  with a  marked d ip on Fr idays . 20 Attendance drops and val id  

non-attendance  increases  around Chr is tmas,  Easter  and other  publ ic  hol idays  

(F igure  2.5) .   

In  a  g iven week,  more  than half  of  a l l  fu l l - t ime Work for  the  Dole  part ic ipants  attend or 

have a  va l id  reason for  not  attending across  the week.  Spec i f ica l ly :  

  60 to 70 per  cent  attend or  provide  a  va l id  reason for  no t  attend ing each day  

  20 to 25 per  cent  have mixed attendance  (between one  and four  days)  

  10 to 15 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  do not  attend at  a l l  (F igure 2 . 6) .  

                                                                 

19 S im i la r  r esu l t s  a r e  observed  a t  o ther  t im es .  For  exa mple ,  on  23  September  2016,  18  p e r  c ent  
o f  r epor ted  rea sons  for  va l id  non -a t tendanc e  wer e  wor k  r e la te d  a nd  17  per  cent  wer e  r e la ted  to  
c u l tura l  bus iness .  A  fur ther  16  per  c ent  wer e  for  per sona l  or  ex ter na l  reasons ,  1 2  per  c ent  were 
for  m edica l  a nd  hea l th  i s sues ,  s i x  per  c ent  for  car ing  dut ies  and thr ee  per  c ent  for  t ranspor t  
i s sues .  
20 F r om 1  Januar y  2016  to  30  June  2017 ,  Tuesda y  and  Wednesda y  had  the  h ighest  a t tendanc e  
( w i th  4 4  per  c ent  of  par t i c ipants  a t tend ing  on  a vera ge) ,  fo l lowed  by  T hursday  ( 41  per  c ent ) ,  
M onda y  ( 4 0  p e r  c ent ) ,  and Fr ida y  (37  per  c ent ) .  A  sma l l  number  of  pa r t i c ipa nts  a t tended  
a c t i v i t ies  on  the  weekends .  
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This  ana lys is  only  captures  how the attendance of  indiv idual  CDP part ic ipants  changes 

over  a  g iven week.  Examining cohorts  of  CDP part ic ipants  over  a  year ,  those  with 

in i t ia l ly  h igh attendance typ ica l ly  cont inued to  have above average attendance,  and 

those  who in it ia l ly  have zero attendance cont inued to  have below average attendance.  

For  both groups,  there appears  to  be  a  general  trend towards  the average over  t ime.   

Figure 2.6 In a given week,  over  half  of  ful l - t ime Work for  the Dole 

partic ipants attend dai ly a , b   

Attendance  rates ,  inc luding val id  non-attendance ,  in  se lected weeks .   

 

 
S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  ( ex tr ac ted  on  
7  N ovem ber  2 0 1 7) .   
N otes :  (a )  T he  f i r s t  s i x  months  o f  the  CDP a re  ex c luded a s  r ec or d  keep ing  wa s  not  suf f i c ient  to  
a cc ura te ly  est ima te  a t tendanc e ra tes .  Es t ima tes  a re  ba sed  on  da i l y  a t tendanc e  da ta  for  a l l  CDP 
par t ic ipa nts  w i th  n o n- zero  ex pec ted  hour s  in  Wor k  for  the  Dole  a ct i v i t ies .  Ex pec ted  hour s  ar e  
a ssumed to  be  zer o  i f  the  pa r t i c ipa nt  i s ,  for  example ,  tem porar i l y  exempt ,  or  not  r equ ir ed  to  
a t tend  Work  for  the  Dole  a nd  not  vo lunteer ing.  Wor k  for  the  Dole  a c t i v i ty  rec ords  inc lude  two 
sess ions  per  da y .  Par t i c ipants  were  rec ord ed  as  ha v ing  par t ia l  a t tendanc e  i f  they  at tended  a t  
leas t  one  sess ion  or  ac t iv i t y  on  a  g iven  da y .  Par t ia l  a t tendanc e  a f fec t s  on ly  a  sm al l  number  o f  
r ec ords .  (b )  Se lected  weeks  a r e  aroun d two  months  a pa r t  (a vo id ing  pub l ic  ho l idays ) .  H igh  
a t tenda nc e in  Dec ember  2016 i s  due to  a  h igh  leve l  of  va l id  non - at tendance  (a ppr oved leave)  
dur ing  th is  per iod .   

While  the overa l l  attendance rate  at  Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  is  s table  over  t ime,  

there is  cons iderable  var iat ion in  attendance between regions  and between indiv iduals .   

A  range of  factors  are l ike ly  to affect  an indiv idual ’s  attendance and part ic ipat ion in  

Work for  the Dole .  The qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies ,  and how wel l  act iv i t ies  are matched with 

part ic ipant ’s  sk i l l s ,  interests ,  mot ivat ions  and c ircumstances ,  can  af fect  attendance and 

part ic ipat ion  in  Work for  the Dole  (Socia l  Research Centre 2015 ).   
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Barr iers  to employment such as  d isabi l i ty ,  poor  phys ica l  and mental  heal th ,  car ing 

respons ib i l i t ies  and transport  issues  are  a lso  potent ia l  barr iers  to part ic ipat ing in  Work 

for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  (OECD 2017;  Soc ia l  Research Centre  2015 ;  Z iguras  and Kle idon 

2005) .  Under CDP,  these employment b arr iers  were often reported as  va l id  reasons for  

non-attendance at  Work for  the  Dole ,  with  medica l  or  hea lth  reasons,  car ing dut ies ,  and 

transport  issues together  account ing  for  17  per  cent  of  a l l  va l id  reasons  for  

non-attendance in  June 2017 (Table  2 .2) .  

Model l ing suggests  an assoc iat ion between the character is t ics  and c ircumstances of  CDP 

part ic ipants  and the ir  attendance at  act iv i t ies  (Table  2 .3  and Appendix  B) . 21 Two 

attendance  outcomes were  model led :   

  the proport ion of  a  part ic ipant ’s  attendance records  over  a  year  (2016)  that  were 

recorded as  attended  

  the proport ion of  a  part ic ipant ’s  attendance records over  a  year  (2016)  that  were 

recorded as  inva l id  non-attendance .  (The major i ty  of  remain ing  attendance 

records were recorded as  val id  non-attendance . )   

Whi le  the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  provide d are l ike ly  to be  an important  inf luence on 

attendance (Winangal i  and Ipsos  2018) ,  only  ind iv idual  and provider  character ist ics  

ava i lab le  in  the administrat ive data were examined in  these models .  

Model l ing showed that  a ttendance  is  lower ,  and inva l id  non -attendance  h igher ,  among 

some subgroups of  CDP part ic ipants  with barr iers  to part ic ipat ion and/or  employment .  

These groups inc lude younger  people ,  people with a  pr ior  sentence or  convict ion,  

people who had been unemployed for  one month or  longer  (compared to  those 

unemployed for  a  shorter  durat ion) ,  and people who were not  contactable  by phone for  

s igni f icant  per iods over  the reference year  (Table  2.3) .   

However,  people  who had both a  d isabi l i ty  and an ident i f ied need for  support  at  work 

were  more l ike ly  to  attend act iv i t ies ,  and less  l ike ly  to  have inval id  non -attendance ,  

than those without  a  d isabi l i ty  (an  est im ated two percentage points  h igher  and 

three percentage points  lower  respect ively ) .  Th is  group is  l ik e ly  to have fewer required 

hours  and may have more c lear  evidence to support  a  val id  reason when they  do not  

attend.  

Inva l id  non -attendance  was  higher  among those without the ir  own transport ,  and lower 

among pr imary  carers  and those with  post -school  educat ion (compared to  Year  12) .  

None of  these character ist ics  had a  s igni f icant  ef fect  on attend ance.  

 

                                                                 

21 T o  tes t  the  robustness  o f  the  r esu l ts ,  the  m ode ls  wer e  r ep l ic a ted  us ing  a  d i f f er ent  sa mple 
da te  for  pa r t i c ipants ,  f r om  the  sam e da ta set .  T he  resu l ts  were  la r ge ly  s im i lar .  
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Table 2.3 Estimated effects from the attendance models a  

Act iv i ty -tested income support  re c ip ients  part ic ipat ing in  CDP  on 1 January 2016 .  The 

analys is  is  l imited to those with  at  least  one attendance record in  2016.  

 
Est imated percentage 

point  change 

Part ic ipant  character ist ic  Attended 

Inval id non- 

attendance 

Ident i f ied as  Indigenous (compared with non -Indigenous)  0 .4  3 .8* 

Disabi l i ty status (compared with No disabi l i ty)    

D isabi l i ty  with  an ident i f ied  support  need  2* -3* 

Disabi l i ty  with no ident i f ied  support  need  -0.7  0 .1  

Poor/Mixed Engl ish  (compared with  Good Engl i sh)  0 .5  0 .5  

Level  of  educat ion (compared with Year 12)    

Below Year  10  0 .03 -0.1  

Years  10-11 -0.2  0 .3  

Trade/Vocat ional/Dip loma/Degree  0 .9  -2.1* 

Has been convicted or  sentenced (compared with No cr imina l  
h istory)  

-1.8* 1 .4* 

Provider  organisat ion:  Indigenous  (compared with Non -
Indigenous)  

-1 .4  2 .2  

Female  (compared with  Male)  -2.5* -0.5  

Age group (compared with 25 to  34 years)    

15  to  24 years  -2.6* 3 .9* 

35 to  44 years  3 .5* -3.5* 

45 to  54 years  12* -12* 

55 years  and over  21* -19* 

Durat ion unemployed (compared with 1 to 6 months)    

Less  than 1 month 1 .6* -1.4* 

6 months to 1  year  0 .2  0 .002 

1 year  or  more  0 .2  0 .5  

Share of  the year that the person had: b    

No transport c  -0 .6  3 .3* 

Publ ic  or  other  pr ivate transport c  -0 .5  2 .3* 

Parent  of  a  chi ld  aged 15 years  or  under  -1.1* -0.1  

Pr imary carer  -1.1  -3* 

Homeless  -1.1* 0 .5  

Not contactable  by phone  -1.4* 2 .9* 

Act iv i ty  tested  and required to  attend Work  for  the Dole  2* -18* 

Tota l  days  act ive ly  part ic ipat ing (commenced)  in  the  program 0.1* -0.02* 

Remoteness  index  -0.3* -0.2  

S ourc e :  Unpub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  15  A ugust  2017)  and  unpub l i shed  DHS 
opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om  determ ina t ion  a nd c i r cumsta nce  f i les  on  21  A ugust  2017) .  
N otes :  (a )  The  va lues  repor t  the  es t ima ted percenta ge  po ints  a dded  or  los t  to  the  ra te  o f  
a t tenda nc e  or  no n- a ttenda nc e  w i th  no  va l id  r ea son.  ( b )  Pr opor t ion  o f  the  tota l  da ys  tha t  the  
par t ic ipa nt  was  a c t ive ly  par t ic ipa t ing  ( comm enced)  in  the  pr ogra m .  ( c )  There  a re  three  
c a tegor ies  of  t ra nspor t  a va i lab i l i ty  r ec orded:  ‘ owns  t ra nspor t ’ ;  ‘ p ub l ic  or  o ther  pr iva te  
t r anspor t ’ ;  a nd  ‘ n o  t r anspor t ’ .  Es t im a tes  mar ked  a s  *  are  s ta t i s t i ca l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  
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Given lack of  access  to  transport  i s  a  va l id  reason for  not  attending act iv i t ies  

(Table  2.2) ,  the est imated  assoc iat ion between  lack  of  transport  and inval id  non -

attendance  may be pick ing up a  broader  soc io -economic ef fect  (such as ,  lack  of  access  

to resources) .  Only  one in  f ive  CDP part ic ipants  owned their  own pr ivate transport .  In  

more remote areas ,  the proport ion of  part ic ipants  who owned the ir  own transport  was 

lower ,  and the proport ion report ing no transport  was  h igher  (around two -th irds  in  the 

most  remote areas) .  In  these  areas ,  some providers  of fered transport  serv ices  to  

act iv i t ies  i f  necessary .   

Part ic ipants  l iv ing  in  more remote areas ,  parents ,  people who spent more of  the year 

homeless ,  and women (compared to men)  were less  l ike ly  to attend,  but  these 

character ist ics  were not  associated with  a  h igher  chance of  inva l id  non -attendance .   

After  control l ing  for  other  demographic  factors  and the region that  CDP part ic ipants  l ive  

in ,  those ident i fy ing as  Indigenous  were est imated to have a  h igher  proport ion of  inval id 

non-attendance  (3 .8  percentage points  h igher )  than those who d id  not  ident i fy  as  

Indigenous .  Th is  resul t  could  ref lect  a  range of  barr iers  that  are not  wel l  captured in  the 

administrat ive data ,  inc luding communicat ion and health  barr iers .   

Qual i tat ive  data  from eight  remote communit ies  co l lected as  part  of  the  f ie ldwork 

eva luat ion by  Winangal i  and Ipsos (2018 ,  pp.  12,  97 )  suggests  that  some CDP 

part ic ipants  fa i l  to  provide a  va l id  reason for  not  attending because they do not  fu l ly  

understand the compl iance ru les  and have di f f icul ty  communicat ing with Centrel ink  or  

their  provider .  The character ist ics  assoc iated with h igher  inval id  attendance here may 

actua l ly  represent  groups  with  more di f f icul ty  communicat ing with Centrel ink  or  the ir  

provider.  

Some CDP part ic ipants  may a lso  have heal th barr iers  that  are not  wel l  captured in  the  

CDP administrat ive  system.  Barr iers  to part ic ipat ion due to hea lth  issues  may be 

part icu lar ly  re leva nt  for  CDP part ic ipants  ident i fy ing as  Indigenous .  Indigenous  

Austra l ians  tend to suf fer  a  h igher  burden of  d isease  ( inc luding higher  rates  of  chronic  

and preventable  i l lnesses  and a  higher  l ike l ihood of  being hospita l ised )  than the non-

Indigenous populat i on (AIHW 2016) .  Despite  the ir  h igher  burden of  d isease ,  as  out l ined 

be low,  those ident i fy ing as  Indigenous ,  and those l iv ing in  remote locat ions ,  have lower  

rates  of  medica l  exempt ions  under  the CDP.   

Based on the ir  research  in  e ight  remote communit ies ,  Winangal i  and Ipsos  (2018)  found 

that  heal th  i ssues play  a  ro le  in  expla in ing why some CDP part ic ipants  are  penal ised for 

non-attendance .  More spec i f ica l ly ,  s takeholders  that  part ic ipated in  th e f ie ldwork 

reported that  some part ic ipants  had undetected health  barr iers  due to  lack  of  adequate 

assessments  (Winangal i  and Ipsos  2018,  pp.  12,  55) .  

Th is  is  supported by exempt ions data .  Exemptions  from mutual  obl igat ions are provided 

by  the Department o f  Human Serv ices  for  act iv i ty - tested  income support  recipients  

under  a  number of  c ircumstances  ( for  both  the CDP and mainstream jobact ive 

employment services ) .   
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In  June 2017,  a  smal ler  share of  income support  recip ients  l iv ing in  CDP regions had a  

medical  exempt ion  from mutual  obl igat ion requirements  than those l iv ing in  non -CDP 

regions .  F ive  per  cent  of  act iv i ty -tested income support  recip ients  l iv ing in  CDP regions 

had a  medical  exempt ion,  compared with  ten per  cent  in  non -CDP regions  (Table  2 .4) .  

The rate of  medical  exempt ions i s  lower aga in for  those l iv ing in  CDP areas  who ident i fy  

as  Ind igenous  –  three per  cent  in  June  2017.  

Th is  is  in  spi te  of  the re lat ive ly  h igh burden of  d isease  among those l iv ing in  remote and 

very  remote Austra l ia .  People l iv ing in  rural  and remote Austra l ia  tend to have higher  

rates  of  d isease  and in jury,  and poorer  access  to  hea lth  serv ices  compared with  people 

l iv ing in  Major  c i t ies  (AIHW 2016) .  This  part icu lar ly  af fects  the  Indigenous populat ion 

for  whom the rates  of  potent ia l ly  preventable  hospita l i sat ion are  three  t imes  h igher 

than the non -Indigenous  populat ion .  Indigenous  rates  of  potent ia l ly  preventable  

hospita l isat ion  are  highest  in  remote areas  (3.7  t imes  h igher  in  very  remote areas  and 

4 .6 t imes h igher  i n  remote areas)  (AHMAC 2017).  

Unident i f ied  health  issues  among Indigenous  CDP part ic ipants  may be  contr ibut ing to 

the h igher  rates  of  inval id  non-attendance  a t  Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  found above ,  

and the assoc iated l ike l ihood of  receiv ing a  penalty  (d iscussed in  Chapter  3) .   

Table 2.4 Medical  and other activity test exemptions are lower in remote 

areas,  especial ly  for  Indigenous people,  June  2017a  

 
Recipients l iv ing in a CDP region  Recipients 

l iv ing in a 
non-CDP 

region 
 

Very 
remote 

Remote 
and outer  
regional  

Total  

Share of  recipients with any exemption b :    

Ident ify ing as Indigenous  7% 12% 8% 14% 

Non-Indigenous 10% 14% 12% 14% 

Total  8% 13% 9% 14% 

Share of  recipients with a medical  exemption:    

Ident ify ing as Indigenous  3% 6% 3% 9% 

Non-Indigenous 5% 10% 8% 10% 

Total  3% 8% 5% 10% 

Total  recipients  18,763 8 ,434 27,197 859,158 

S ourc e :  PM C es t im ates  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  D S S  paym ent  a nd  dem ogr aphic  da ta  for  30  June 
2 0 1 7.   
N otes :  (a )  Ba se  popu la t ion  inc ludes  a l l  ac t iv i ty - tes ted  inc ome suppor t  rec ip ients  in  CDP  a nd 
n o n- CDP r eg ions .  (b )  Other  than  for  m edica l  r ea sons ,  peop le  m ay  be  ex em pt  f r om  the  ac t iv i ty  
tes t  for  a  ra nge of  r easons  inc lud ing  c ar ing  r espons ib i l i t ies ;  maj or  persona l  c r i s i s ;  be ing  
a f fec ted  by  dec lar ed  na tura l  d i sa s ter ;  or  under tak ing  I nd igenous  c u l tura l  bus iness  ( DSS  2018a ,  
Sec .  3 .2 . 11 ) .   

While  exemptions from mutual  obl igat ions have increased in  CDP regions  s ince 2015 ,  the 

exemption rate is  st i l l  far  be low that  in  non-CDP regions  (F igure  2.7) .  Lower  rates  of  

medical  exempt ions in  CDP regions could  be dr iven by  l imited access  to  medical  serv ices  

in  remote and very  remote areas,  as  medica l  exempt ions can only  be  obtained with  an 

approved medi cal  cert i f icate s igned by a  medica l  pract i t ioner  (DSS 2016,  sec.  
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3 .5.1 .220) . 22 Looking at  the rate of  medical  exempt ions by remoteness ,  the more remote 

the locat ion,  the lower the rate of  medical  exemptions  from mutual  obl igat ion 

requirement s  (Table  2.4) .   

Better  assessments  of  CDP part ic ipants  could play  a  ro le  in  ensur ing that  act iv i ty  

requirements  adequately  account for  part ic ipants ’  c i rcumstance s and that  potent ia l  

barr iers  to part ic ipat ion are  better  ident i f ied .  Th is  could  inc lude increased access  to 

medical  assessments  by qual i f ied pract i t ioners .  

Figure 2.7 Medical  and other activity test exemptions a , b  

S ourc e :  PM C es t im ates  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  D S S  paym ent  a nd  dem ogr aphic  da ta  for  the  la s t  
F r iday  of  each  f ina nc ia l  year .   
N otes :  Base  popula t ion  inc lude s  a l l  ac t i v i ty - tes ted  inc ome suppor t  r ec ip ients  in  CDP a nd  non -
CDP r eg ions .  (b )  Other  tha n for  m ed ica l  reasons ,  peop le  m ay  be  ex em pt  f r om  the  a c t iv i ty  tes t  
for  a  ra nge of  r ea sons  inc lud ing :  ca r ing  respons ib i l i t ies ;  maj or  persona l  c r i s i s ;  be ing  a f fec ted  by  
dec lar ed  na tura l  d i sa s ter ;  or  under ta k ing  ind igenous  cu l tura l  bus iness  ( DSS  2018a ,  Sec .  3 .2 . 11 ) .  
A  rec ip ient  m ay ha ve  m or e  tha n one ex em pt ion,  and in  the  ca se  wher e  a ny  o f  these  exem pt ions  
i s  due  to  m ed ica l  r ea sons  they  w i l l  on ly  be  shown  in  the  ‘ w i th  med ica l  ex empt ion ’  ca tegory .  

One of  the pr imary object ives  of  the  CDP was  to increase da i ly  part ic ipat ion in  work - l ike 

act iv i t ies  through a  program of  ‘ cont inuous ’  –  year  round,  week round – Work  for  the  

Dole.   

The proport ion of  program part ic ipants  enrol led  in  any  type of  act iv i ty  steadi ly  

increased under RJCP and has further  increased under the  CDP.  Consistent  with program 

requirements,  by  June 2017 this  inc luded the  vast  major ity  (85 per  cent)  of  part ic ipants  

                                                                 

22 Longer - term  medic a l  ex empt ions  a l so  r equ ir e  an  Em ploym ent  Ser v ic es  A ssessm ent  (ESA t )  
c onduc ted by  a  hea l th  or  a l l i ed  hea l th  pr ofess io na l  (DSS  2016 ,  sec .  3 . 5 . 1 .22 0) .  
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who were required to attend Work for  the Dole  and a lmost  70  per  cent  of  those who 

were  act iv i ty  tested but  not  required to attend Work  for  the D ole .   

Being enrol led  in  an act iv i ty  (Work  for  the Dole  or  otherwise)  does  not  necessar i ly  mean 

that  part ic ipants  wi l l  at tend act iv i t ies  and,  i f  they  do attend,  wi l l  act ive ly  part ic ipate  in  

the program. A range of  factors  –  inc luding the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  and how wel l  

act iv i t ies  are matched with part ic ipant’s  sk i l l s ,  interests ,  motivat ions and c ircum stances 

–  are  l ike ly  to affect  ind iv iduals ’  attendance and part ic ipat ion in  Work for  the  Dole.   

Under  the  CDP,  attendance at  act iv i t ies  has  remained stable ,  with  the major i ty  of  Work 

for  the Dole  part ic ipants  (between 70 and 80  per  cent)  e ither  attend ing or  provid ing a  

va l id  reason for  not  attending on any  given day ;  and 60 to 70 per  cent  of  fu l l - t ime Work 

for  the  Dole  part ic ipants  attending (or  having  a  val id  non-attendance  reason)  every  day  

of  the week.  

On any given day,  between 20 and 30 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  do not  attend and do not 

provide a  va l id  reason for  not  attending  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies .  Inval id  

non-attendance  means that  part ic ipants  are deemed to  have not  met their  mutual  

obl igat ion requirements  and can lead to  a  suspension of  income support  payments  and 

potent ia l  f inanc ia l  penalt ies  (d iscussed further  in  Chapter  3 ) .  Model l ing  of  attendance 

rates  suggests  that  inva l id  non -attendance  i s  more  common among younger  part ic ipants ,  

those  with  no post -school  educat ion,  those  with no pr i vate  transport ,  and those  who are  

not  contactable  by phone.   

As  out l ined above,  c ommunicat ion and unident i f ied health barr iers  may be  important  in  

expla in ing h igh rates  of  inval id  non -attendance  among CDP part ic ipants  ident i fy ing as  

Indigenous .  Better  assessments  of  CDP part ic ipants  –  inc luding increased access  to 

medical  assessments  – could p lay  a  role  in  help ing to ensure that  act iv i ty  requirements  

better  account for  part ic ipants ’  c i rcumstances .  
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  The number of  payment suspens ions and f inancia l  penalt ies  appl ied to remote 
employment program part ic ipants  increased steadi ly  under  the  Remote Jobs  and 
Communit ies  Program (RJCP)  and the  Community  Development  Programme (CDP) ,  
before  stabi l is ing in  ear ly  2 016.  S ince January 2016,  in  any  one quarter ,  
approximately  60  per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  record ed at  least  one suspens ion,  
and a  th ird of  CDP part ic ipants  exper ience d at  least  one  penalty .   

  There is  considerable  var iat ion  among part ic ipants  in  the  proport ion of  
Austra l ian Government payments  lost  to penalt ies .  Around half  of  those 
penal ised lost  less  than f ive  per  cent  of  their  quarter ly  Austra l ian Government 
payments.  S ince  mid-2016,  however ,  just  under  one in  ten penal ised part ic ipants  
lost  twenty  per  cent  or  more  of  their  payments  over  the  quarter  –  this  equates  to 
between two and three  per  cent  of  a l l  CDP part ic ipants .  

  Young people  and men were  more l ike ly  to  be  penal ised .  Younger  part ic ipants  
under  35  years  o ld,  a lso  lost  more of  the ir  income su pport  payments  to f inanc ial  
penalt ies .  The probabi l i ty  of  being penal ised and the  tota l  va lue  of  penalt ies 
appl ied is  a lso higher  for  some groups with barr iers  to part ic ipat ion,  inc luding 
those  with low educat ion leve ls ,  longer  durat ions unemployed,  mixed or  poor 
Engl ish  l i teracy,  without  pr ivate transport ,  or  not  contactable  by  phone .  

  Penalt ies  may  lead to a  s l ight  improvement  in  subsequent  attendance at  Work for  
the Dole  act iv i t ies  among some CDP part ic ipants .  The most  h ighly  penal ised CDP 
part ic ipants  in  the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016 increased their  subsequent attendance 
rate over  the  year  by  seven  percentage points ,  but  the ir  attendance was  st i l l  wel l  
be low average.  Over  the  year ,  th is  group  lost ,  on average,  ten per  cent  of  the ir  
annual  income support  payments  in  penal t ies .   

  While  some program part ic ipants  may respond to penalt ies  by increas ing their  
attendance,  others  may  disengage  f rom the program for  a  per iod.  Indicat ive 
ana lys is  suggests  that  the  proport ion of  CDP part ic ipants  who disengaged  from 
the program and income support  system  without a  recorded employment 
outcome increased by around one percentage point  between the RJCP and the 
CDP.  The  reasons  for  disengagement  cannot be determined from ava i lab le  data .   

  Of those  CDP part ic ipants  penal ised in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016,  around 
s ix  per  cent  disengaged over  the subsequent year .  Young men were 
d isproport ional ly  represented in  this  group.  Most  of  these  disengaged 
part ic ipants  returned to  the income support  system over  the fol lowing year ,  
spending an average of  three months  of f  income support .  However,  14  per  cent 
spent over  a  year  of f  income support .  

A  part ic ipant  can be deemed to have not  met  the ir  m utual  obl igat ion s  for  fa i l ing to  

attend an appointment,  act iv i ty  or  job interview,  or  for  fa i l ing  to  s ign a  job p lan  or  to  

accept a  su itable  job (without  a  va l id  reason).  Under  the  compl iance framework ,  which 

appl ies  to a l l  Austra l ian act iv i ty -tested income support  recipients ,  i f  a  part ic ipant  fa i ls  

to fu l f i l  their  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  then their  income support  payments  may 

be suspended unt i l  they re -engage with the ir  employment provider .  Even after  

re-engaging,  part ic ipants  can face f inanc ia l  penalt ies .   
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When an employment  provider  report s  a  fa i lure to DHS,  the part ic ipant ’s  income 

support  payments  are automatica l ly  suspended.  Part ic ipants  with a  suspension  are 

required to re-engage with  the ir  provider  and/or  contact  DHS to d iscuss  the reasons .  

DHS decides whether  to apply  a  penalty  based on the rules  set  out  in  soc ia l  secur ity  law .  

A  fa i lure  is  only  invest igated by D epartment  of  Human Serv ices  (DHS)  i f  reported by  the 

Community  Development  Programme ( CDP)  provider .  

Th is  chapter  examines trends in  suspensions and f inancia l  penalt ies  for  CDP part ic ipants  

and the regional  and indiv idual  f inancia l  impact  of  penalt ies .  

The compl iance framework  

The compl iance framework appl ies  to a l l  Austra l ian  jobseekers ,  inc luding those in 
regional  and metropol i tan areas  who are serv iced by jobact ive .  Dur ing the study per iod ,  
a  number of  measures  were introduced for  providers  to re -engage part ic ipants  when 
they fa i l  to  attend compulsory  provider  appointments.   

F i rst ,  f rom 1 Ju ly  2014,  providers  have been able  to submit  a  report  to DHS to indicate 
that  the part ic ipant  ha s  fa i led to attend an appointment.  These Non-attendance Reports  
resul t  in  automat ic  suspension of  the part ic ipant’s  income support  payment unt i l  the 
part ic ipant  attends a  re -engagement appointment with their  provider  or  compl iance 
act ion ceases for  another  reason.   

Second,  a  ‘suspend unt i l  attend’  pol icy  was a lso  introduced  at  the  start  of  2015.  Unl ike 
the previous  Remote Jobs and Communit ies  P rogram,  part ic ipant ’s  income support 
payments  remain suspended unt i l  they attend a  subsequent appointment,  not  just  agree 
to attend.   

F ina l ly ,  f rom 1 July  2015,  providers  have a lso been able  to recommend a f inanc ia l  
penalty  when,  in  the v iew of  the  providers ,  the  part ic ipant  has  not  provided a 
sat is factory  reason for  non -attendance at  a  provider  appointment.   

Provider  incentives  

Under  the Community  Development Programme (CDP) ,  changes were made to the 
provider  payment  model  that  increase  provider  incent ives  to  use  the compl iance 
f ramework  to  re -engage part ic ipants .   

As  noted in  Chapter  2 ,  CDP providers  have some d iscret ion as  to  whether  to use  the 
compl iance f ramework  to  re-engage part ic ipants .  However ,  when act iv i ty - tested  Work  
for  the Dole  part ic ipants  fa i l  to  attend the ir  act iv i t ies  and do not  provide a  va l id  reason,  
the provider  wi l l  not  be  pa id  a  fu l l  service  fee for  the  part ic ipant  ( for  the  per iod)  unless  
they report  the insta nce of  inval id  non-attendance  to  Department of  Human Serv ices ,  
and re -engage the part ic ipant  within  14 days  ( PMC 2018a,  pp.4 -5) .  
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The number of  payment  suspens ions and f inanc ia l  penalt ies  appl ied to remote 

employment program part ic ipants  increased steadi ly  under  the  Remote Jobs  and 

Communit ies  Program ( RJCP)  and the  CDP,  before stabi l is ing in  ear ly  2016  (F igure  3 .1) .   

S ince  January  2016,  in  any one quart er  of  the year ,  around 60 per  cent  of  CDP 

part ic ipants  exper ienced at  least  one payment suspension  and approx imately  a  third 

exper ienced at  least  one penalty . 23  

Figure 3.1  Partic ipants who received at least  one i ncome support 

payment suspension  or  penalty in  a  quarter,  under RJCP and CDP a , b  

S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  da ta  ( ext rac ted  on  15  A ug u s t  
2 0 1 7)  a nd  unpub l i shed DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om determ ina t ion  and c i rc um sta nce  
f i les  on  20  November  2017  and  21  A ugust  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  Est ima tes  of  the  p r opor t ion  o f  par t ic ipants  ex per ienc ing  a  suspens ion  or  pena l ty  ea ch  
qua r ter  ar e  der ived  by  d iv id ing  the  number  o f  ind iv idua l s  w i th  a  suspens ion  or  pena l ty  in  the  
qua r ter  by  the  tota l  num ber  o f  CDP  part i c ipant s  a t  the  beg inn ing  o f  eac h  quarter .  (b )  R educ t ions  
a nd  zer o- ra te  pena l t ies  a re  pena l t ies  tha t  reduc e  or  s top  a  pa r t ic ipant ’ s  inc om e suppor t  
pa ym ent .  ( Pena l ty  types  ar e  d i sc ussed in  m ore  deta i l  be low ) .  

Some suspens ions may be l i f ted before  the part ic ipant’s  next  pay per iod.  For  th is  

reason,  i t  i s  not  c lear  how many of  these recorded suspensions have  actua l ly  resul ted in 

a  de lay  in  a  part ic ipant’s  income support  payment.  A delay in  income support  payments ,  

where suspens ions are  appl ied ,  may have a  f inancia l  impact  on CDP part ic ipants .   

Before  the CDP commenced,  the  share of  remote part ic ipants  penal ised or  suspended 

(per  quarter)  had been r is ing steadi ly .   

                                                                 

23 There  i s  som e seasona l  var ia t ion  in  reduc t ion  pena l t ies  ( pena l t ies  tha t  r educ e  a  par t ic ipa nt ’ s  
inc om e suppor t  pa ym ent ) ,  w i th  fewer  be ing  a pp l ied  in  the  fourth  quar ter  of  eac h  yea r  due  to  
a ppr oved leave  a r ound  Chr i s tma s .  
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The proport ion suspended rose by ten percentage points  in  the  s ix  months pr ior  to  the  

commencement  of  the CDP.  Suspens ions then rose  by  about  the same amount over  the  

s ixth month  per iod  after  commencement,  before level l ing  of f  from the start  of  2016.  

The r ise  in  suspens ions s ince  the introduct ion of  the  CDP was  large ly  dr iven by  fa i lures 

to attend act iv i t ies  (F igure  3.2) .  

The proport ion penal ised rose  by  about  f ive  percentage points  in  the  s ix  months  pr ior  to 

the commencement  of  the  CDP.  After  commencement,  penalt ies  acce lerated –  there  was 

a  r ise  of  over  15 percentage points  dur ing the in it ia l  s ix  months  of  the  program, before 

a lso  level l ing  off  in  2016.  Changes  introduced under the  CDP  –  inc luding addit ional  Work 

for  the  Dole  requirements  and greater  incent ives  for  providers  to ut i l i se  the  compl iance 

f ramework  to maximise attendance at  Work for  the Dole  a ct iv i t ies  ( see  discuss ion of  

provider  incent ives  in  Box  3 .1)  –  may have contr ibuted to th e  increase  in  penalt ies .  

Figure 3.2 Share of partic ipants suspended from i ncome support  payments 

due to fa i lure to attend appointments or activit iesa  

S ourc e :  PMC  est im a tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
1 5  A ugust  2017)  and  unpub l i shed  DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  ( ex tra c ted  f r om  deter m ina t ion  and 
c i rc um stanc e  f i les  on  20  November  2017 ) .   
N otes :  ( a )  Est ima tes  ar e  der ived  by  d iv id ing  the  number  of  i nd iv idua l s  wi th  a  suspens ion  eac h 
qua r ter  by  the  tota l  num ber  of  CDP  part i c ipants  a t  the  beg inn ing  o f  eac h  quarter .   

The proport ion of  part ic ipants  suspended due to fa i lure  to  attend  appointments  (with a 

provider  or  th ird party)  was  a lmost  as  h igh in  the  RJCP per iod as  in  the  CDP per iod.  

Whi le  est imates for  the f i rst  12  months  of  the  RJCP are  exc luded from F igure 3.2  due to  

incomplete data for  th is  per iod,  suspensions due to  fa i lure to  attend provider  

appointments  increased in  the  middle  of  2014.  Th is  co inc ides  with the introduct ion of  

the Non-attendance Report ,  which a l lowed providers  to submit  a  report  to  DHS to 

indicate that  the  part ic ipant  had fa i led to attend an appointment,  result ing in  automatic 

suspens ion of  the part ic ipant  (Box 3 .1) .   
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Under  CDP,  the  increase  in  p enalt ies  has  a lso  large ly  been dr iven by  an increase  in  

fa i lures  to attend act iv i t ies ,  referred to  as  ‘No Show No Pay’  fa i lures .  The proport ion of  

payments  lost  depends on the number  of  days  the part ic ipant  fa i l s  to  attend or  engage  

with  their  provider .  Part ic ipants  receive  one No Show No Pay  penalty  for  each day  they 

fa i l  to  attend as  required.  For  each No Show No Pay  penalty ,  part ic ipants  lose ten per  

cent  of  their  fortnight ly  income support  payment (equiva lent  to the  loss  of  income 

support  payments  for  a  s ingle  business  day) .  

No more than three No Show No Pay  penalt ies  can be  appl ied in  any  fortn ight ly  per iod ,  

as  three appl ied fa i lures  of  any  k ind  with in  a  s ix -month per iod wi l l  automatica l ly  tr igger  

a  Comprehens ive Compl iance  Assessment  (CCA) ,  and no further  penalt ies  can be appl ied 

whi le  a  CCA is  being undertaken .  A  CCA is  a  hol ist ic  assessment undertaken by a  DHS 

of f icer ,  to determine why a  part i c ipant  is  not  meet ing their  Mutual  Obl igat ion 

requirement s,  inc luding i f  there are unident i f ied barr iers  prevent ing the part ic ipant  

f rom meeting their  requirements .  I f  the  part ic ipant  i s  found to have been del iberately  

and pers istent ly  non -compl iant,  a  ser ious fa i lure  penalty  may be appl ied  (d iscussed  

be low).  

For  appointment re lated fa i lures ,  part ic ipants  lose ten per  cent  of  their  fortnight ly  

income support  per  day  unt i l  they attend a  new appointment  with the ir  provider  (PMC 

2018a) .  I t  i s  poss ib le  for  a  part ic ipant  to lose income support  cont inuous ly  for  a  

fortnight  or  longer  due to appointment re lated fa i lure(s ) ,  however  this  i s  not  common .  

The other  type of  penalty  that  can be appl ied is  a  ser ious fa i lure  penalty ,  which can 

result  in  the part ic ipant ’s  income support  payment  be ing stopped for  up to e ight  weeks .  

Three main s i tuat ions may lead to a  ser ious fa i lure  penalty:  fa i lure to accept or  

commence in  suitable  employment;  leaving sui table  employment voluntar i ly  or  be ing 

d ismissed for  misconduct ;  and pers istent  non -compl iance (that  is ,  repeated fa i lures  to  

attend appointments ,  job  interviews or  act iv i t ies  or  refus ing to enter  into  a  Job P lan) .  

A  part ic ipant  can avoid  or  shorten a  ser ious fa i lure  f inancia l  penalty  by agreeing to 

undertake a  compl iance  act iv i ty  (DSS  2018a,  sec .  3 .1.12.40) ,  which typical ly  involves  

undertaking Work for  the  Dole  for  25 hours  per  week.  As  most  CDP part ic ipants  are 

a lready required to undertake  Work  for  the Dole  for  25  hours  per  week,  they can meet 

this  requirement  through re -engaging in  act iv i t ies .  

In  the fol lowing analys is ,  penalt ies  have been grouped into two broad categor ies :  

  Reduct ion  penalt ies  where  there  has  been a  reduct ion in  the  part ic ipant’s  income 

support  payment  due to No Show No Pay  or  appointment -re lated fa i lure s 24  

  Zero-rate  penalt ies  where  the part ic ipant’s  income support  payment  has  been 

stopped (reduced to zero)  for  a  per iod  as  a  result  of  a  ser ious  fa i lure  breach.  

                                                                 

24 These  a r e  usua l l y  r efer red  t o  as  ‘ shor t  term ’  pena l t ies  in  the  Depar tm ent  o f  Jobs  and  Sma l l  
Bus iness  c ompl ia nc e  r eports .  
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S ince January 2016,  in  any one quarter  of  the year ,  approximate ly  a  th ird of  CDP 

part ic ipants  rece ived at  least  one  reduct ion penalty .  Between three and f ive  per  cent 

received  at  least  one zero-rate penalty  (F igure  3 .3) . 25 

Figure 3.3 Share of  partic ipants receiving  at  least  one reduction or  

zero-rate penalty  in  a given quarter,  under the RJCP and CDP a  

 

 
 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
1 5  A ugust  2017)  and  unpub l i shed  DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om  deter m ina t ion  and 
c i rc um stanc e  f i les  on  20  November  2017  and 21  A ugust  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  Est ima tes  ar e  der ived  by  d iv id ing  the  number  o f  ind iv idua l s  w i th  a  pena l ty  in  the 
qua r ter  by  the  tota l  num ber  of  CDP  part i c ipants  a t  the  beg inn ing  o f  eac h  quarter .  

Looking over  a  longer  t ime per iod,  over  hal f  (60 per  cent)  of  those part ic ipat ing in  the 

CDP at  the beginning of  2016 received one or  more reduct ion penalt ies  over  the 

fol lowing year ,  and about one f i f th  exper ienced a  zero -rate penalty .  

Under  the  RJCP,  one reduct ion pena lty  per  quarter  was  the most  common frequency  per 

part ic ipant .  However ,  F igure  3 .4  shows a  large increase  in  the  number  of  people 

exper ienc ing mult ip le  reduct ion penalt ies  per  quarter ,  fo l lowing the  introduct ion of  the  

CDP (s ince  September quarter  2015) .   

Most  CDP part ic ipants  exper ience no more than one zero -rate  penalty  per  quarter ,  

however ,  a  smal l  proport ion of  have exper ienced two or  more  in  a  s ing le  quarter  ( about 

ten per  cent  of  part ic ipants  each quarter  s ince CDP commenced).  

                                                                 

25 T he  num ber  of  zer o -r a te  pena l t ies  r epor ted  in  th is  a na lys i s  may  be  lower  than  the  number  of  
ser ious  fa i lure  pena l t ies  pub l i shed  by  the  Depa r tm ent  o f  Jobs  a nd  Sma l l  Bus iness ,  beca use  m any  
o f  the  ‘app l ied ’  ser ious  fa i lur es  reported  in  the  Depar tm ent  of  Jobs  a nd Sma l l  Bus iness  r epor ts  
do  not  r esu l t  in  a  f ina nc ia l  pena l ty  be ing  ser ved.  
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Figure 3.4 The number of  partic ipants receiving mult iple reduction 

penalt ies  each quarter has increased under the CDP  

S ourc e :  PMC  es t ima tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  f r om 
deter m ina t ion  a nd c i rc umstanc e  f i les  on  2 1  A ugu s t  2 0 1 7) .  

Figure 3.5 Length of  zero-rate penalt ies  by weeks   

S ourc e :  PMC  es t ima tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  f r om 
deter m ina t ion  a nd c i rc umstanc e  f i les  on  2 1  A ugust  2017) .  

While  zero-rate penalt ies  can be appl ied for  up to  e ight  weeks ,  the major i ty  are shorter ,  

because the CDP part ic ipant  agree s to re-engage before the e ight -week per iod is  

reached.  Under the CDP,  most  appl ied zero -rate  penalt ies  (47  per  cent  to 54  per  cent  
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per  quarter)  lasted up to  two  weeks ,  and the  proport ion that  lasted the  fu l l  e ight  weeks 

(F igure  3.5)  decreased markedly .  In  2016,  a  zero -rate penalty  lasted 23  days  on average.  

Averaged across  a l l  CDP regions ,  f inancia l  penalt ies  represent less  than one per  cent  of  

Austra l ian Go vernment  payments  enter ing CDP regions .  There is ,  however,  var iat ion 

between regions  – with est imated penalty  amounts  as  a  proport ion of  tota l  quarter ly  

income support  payments  ranging f rom zero to a lmost  2 .5  per  cent  over  the 60  CDP 

regions  by 2016  (F igure  3 .6) .   

S ince  the CDP commenced,  the est imated s ize  of  penalt ies  re lat ive  to  tota l  Austra l ian 

Government  payments  enter ing the  CDP regions  has  tended to increase  for  ind iv idual  

CDP regions and the area as  a  whole.  

Figure 3.6 The value of penalt ies are small  as a  proportion of  total  

regional  Austral ian Government  payments a , b  
Quarter ly  data for  CDP regions ,  inc luding lower -  and upper-bound regions  

 
S ourc e :  PM C est ima tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  f r om pa ym ent  
f i l es  on  28  August  2017) .  Da ta  ar e  quar ter ly ,  Januar y  2014 to  June  2017.  
N otes :  (a )  Est ima tes  of  pena l t ies  inc lud e a l l  r educt ions  in  pa y  a nd  non - pa ym ent  per iods  due  to  
CDP  pena l t ies  im posed in  a  par t ic u lar  t im e per iod,  even  where  a  pa r t ic ipant  ma y ha ve  been 
subsequent ly  re im bur sed.  Subsequent  pena l ty  wa ivers  a ppea r  a s  ar r ea rs  pa ym ent s ,  and  ar e 
inc luded  in  the  tota l  paym ent  am ount .  (b )  T ota l  inc om e sup p or t  pa yment s  inc ludes  a l l  non -
a c t iv i ty - tes ted  inc ome suppor t  pa ym ents  (D i sab i l i t y  Suppor t  Pens ion ,  A ge  Pens ion,  Car er  
Pa ym ent ,  and Pa r ent i ng  Pa ym ent) ,  a c t iv i ty - tested  inc ome suppor t  pa ym ents  (Newsta rt  
A l lowa nc e  a nd  Youth  A l lowanc e (other ) ) ,  a nd  n on - inc om e suppor t  pa ym ents  (Fa mi ly  Ta x  Benef i t ,  
Ca rer  A l lowanc e,  Dad  a nd Par tner  Pa y ,  and  A BST UDY) .  
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At  an indiv idual  part ic ipant  level ,  penalt ies  as  a  share  of  payments  can be much h igher .   

Under  the  RJCP,  the most  common amount  for  a  penal ised  indiv idual  to  lose  in  penalt ies  

(across  a l l  penalty  types)  in  a  quarter  was less  than two per  cent  of  their  quarter ly  

payments  (F igure  3 .7) .  Under  the CDP,  the most  common amount for  a  penal ised  

indiv idual  to  lose  in  penalt ies  was  between two and f ive  per  cent  of  the ir  quarter ly  

payments.  

However,  there  is  cons iderable  var iat ion among  part ic ipants  in  the proport ion of  

payments  lost  to penalt ies .  For  example ,  in  the second quarter  of  2017,  n ine per  cent  of  

a l l  CDP part ic ipants  lost  between two and f ive  per  cent  of  their  quarter ly  payments  

(F igure  3.8) .  A further :  

  eight  per  cent  lost  between f ive  and ten per  cent  of  their  quarter ly  payments 

(F igure  3.8) .  This  was around 3,100 part ic ipants  (F igure 3 .7)  

  f ive  per  cent  lost  between ten and twenty per  cent  of  the ir  quarter ly  payments  

(F igure  3.8) .  This  was around 1,900 part ic ipants  (F igure 3 . 7)   

  three  per  cent  lost  more than 20 per  cent  of  their  quarter ly  payments  

(F igure  3.8) .  This  was around 1,000 part ic ipants  that  quarter  (F igure 3 .7) .   

Figure 3.7 Number of  partic ipants with penalt ies  by proportion of  

payments lost a  

 
S ourc e :  PM C es t ima tes  ba sed  on  u npub l i shed  DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  ( ex trac ted  f r om  pa ym ent  
f i l es  on  28  August  2017 ) .   
N otes :  (a )  Es t ima tes  e x c lude the  tota l  am ount s  o f  pena l t ies  per  quar ter  for  par t i c ipants  for  
whom  f ina nc ia l  pena l t ies  w ere  not  im posed  ( th i s  i s ,  over tur ned  for  the  qua r ter ) .  
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Figure 3.8 Penalt ies  as  a proportion of  payments for  a l l  CDP partic ipants a  

S ourc e :  PM C es t ima tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  f r om pa ym ent  
f i l es  on  28  August  2017) .   
N otes :  ( a )  Est ima tes  i nc ludes  a l l  pena l t ies  for  a l l  CDP  pa r t i c ipants ,  inc lud ing  those  who were  not  
pena l i sed  a t  a l l  in  the  quar ter  ( r efer r ed  to  a s  n i l  pena l t ies ) .   

Figure 3.9 Penalt ies as  a  proportion of  payments for penal ised 

partic ipants a  

S ourc e :  PM C es t ima tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  f r om pa ym ent  
f i l es  on  28  August  2017) .   
N otes :  ( a )  Est ima t es  inc ludes  a l l  pena l t ies  for  CDP par t ic ipa nts  for  whom any  f ina nc ia l  pena l ty  
was  im posed in  the  qua r ter .  

Focusing only  on those  penal ised,  s ince  mid -2016,  around ha lf  of  penal ised  part ic ipants  

lost  less  than f ive  per  cent  of  the ir  payments  to penalt ies  within a  g iven quarter  

(F igure  3.9) .  For  the remainder,  roughly  a  quarter  lost  between f ive  and ten per  cent  of  

their  payments  to  penalt ies ,  about 15  per  cent  lost  10  to  20 per  cent  of  their  payments ,  

and just  under  ten  per  cent  lost  twenty per  cent  or  more  of  the ir  payments .  
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Looking across  a  year ,  t he proport ion of  CDP part ic ipants  that  lost  ten per  cent  or  more  

of  the ir  payments  was h igher  among younger  age groups  and h ighest  for  me n aged under 

30  years  o ld  (F igure  3 .10) .  

Figure 3.10 Proportion of penal ised CDP partic ipants who lost  ten per cent  

or more of their  payments  in  2016a  

By age and gender  

S ourc e :  PM C est ima tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  f r om pa ym ent  
f i l es  on  28  August  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  I nc ludes  a l l  CDP  pa r t i c ipa nts  for  whom any  f ina nc ia l  pena l ty  wa s  im posed in  2016 .  

Model l ing suggests  that  CDP part ic ipant’s  indiv idual  character ist ics  are  re lated to  the  

probabi l i ty  of  being penal ised,  receiv ing a  zero-rate penalty ,  and the amount of  

Austra l ian Government payments  lost  to  penalt ies  over  the  year  (Table  3 .1  and 

Appendix  B) .  Three penalty  outcomes were model led:   

  the probabi l i ty  that  a  part ic ipant  was  ever  penal ised throughout the year  (any 

type of  penalty)  

  the probabi l i ty  that  a  part ic ipant  who was ever  penal ised,  ever  had a  zero -rate 

penalty  throughout the year  

  the tota l  amount that  a  part ic ipant  who was ever  penal i sed los t  to penalt ies 

throughout the year .  

The est imated ef fects  of  an indiv idual  character ist ic  (Table  3 .1)  are expressed as :  a  rat io 

of  the probabi l i ty  (compared to the probabi l i ty  with a  reference character ist ic )  for  the 
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f i rs t  two models ;  and the  dol lar  amount  added to or  subtracted from the tota l  va lue of  

penalt ies  for  the  th ird model . 26  

In  part icular ,  younger  part ic ipant s  and men were est imated to have a  h igher  probabi l i ty  

of  be ing penal ised .  Among those penal ised,  t he probabi l i ty  o f  receiv ing a  zero-rate 

penalty ,  and the  tota l  va lue of  dol lars  lost  to  penalt ies ,  decreased after  about 35  years  

of  age.  One poss ib le  reason for  th is  is  that  attendance at  act iv i t ies  i s  lower among 

younger  part ic ipants  (Chapter  2  and Appendix  B) .  

After  control l ing  for  age and gende r,  part ic ipants  with  certa in observed employment and 

communicat ion barr iers  were found to have a  h igher  probabi l i ty  of  be ing penal i sed,  a  

h igher  probabi l i ty  of  having a  zero -rate penalty ,  and a  higher  tota l  va lue of  penalt ies .  

Th is  inc ludes  part ic ipants  who:  had been unemployed for  longer;  had poor  or  mixed 

Engl ish  sk i l l s ;  who were  not  contactable  by  phone for  more of  the year ;  and spent  a 

larger  share of  th is  t ime without access  to pr ivate  transport .  

Conversely ,  part ic ipants  with post -school  educat ion,  those with a  d isabi l i ty  and 

ident i f ied workplace support  need,  and those who were pr imary  carers  ( for  more of  the 

year )  were less  l ike ly  to be penal ised.  Th is  is  cons istent  with the resul ts  from the 

attendance model l ing  (Chapter  2  and Appendix  B) ,  which fou nd that  these  groups  were 

more l ike ly  to have a  va l id  reason recorded by their  provider  when they did not  attend 

their  Work for  Dole  act iv i t ies .  

Transport  ava i lab i l i ty  was  strongly  re lated to  the  l ike l ihood of  be ing penal ised .  Spending 

a  h igher  share of  the  year  without pr ivate transport  increased both the l ike l ihood and 

total  amount of  penalt ies .  As  d iscussed in  Chapter  2,  g iven transport  issues are a  

potent ia l  va l id  reason for  non -attendance,  i t  i s  poss ib le  that  the est imated assoc iat ion 

between transport  avai lab i l i ty  and penalt ies  are  p ick ing up broader  soc io-economic  

ef fects .  However ,  having access  to  your  own pr ivate transport  may make i t  eas ier  to 

attend or  to  report  reasons  for  non -attendance  and,  as  such,  these  part ic ipants  may be 

less  l ike ly  to  be  penal ised .  

                                                                 

26 T o  check  the  r obustness  o f  the  r esu l ts ,  the  m ode ls  wer e  r ep l ic ated  us ing  a  d i f fer ent  sample  
per iod  for  par t i c ipa nts ,  f rom  the  sam e da ta set .  The  r esu l t s  wer e  lar ge ly  s im i lar .  
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Table 3.1 Estimated effects from the penalt ies models a   

Act iv i ty -tested income support  recipients  part ic ipat ing in  CDP on 1 January 2016 .  The 

zero-rate  probabi l i ty  and p enalty  amount  models  ( last  two columns) ,  are  l imited to  

those  wi th at  least  one penalty  in  2016  

 

Part ic ipant  character ist ic  

Odds rat io  +$ 

Penalty Zero-rate  Penalty 

Indigenous  (compared with non - Indigenous)  3 .3* 2 .7* 166* 

Disabi l i ty status (compared with No disabi l i ty)     
D isabi l i ty  with an ident i f ied  support  need  0 .5* 0 .6* -228* 
Disabi l i ty  with n o ident i f ied  support  need  0 .8  0 .9  -73* 

Poor/Mixed Engl ish  (compared with  Good Engl i sh)  1 .3* 1 .2* 85* 

Level  of  educat ion (compared with Year 12)     
Below Year  10  1 .2* 0 .9  9  
Years  10-11 1 .2* 0 .9* 6  
Trade/Vocat ional/Dip loma/Degree  0 .9* 0 .7* -110* 

Has been convicted or  sentenced (compared with No cr imina l  
h istory)  

1 .3* 1 .1  -4  

Provider  organisat ion:  Indigenous  (compared with Non -
Indigenous)  

0 .1* 0 .3  -160 

Female  (compared with  Male)  0 .8* 1 .05 -29 

Age group (compared with 25 to  34 years)     
15  to  24 years  1 .3* 0 .9* -36 
35 to  44 years  0 .7* 0 .6* -229* 
45 to  54 years  0 .4* 0 .3* -636* 
55 years  and over  0 .1* 0 .03* -1182* 

Durat ion unemployed (compared with 1 to 6 months)     
Less  than 1 month 0 .8* 0 .9* -74* 
6 months up to 1  year  1 .1  1 .2* 105* 
1 year  or  more  1 .2* 1 .2* 75* 

Share of  the year that the person had: b     
No transport c  1 .8* 1 .5* 148* 
Publ ic  or  other  pr ivate transport c  1 .6* 1 .3* 79* 
Parent  of  a  chi ld  aged 15 years  or  under  1 .1  0 .96 -22 
Pr imary carer  0 .6* 0 .7* -114* 
Homeless  1 .1* 1 .04 -13 
Not contactable  by phone  1 .8* 1 .6* 180* 
Act iv i ty  tested and required to  attend Work  for  the Dole  2 .5* 0 .4* -478* 

Tota l  days  the  part ic ipant  was  act ive ly  part ic ipat ing 
(commenced)  in  the program  

1.01* 1 .004* 2* 

Remoteness  index  1 .01 1 .01 5 
S ourc e :  Unpub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  15  A ugust  2017)  and  unpub l i shed  DHS 
opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om  determ ina t ion  a nd c i r cumsta nce  f i les  on  21  A ugust  2017) .  
N otes :  ( a )  The  f i r s t  two c o lum ns  r epor t  the  es t im a ted m ul t ip l ier  o f  the  pr obab i l i ty  of  be ing  
p ena l i sed  (or  o f  r ec e iv ing  a  zer o - rate  pena l ty )  c ompar ed  to  the  r efer enc e  va lue ,  wher e  a  
m ul t ip l ie r  g rea ter  than  one  ind ica tes  inc reased pr obab i l i ty  and  a  m ul t ip l ie r  less  than  one 
ind ica tes  decr ea sed  probab i l i ty .  T he  las t  c o lumn r epor ts  the  expec ted  do l lar  a m ount  of  ex t ra  or  
r educ ed pena l t ies  r e la t i ve  to  the  r efer enc e  va lue .  T he  es t im a tes  of  pa r t ic ipa nt  inc om e  suppor t  
pa ym ents  los t  to  pena l t ies  a re  based on  admin is tr a t i ve  da ta  sourc ed f r om the  DHS  paym ent  
f i l es ;  these  f i l es  ident i f y  the  a c tua l  am ounts  of  pa ym ents  w i thhe ld  due  to  pena l t ies .  (b )  
Pr opor t ion  of  the  tota l  da ys  the  par t i c ipa nt  was  a c t i ve ly  pa r t i c ipa t ing  ( c omm enc ed)  in  the  
pr ogra m .  ( c )  Ther e  ar e  thr ee  c a tegor ies  of  t ra nspor t  ava i la b i l i t y  r ec orded:  Owns  t ra nsport ;  
Pub l ic  or  o ther  pr iva te  t r anspor t ;  and  N o t ranspor t .  Es t im ates  ma r ked a s  *  a r e  s tat i s t i ca l l y  
s ign i f i c ant  a t  the  f ive  p e r  c ent  leve l .  
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Whi le  part ic ipants  who had been convicted or  sentenced and those  who spent  more t ime 

homeless  were more l ike ly  t o be penal ised,  once penal ised there was no s ign if icant  

ef fect  on zero-rate penalt ies  or  amount lost .  Part ic ipants  with an Indigenous provider  

were much less  l ike ly  to  have been penal ised,  without a  s igni f icant  ef fect  on zero -rate 

penalt ies  and amount lost  for  those penal ised .  

CDP part ic ipants  that  ident i fy  as  Indigenous  were  est imated to  be  3 . 3  t imes  more l ike ly  

than other  part ic ipants  to exper ience a  penalty ,  and 2.7  t imes more l ike ly  to go on to 

exper ience a  zero -rate penalty .  Among those penal i sed,  part ic ipants  ident i fy ing as  

Indigenous  were  est imated to have a  h igher  va lue of  tota l  penalt ies  over  the  year  

($166 higher) .   

As  noted in  re lat ion to attendance at  Work for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  (Chapter  2) ,  th is  may 

ref lect  a  range of  barr iers  that  are not  wel l  captured by other  factors  in  the  

administrat ive data .  In  part icu lar ,  as  d iscussed in  Chapter  2,  communicat ion barr iers  and 

health barr iers  may expla in some higher  inval id  non-attendance  at  CDP act iv i t ies  among 

Indigenous  part ic ipants ,  which  has  the potent ia l  to lead to a  h igher  penal isat ion .  

The CDP Guidel ines  on managing part ic ipant  attendance and compl iance (PMC 2018a)  

note  that  the Job Seeker Compl iance Framework  i s  des igned to encourage part ic ipants  to 

act ive ly  engage with  their  providers  at  appointments ,  undertake  act iv i t ies  that  prepare 

them for  paid employment,  and act ive ly  look  for  work .  The poss ib i l i ty  of  be ing penal ised  

could increase part ic ipat ion in  mutual  obl igat ion act iv i t ies .  Ser ious  fa i lure  penalt ies ,  

which a  part ic ipant  can choose to  ‘work  off ’  i f  appl ied  (DSS  2018a,  sec .  3 .1 .12.40) ,  may 

a lso  encourage part ic ipants  to re -engage with the program  in  order  to avoid  or  l imit  loss 

of  payments .  

By encouraging part ic ipat ion in  employment and community  act iv i t ies  ( inc luding Work 

for  the Dole ) ,  penalt ies  have the potent ia l  to  support  the  development of  sk i l l s  and 

conf idence for  jobseekers ,  and to improve  the ir  employment outcomes.  

Measur ing the ef fect  of  penalt ies  on attendance  for  part ic ipants  l iv ing in  remote 

Austra l ia  is  d i f f icul t .  Without a  comparable  group  of  remote part ic ipants  that  have not  

been exposed to  penalt ies ,  i t  i s  not  poss ib le  t o est imate the  compl iance  ef fect  of  

penalt ies  on attendance (that  is ,  the  impact  of  potent ia l  f inancia l  penalt ies ,  whether  or  

not  they  are appl ied ) .  

To gain some ins ight  into the re lat ionship between appl ied penalt ies  and attendance,  

the analys is  below looks  at  attendance patterns  for  those  CDP part ic ipants  who were 

penal ised in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016.  The analys is  tracks  outcomes for  the same sample  

of  CDP part ic ipant s  as  the  regress ion analys is  in  Sect ion  3.2  (that  is ,  those part ic ipat ing 

in  the program on 1  January 2016) .   
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In  addit ion to penalt ies ,  a  range of  other  factors ,  inc luding the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  

provided,  are  l ike ly  to  inf luence attendance  patterns .  Without  a  measure  of  the  qual i ty  

of  act iv i t ies ,  the  observed effect  of  penalt ies  and the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  cannot  be 

separate ly  ident i f ied.  

C lose to 30  per  cent  – or  10,080 out  of  34,726 part ic ipants  on  the CDP on 

1 January  2016 – were penal ised in  the  f i rs t  quarter  of  2016.  O n average,  these 

part ic ipants  lost  near ly  s ix  per  cent  of  their  income support  payments  to penalt ies  over 

the year  (Table  3 .2) .   

For  those CDP part ic ipants  who were penal ised in  the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016,  tracking 

their  attendance  ( inc luding attendance at  Work  for  the  Dole  act iv i t ies  or  va l id  

non-attendance)  and outcomes over  the remainder  of  the  year  (to December 2016) 

shows a  s l ight  increase in  the average attendance rate of  penal ised part ic ipants  –  from 

66 per  cent  in  the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016 to 69  per  cent  dur ing the remainder  of  the year  

(Table  3.2) .  Th is  suggests  that  for  those who are penal ised,  the appl icat ion of  a  penalty  

may to some extent  improve subsequent  attendance among some CDP part ic ipants .   

Part ic ipants  that  received a  penalty  in  the  f i rst  quarter  of  2016 were  grouped based on 

the tota l  va lue of  penalt ies  appl ied in  that  f i rs t  quarter  (Table  3.2) .  Low,  Medium and 

High penalty  categor ies  are  based on quart i les .  The low group is  the  bottom quart i le  – 

the least  penal ised  over  the quarter .  The h igh group is  the top quart i le  –  the most 

penal ised over  the quarter .  That  leaves the medium group as  the ha lf  that  s i ts  between 

the Low and High groups (Table  3 .2) .  

Those penal i sed a  comparat ive ly  low amount in  the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016 show almost  no 

change in  their  overal l  rate  of  attendance in  the re maining three  quarters  of  the year .  

Part ic ipants  with  the  largest  penalt ies  in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016  increased their  

average attendance rate  from 52 per  cent  in  the  f i rst  quarter  of  2016  to 59 per  cent  

over  the rem ainder  of  the year  (Table  3 .2) .  Even so,  these part ic ipants  had the lowest 

average rate of  attendance at  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies .  Further,  th is  group were on 

average penal ised around $1 ,090 or  ten per  cent  of  the i r  annual  income support  

payments  – double the average rate .   

Part ic ipants  may respond to penalt ies  in  a  number  of  ways ,  inc luding by increas ing their  

attendance at  required act iv i t ies  (not ing that  attendance does  not  necessar i ly  imply  

act ive part ic ipat ion in  act iv i t ies ,  as  d iscussed in  Chapter  5)  or  by provid ing a  v a l id  

reason pr ior  to  not  attending.   
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Table 3.2 Characterist ics and outcomes for  CDP partic ipants who received 

a penalty in the f irst  quarter  of  2016 over the fol lowing year  

CDP part ic ipants  on 1 January 2016  

 Total  

Penal ised in the f irst  quarter of  2016 

by s ize of  penalty a  

 
Total  Low Medium High 

Count  of  CDP part ic ipants  34,726 10,080 2 ,872 4 ,690 2 ,518 

CDP part ic ipant  character ist ics :      

Average JSCI  score  34 36 34 36 37 

Average age  36 32 32 33  31  

Male  56% 61% 60% 61%  61%  

Ident i f ied as  Indigenous  84% 97% 95% 97% 99% 

Share by remoteness  category:       

-  Very  remote  69% 74% 71% 73% 78% 

-  Remote  23% 23% 25% 24% 20% 

-  Outer  regional  or  other  8% 3% 5% 3% 2% 

Patterns  of  attendance and penalt ies :      

Attendance rate  ( inc luding attendance at  act iv i t ies  and val id  non -attendance) :   

-  First  quarter   77% 66% 77% 67% 52% 

-  Remaining three  quarters  76% 69% 76% 71% 59% 

Average penalt ies  over the year:     

-  Number  4  10 6  10 16 

-  Value of  penalt ies  appl ied  $525 $644 $335 $581 $1,091 

-  As a  share of  tota l  
Austra l ian Government 
payments  

4 .9% 5.9% 3.3% 5.1% 10.2% 

Outcomes for  CDP part ic ipants  over  the year :     
Job p lacement  22% 26% 29% 27% 21% 

13-week employment outcome  10% 11% 13% 10% 8% 

26-week employment outcome 7% 7% 9% 6% 4% 

Total  ex i ts  f rom the income 
support  system:  

37% 45% 45% 44% 45% 

-  Fa i led to re-engage b  25% 32% 32% 32% 33% 

-  Obtained employment  3% 1% 2% 1% 1% 

-  Went to pr ison  3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 

-  Other reasons c  7% 7% 8% 7% 8% 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7)  a nd  unpub l i shed DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om  deter m ina t ion  and 
c i rc um stanc e  f i les  on  21  August  2017 ) .   
N otes :  (a )  Low,  M edium and  H igh  pena l ty  ca tegor ies  a re  ba sed  on  quar t i les  for  tota l  pena l t ies  
a pp l ied  in  f i r s t  quar ter  of  2016.  Low gr oup  i s  the  bot tom  quar t i le  –  the  lea s t  pena l i sed .  H igh  
gr oup  i s  the  top  quar t i le  –  the  m ost  pena l i sed.  (b )  The  Fa i led  to  r e -enga ge c a tegor y  inc ludes 
benef i t  ex i t  ( as  rec or ded by  DHS )  due  to  a  pa r t i c ipant :  fa i l ing  to  lodge form ;  fa i l ing  to  r epor t  
( auto ) ;  fa i l ing  to  r e - engage  w i th  the  pr ov ider ;  a nd  fa i l ing  to  r e - enga ge (w i th  DHS) .  Som e of  
these  ind iv idua ls  ma y  have  obta ined  em ploym ent ,  but  fa i led  to  r epor t  th i s  to  DHS .  ( c )  Other  
c ombines  the  r ema in ing  ca tegor ies  of  DHS ca nc e l la t ions .   
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Some part ic ipants  may d isengage from the program  (Box 3.2) ,  which can lead  to the 

cance l lat ion of  income support  payments .   

Of  those  penal ised in  the  f i rst  quarter  of  2016,  32  per  cent  had their  benef i ts  cancel led 

with  the reported reason being a  fa i lure to  re -engage with  e i ther  the  Department of  

Human Services  (DHS)  or  their  provider  (Table  3.2) .  Some of  these part ic ipants  may have 

obta ined employment but  not  report ed th is  to  their  CDP provider  or  DHS.   

To gain a  better  understanding of  how many CDP part ic ipants  may be d isengaging from 

the program despite  not  having paid  employment,  an est imated measure  of  

d isengagement was developed.  The d isengaged part ic ipants  were measured as  those  

who:  were  recorded as  ex it ing  the  income support  system (that  i s ,  the ir  benef i ts  ceased)  

due to  fa i lure  to  re -engage with  DHS or  their  provider;  and  d id  not  have an employment 

outcome recorded by the ir  CDP provider  in  the  nine  months  pr ior  to ex it ing the  income 

support  system (Box  3.2) .   

The share of  program part ic ipants  ex it ing  of f  income support  payments  is  often  used as  
a  measure of  employment  outcomes in  eva luat ions of  mainstream employment 
programs.  However,  the  assumption  that  ind iv iduals  ex i t  benef its  because  they  have 
obta ined pa id employment  is  less  l ike ly  to hold in  a  remote context .  Markham and 
Biddle  (2018)  found that  across  Austra l ia  12  per  cent  of  those who ident i f ied as  
Indigenous  in  the 2016 Census reported having  no income at  a l l  in  2016.  Th is  group had 
grown from nine per  cent  in  2006.   

Th is  ana lys is  has  ident i f ied  people who have disengaged  f rom the CDP and the  income 
support  system despite  not  having pa id employment.   

As  an indicat ive  measure of  d isengagement ,  the d isengaged group has been def ined to 
inc lude those who  both:   

•  were recorded as  ex i t ing  the income support  system (that  i s ,  their  benef i ts  ceased) 
at  least  once in  2016 ,  and the  recorded reason for  benef i t s  ceas ing  was  e ither  
fa i lure to :  lodge form; report  (auto);  re -engage with the provider;  or  to re-engage 
(with the Department  of  Human Serv ices) .  Part ic ipants  therefore ex ited benef i ts  
without report ing an employment outcome to  the Department  of  Human Serv ices  

•  d id not  have an employment outcome recorded by the ir  CDP provider  in  t he n ine 
months pr ior  to  their  benef i t s  ceas ing.   

By  cons ider ing employment  outcomes in  the  n ine months  pr ior  to disengagement ,  the 
analys is  captures  26-week outcomes (with a l lowable breaks)  for  CDP part ic ipants .  
Restr ict ing  the def in i t ion of  the d isengaged group to inc lude only  employment outcomes 
three or  s ix  months pr ior  to  the  cancel lat ion event ,  the  group was largely  consis tent  
(with only  about 25 addit ional  people  removed for  each longer  t ime span).   

The group of  CDP part ic ipants  used in  th is  ana lys is  were  those  who were registered with  
a  CDP provider  on 1 January  2016.   

 

By  this  measure,  s i x  per  cent  (about 600)  of  a l l  CDP part ic ipants  penal ised in  the f i rs t  

quarter  of  2016 (10,080)  disengaged at  some stage  over  the  year .  That  is ,  of  those 

part ic ipants  penal ised in  the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016,  one in  s ixteen exi ted off  income 
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support  payments  that  year  without  having any record of  an employment outcome in  

e i ther  the DHS or  employment serv ices  system. This  rate was h igher  for  men than 

women – four  per  cent  of  women penal ised in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016 exi ted benef i ts  

that  year  with  no record o f  having a  job,  compared with  e ight  per  cent  of  men 

(PMC est imates based  on unpubl ished DHS data) .  

People who disengaged (Box  3.2)  are disproport ionate ly  men  (F igure 3 .11) .  Young men,  

under  30  years  o ld,  accounted for  4 3  per  cent  of  a l l  those who disengaged from the 

income support  system  fol lowing penalt ies .  For  both men and women,  the disengaged 

group were d isproport ionate ly  young people – this  is  consistent  with the ident i f ied drop 

in  the overal l  number of  CDP part ic ipants  for  younger  age groups  (Chapter  2) .   

Of  th is  group that  ex ited income support  benef i ts  without  a  pr ior  employment  outcome 

recorded,  near ly  15 per  cent  d id  not  come back on benef its  with in the  next  12 -month 

per iod.  Among those that  came back onto the  in come support  system, on average they 

went 92  days  without receiv ing income support  payments.  

There was a  h igh rate of  var iat ion in  days  off  income support  payments.  Of  the 

ident i f ied disengaged group ( c lose to 600 people  who disengaged in  2016 without a  jo b 

outcome in  the pr ior  n ine  months and were penal ised in  the  f i rst  quarter  of  2016) :  

  one per  cent  returned to  the income support  system within two weeks  

  eleven per  cent  spent between two  weeks  and one month off  income support  

  45 per  cent  spent one to  three  months of f  

  30 per  cent  spent three  months to  12 months off  

  14 per  cent  s t i l l  had not  returned within  a  year .  

Part ic ipants  may have responded to  the increased appl icat ion of  penalt ies  under  CDP in  

a  number of  ways ,  inc luding by mainta in ing or  increas ing their  attendance (or  va l id 

non-attendance)  in  order  to meet  the ir  mutual  obl igat ion requirements ;  or  by 

d isengaging from the program.  

Indicat ive ana lys is  of  the  share  of  RJCP and CDP part ic ipants  who disengage  f rom the 

income support  system  (without a  recorded employment outcome) ,  suggests  that  

disengagement  in  a  g iven year  has  increased by one percentage point .  Of  those 

part ic ipat ing in  the  RJCP on 1  January  2014 ,  3 .5  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  d isengaged at  

some t ime dur ing 2014.  In  comparison,  of  those part ic ipat ing in  the CDP on 1 January  

2016,  4 .5  per  cent  d isengaged  dur ing fo l lowing year .  
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Figure  3.11 Men were disproportional ly  represented among  CDP 

partic ipants who disengaged fol lowing a penalty a  

Part ic ipants  d isengaging from the income support  system in  the  f i rst  quarter  of  2 016 
without a  pr ior  recorded employment  outcome 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7)  a nd  unpub l i shed DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  f r om  deter m ina t ion  and 
c i rc um stanc e  f i les  on  21  August  2017 ) .   
N ote s :  (a )  D i senga ged  par t ic ipa nts  inc ludes  a l l  those  pena l i sed  in  the  f i r s t  quarter  who 
d i senga ged in  2016 w i thout  a  job  outcom e rec or ded  by  the i r  prov ider  or  DHS  (N= 586 ) .  F ive  per  
c ent  o f  the  pena l i sed  gr oup  had  zer o  pena l t ies  r ecor ded  a ga inst  them .   

Table 3.3 Estimates  of  disengagement  under the RJCP and CDP 

Part ic ipants  in  the scheme on  1  January 2014 (RJCP)  and 2016 (CDP)   

 RJCP,  2014  CDP, 2016 

 Count Per cent  Count Per cent  

Of those part ic ipants penal ised in the f irst  quarter of  the year:  

Disengaged from the income support  
system without a  recorded employment  
outcome in  the preceding nine  months  

87 5.4 586 5.8 

Of al l  part ic ipants:  
Disengaged from the income support  
system without  a  recorded employment  
outcome in  the preceding nine  months  

1,256  3.5  1,580  4.5  

Tota l  number of  p art ic ipants  35,543   34,726   

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  

5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7)  and unpub l i shed DHS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t ra c ted  f r om  deter m ina t ion  and 

c i rc um stanc e  f i les  on  21  August  2017 ) .  
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I t  i s  not  poss ib le  to determine from current  data  why some CDP part ic ipants  have  h igh 

rates  of  inva l id  non–attendance  or  disengage from the program .  

Model l ing shows that  penalt ies  are  more common amon g young people,  men,  and some 

groups with  ident i f ied barr iers  to  employment  ( inc luding  those with low educat ion 

leve ls ,  longer  durat ions unemployed,  mixed or  poor  Engl ish l i teracy ,  without pr ivate 

transport ,  or  not  contactable  by  phone ) .  These  outcomes  could be dr iven by  a  number  of  

factors ,  such as  unident i f ied  barr iers  to  part ic ipat ion ,  or  could  ref lect  part ic ipants ’  

responses  to  the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  provided ,  to  penalt ies  and payment suspensions ,  or  

factors  outs ide the program . 

F ie ldwork  undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies  suggests  that  the  qual i ty  of  CDP 

act iv i t ies  ( that  is ,  whether  surveyed part ic ipants  cons ider ed act iv i t ies  to be  sui table  and 

usefu l )  can have an ef fect  on attendance and part ic ipat ion in  those  act iv i t ies  

(Winangal i  and Ipsos 2018).  Qual i tat ive data from the f ie ldwork a lso suggests  that  many 

CDP part ic ipants  have d i f f icul ty  communicat ing with Centre l ink  or  their  provider  when 

they  do have a  va l id  reason for  not  attending .  And that  fa i lure  to  re -engage can occur  

for  a  range of  reasons ,  inc luding that  some part ic ipants  d o not  real ise  they  n eed to 

contact  their  providers  to re -engage (Winangal i  and Ipsos  2018) .  

More data  are needed to  better  understand the dr ivers  of  part ic ipants ’  outcomes.   

Measur ing the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies ,  in  part icular ,  could  ident i fy  the types of  act iv i t ies  

that  best  support  attendance and part ic ipat ion in  the program and outcomes for  

part ic ipants .  There are a  number of  ways of  measur ing the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies ,  

inc luding:  measures  of  the  sk i l l s  atta in ed,  employment outcomes,  and part ic ipant -

reported measures  of  act iv i ty  qual i ty  and su itabi l i ty .  A combinat ion of  mult ip le  

measures  could be used to capture di f ferent  aspects  of  act iv i ty  qual i ty .   

Measur ing and report ing on what happens to people ex it ing  off  the  CDP (and who are 

therefore  no longer  recorded in  the  CDP provider  data)  could improve understand ing of  

the impact  of  penalt ies ,  act iv i t ies  and the  program more b roadly .  Th is  requires  that  

outcomes be monitored across  the CDP and income support  administrat ive systems.  
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  The Community  Development  Programme (CDP)  a ims to  provide  part ic ipants  with  
sk i l l s  and exper iences to  make them more job -ready and able  to move into ,  and 
remain  in ,  pa id  employment.  

  A number  of  model l ing approaches  were  undertaken to est imate the effect  of  the  
introduct ion of  the CDP on employment  outcomes  after  control l ing  for  the 
character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and changes in  labour  market  condit ions .  In  
addit ion to before  to after  model l ing,  quas i -exper imental  techniques were used 
to compare  changes in  employment outcomes for  part ic ipants  in  remote regions 
with  changes for  jobseekers  in  ne ighbour ing  jobact ive regions.   

  Three outcomes were  examined  including  the  share  of  part ic ipants  who obta ined 
at  least  one job placement,  13 -week and 26-week  employment outcome,  over  an 
18-month per iod.  Across  the  model l ing resul ts  and sens it iv i ty  tests :   

o  no conclus ive ev idence was  found for  the effect  of  the introduct ion of  the 
CDP on job p lacements  and 13 -week outcomes ;   

o  however ,  a  s tat ist ica l ly  s igni f icant  improvement  of  around one percentage 
point  was est imated for  26-week outcomes.  In  the  before to  after  
model l ing,  for  example,  26-week employment outcomes increased by 
1 .2  percentage points  under  the CDP from a base of  5 .7  per  cent  under  
the RJCP.   

Th is  is  consis tent  with the  greater  weight  p laced on 26 consecut ive -week  
employment outcomes  in  provider  and employer  payments .  

  Close to  three in  four  CDP part ic ipants  have moderate to  extreme barr iers  to  
employment based on the  Job Seeker  C lass i f icat ion Instrume nt  ( JSCI ) .  This  
ref lects ,  in  part ,  the :   

o  high share of  part ic ipants  l iv ing in  very  remote areas  with more l imited 
labour market  opportunit ies  

o  l imited exper ience many CDP part ic ipants  have in  the labour market  –  of  
those  part ic ipat ing on 1  January  2016,  one  in  f ive  had spent  at  least  
70  per  cent  of  the ir  adult  l i fe  on income  support  (over  the past  20  years ) .   

  Achieving employment outcomes for  CDP part ic ipants  with  extreme employment 
barr iers  is  l ike ly  to require  an investment over  t ime.  

  The CDP has only  been  operat ing for  a  short  t ime and the est imated employment 
ef fects  wi l l  therefore not  capture any  long -term changes in  employment 
outcomes.  In  the  f i rst  two years  of  the program,  part ic ipants  with low barr iers  to  
employment had the highest  est imated increase  in  26-week outcomes under the 
CDP (up 3.4  percentage points  based on the  before to after  model l ing) .   

One of  the a ims of  the  Community  Development  Programme ( CDP)  is  to provide 

part ic ipants ,  through Work for  the  Dole  and other  act iv i t ies ,  with  sk i l l s  and exper iences 

that  wi l l  make them more job -ready and able  to move into ,  and remain in,  pa id  

employment (Chapter  2) .   
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Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  are des igned to bui ld  part ic ipants ’  sk i l l s  and employabi l i ty  

and can include p lacements  in  rea l  workplaces  or ,  where  the act iv i ty  has  capac ity  to  

generate  income,  the creat ion of  loca l  bus inesses  or  soc ia l  enterpr ises  ( PMC 2016).  

Complementary  employment  programs,  inc luding  the  Employer  I ncent ive  Payments  and 

the Indigenous  Enterpr ise  Development Fund ,  were  a lso set  up to improve employment 

opportunit ies  for  CDP part ic ipants .  Employer  incent ive  Payments  provides  payments  to 

employers  who employ a  CDP part ic ipant  for  26  consecut ive weeks.   

Changes  made to the  provider  payment model  under  the CDP were  des igned to improve 

stable  employment outcomes for  remote CDP part ic ipants  (ANAO 2017).  In  part icular ,  

employment outcome payments  for  providers  were shi f ted  to focus on achiev ing 

longer -term employment  for  remote part ic ipants .  Spec i f ica l ly ,  under  the  CDP,  providers  

are  paid when part ic ipants  are  cont inuous ly  employed for  13 and 26 weeks  (with some 

a l lowable breaks)  (F igure  1.2) .  No provider  fee  is  ava i lable  for  e i ther  a  job placement  or 

seven-week  employment  outcome.  

A cr i t ica l  quest ion for  eva luat ing the ef fect iveness  of  the CDP is  whether  the changes to 

the program improved employment outcomes for  more  part ic ipants  than the  Remote 

Jobs and Communit ies  Program ( RJCP) .   

Th is  chapter  examines  how employment  outcomes have changed over  the  f i rst  two years  

of  the CDP.  In  doing so,  i t  i s  important  to recognise that  employment outcomes wi l l  

depend on an indiv idual ’s  past  exper ience in  the  labour  market,  educat ion and tra in ing,  

and other  indiv idual  character ist ics ,  as  wel l  as  the employment  opportunit ies  ava i lab le  

in  the local  labour market .   

A  d ivers i ty  of  people part ic ipate in  the CDP.  Some may only  require  min imal  support  

f rom an employment provider  to f ind work ( low barr iers) ,  whi le  others  face substant ia l  

barr iers  (vocat ion a l  and non-vocat ional )  to  part ic ipat ing in  the labour  market .  This  

latter  group may require  a  larger  investment from their  employment provider  to  help 

them to be ready to  take -up and reta in  a  job.  For  some people,  address ing  long-term 

entrenched soc ia l  problems and sk i l l  def ic iencies  may require  long-term intervent ions 

(Bor land and Tseng 2011).   

Measur ing long-term employment outcomes of  the CDP in  th is  report  is  l imited by  two 

factors .  F irs t ,  the  CDP has  on ly  been operat ing for  two  years  and so  the evaluat ion 

per iod may not  be  long enough to  fu l ly  see changes in  sk i l l s  that  lead to increased 

employment outcomes.  This  is  part icular ly  true for  part ic ipants  with high barr iers  to 

employment.  Second,  the  administ rat ive  systems do not  record long-term employment  

outcomes,  track ing  26-week outcomes at  most.  

The share  of  program part ic ipants  moving off  income support  payments  is  f requently  

used to measure the success  rate of  mainstream employment programs.  However ,  there 

are  many reasons  why an indiv idual  may stop receiv ing income support  payments  

( inc luding fa i lure  to  fu l f i l  mutual  obl igat ions  or  report  to  Centre l ink) .  Income support  
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administrat ive  data do not  contain suff ic ient  informa t ion to  dist inguish  between  those 

that  have moved of f  income support  because they  have obtained pa id employment ,  and 

those  who have moved off  income support  for  other  reasons .  Future work may consider  

l ink ing income support  data  with other  administrat ive  data to develop an indicator  of  

long-term (beyond 26 weeks)  employment  outcomes.   

CDP service provider s  record  part ic ipant  p lacements  in  a  job and whether  they remained 

working in  that  job for  13 and 26  weeks .  In  remote labour  markets ,  t hese  records  can 

more accurately  ident i fy  employment outcomes  than examining  the share of  part ic ipants  

moving off  income support  payments .   

These CDP administrat ive records show that  employment outcomes increased s l ight ly  for  

remote act iv i ty -tested  part ic ipants  fol lowing the introduct ion of  the  CDP,  for  both 

13-week and 26-week outcomes (Table  4 .1) .  Of  the 33,901 CDP part ic ipants  as  at  

1  January  2016,  ten per  cent  had been p laced in  a  job for  at  least  13  weeks  over  the  

e ighteen months to June 2017,  and around seven per  cent  ha d been p laced in  a  job for 

at  least  26  weeks .  This  is  an  increase  compared with  the RJCP,  where  under  e ight  per 

cent  had been placed in  a  job for  at  least  13  weeks  over  the e ighteen months  to  June 

2015,  and just  under  s ix  per  cent  had been placed in  a  job for  at  least  26  weeks. 27  

S l ight  improvements  in  employment  outcomes are a lso observed in  se lected 

ne ighbouring mainstream employment areas  over  the  same t ime per iod (Table  4 .1) .   

Under  the  CDP,  employment  outcomes have improved across  a l l  age groups  and for 

remote part ic ipants  with  vary ing levels  of  employment  barr iers  (Table  4.2) .  The largest  

increase in  job p lacements  was  among part ic ipants  aged 25 to  34  years ,  and the  largest 

increase in  26-week employment outcomes was  observed for  part ic ipants  with  lo w 

barr iers  to  employment (Table  4.2) .  Remote part ic ipants  with  the highest  barr iers  to 

employment  –  inc luding part ic ipants  with moderate to  extreme barr iers  to  work (as 

recorded by the  JSCI  and those longest  on income support  –  have lower  employment 

rates  under  both the RJCP and the  CDP (Table  4 .2) .   

Ident i fy ing how the introduct ion of  the  CDP pol icy  has  changed employment outcomes 

needs to take account of  the ef fect  of  other  factors  –  namely  the part ic ipants ’  

character ist ics ,  labour market  condit ions and c hanged report ing incent ives  for  

providers .  The next  sect ion presents  the methodology  and resul ts  of  model l ing used to  

try  to isolate the effect  of  the  CDP on employment outcomes.  

Changes in  employment outcomes can be dr iven by a  number  of  factors  inc luding  

employment serv ices  pol ic ies ,  as  wel l  as  changes in  the (measured and unmeasured)  

character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and labour  market  condit ions  (which vary  over  t ime and 

across  regions) .  

                                                                 

27 These  ra te s  w i l l  d i f fe r  f rom  those  i nc luded  in  r out ine  r eport ing  as  the  ba se  popula t ion  for  th is  
a na lys i s  inc ludes  a l l  r eg i s ter ed  pr ogram  pa r t ic ipants  on  se lec ted  sam pl ing  da tes  ( inc lud ing  those  
who never  c om menc ed in to  the  pr ogram ) .  
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Table 4.1 Employment outcomes have improved for remote employment 

programs between 2014 and 2016 a   

Share of  the 1  January part ic ipants  that  achieved one or  more outcome  

 Placed 

% (n)  

12/13 week b  

% (n)  

26 week 

% (n)  

Number of  
part ic ipants  

Remote employment services:  

RJCP,  2014 16.8%  
(5 ,800,  of  which  

961 had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

8 .1% 
(2,584,  of  which 
95 had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

5 .7% 
(1,960,  of  which 
33 had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

34,611 

CDP, 2016 18.4% 

(6,252,  of  which 

1 ,246 had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

10.3% 

(3,480,  of  which 

183 had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

6 .9% 

(2,349,  of  which 
54 had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

33,901 

Neighbouring mainstream employment services:  

Job 
Services 
Austral ia 
( JSA),  2014 

30.1%  
(4 ,989,  of  which 

1 ,655 had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

13.2% 
(2,187,  of  which 

145 had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

7 .7% 
(1,272,  of  wh ich   

n ine had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

16,558 

jobact ive,  
2016 

30.6% 
(5,271,  of  which  

1 ,729 had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

16.9% 
(2,919,  of  which  

509 had mult ip le  
outcomes)  

7 .8% 
(1,353,  of  which 
s ix  had mult ip le  

outcomes)  

17,245 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  ( ex tr ac ted  on  
3  Octo ber  2017 ) .   
N otes :  ( a )  Em ployment  outc om es a re  m ea sur ed  by  t rac k ing  ind iv idua l  outc om es (as  r ec or ded  by  
em ploym ent  pr ov ider s )  over  a n  18 -month  per iod .  T he  base  popu la t ion  inc ludes  a l l  r eg i s tered  
pr ogra m pa r t i c ipants  on  respec t ive  sam pl ing  da tes .  T he  m ethodo logy  and es t ima tes  d i f fe r  f rom 
tha t  used in  r out ine  r epor t ing  wh ic h  ex c ludes  those  who never  c om m enced  ( ie  ac t i ve ly  s ta r ted  
par t ic ipa t ing)  in to  the  progr am.  (b)  Under  j obac t ive ,  em pl oyment  ou tc om es  a r e  a va i la b le  for  
4 - week,  12 -week  a nd 26 - week  outcom es .  In  c ompar i son ,  under  JSA  ( and R JCP/CDP 's )  p r ov ider s  
w ere  pa id  when  par t ic ipa nt ’ s  w er e  in  a  j ob  for  1 3  and  26  week s .   
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Table 4.2 Employment outcomes for  partic ipants under the RJCP and the 

CDP 

Share of  the 1 January part ic ipant  cohort  that  achieved one or  more employment 

outcomes,  by se lected character is t ics  

 RJCP,  2014 CDP, 2016 

 P laced 
(%)  

13   
week 
(%)  

26   
week 
(%)  

P laced 
(%)  

13   
week 
(%)  

26  
week 
(%)  

Age groups:       

15 to 25 years  15.3  6 .6  4 .2  16.5  8 .7  5 .6  

25 to 34 years  17.0  8 .0  5 .6  20.4  10.7  7 .0  

35 years plus  17.0  8 .8  6 .4  18.0  10.6  7 .4  

Barr iers  to employment,  based on the JSCI :   

Low barr iers  25.7  13 .3  8 .8  23.6  15.7  11.9  

Mild barr iers   20.4  10 .0  6 .8  20.8  12.2  8 .5  

Moderate to extreme barr iers   15.7  7 .5  5 .3  17.7  9 .3  6 .0  

Time on income support  payments:   

F irst  quint i le  (shortest t ime 
on income support )  

18.1  9 .9  7 .0  18.6  12.1  9 .1  

Second quint i le  17.3  8 .7  5 .8  19.2  11.3  7 .7  

Third quinti le  16.5  8 .0  5 .6  18.1  9 .4  6 .1  

Fourth quinti le  16.4  7 .4  5 .4  18.7  9 .9  6 .4  

Fi f th quint i le  ( longest  t ime on 
income support )  

14.3  5 .9  4 .1  16.5  8 .1  4 .9  

Sour c e :  PMC  es t im a tes  based  on unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  
3  Octo ber  2017)  and DHS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .  

CDP regions are the same as  the RJCP regions ,  with the boundar ies  for  both programs  

based on remoteness  measures.  This  provides the opportunity  to  compare employment 

outcomes before  and after  the introduc t ion of  the CDP.  

To est imate the  employment  impact  of  the CDP independent of  the changes in  the 

character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and labour  market  condit ions,  two di f ferent  model l ing  

approaches  were  undertaken.   

The f i rs t  model  est imate d the change in  employm ent outcomes ( job p lacements ,  

13-week and 26 -week outcomes)  from before  to  after  the introduct ion of  the CDP.  This  

model l ing controls  for  the character ist ics  of  part ic ipants ,  as  wel l  as  changes in  labour 

market  condit ions us ing the  un employment rate  in  the region over  the  two t ime per iods 

(us ing 12 monthly  average Smal l  Area Labour Market  (SALM) unemployment est imates ,  

ava i lab le  on a  quarter ly  bas is ) .   
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The before to  after  ana lys is  may not  adequate ly  separate out  the  changes in  

employme nt outcomes that  are  dr iven by  changes in  labour market  condit ions from 

those dr iven by the  introduct ion of  the CDP.  As  an a lternat ive speci f icat ion,  the second 

model  uses  quasi -exper imenta l  d i f ference - in-d i f ference techniques to compare changes 

in  employment outcomes for  part ic ipants  in  remote regions (treatment group)  with  

changes for  jobseekers  in  neighbouring mainstream regions ( comparison  group).   

For  both models  two groups  of  part ic ipants  were def ined :  

  The point- in-t ime group includes a l l  reg istered part ic ipants  (commenced, 

temporar i ly  exempt  or  pending)  on 1 January of  each analys is  year  (2014 for  the 

RJCP and 2016 for  the CDP).   

  The newly  commenced  group commenced on the program between 2  January and 

30  June of  the re levant  year .  As  would be expecte d,  the  newly  commenced  

sample  conta ins  a  larger  share  of  part ic ipants  with  low barr iers  to employment 

(as  measured by  the JSCI)  (deta i ls  of  the group se lect ion and summary 

descr ipt ive stat ist ics  are inc luded in  Appendix  C,  Table  C.1) .  

The results  of  model l ing  are  discussed next  (detai l s  on the methodology and results  are 

provided in  Appendix  C) .   

The before to after  m odel l ing suggests  a  stat is t ica l ly  s ign i f icant  posi t ive  increase in 

employment outcomes occurred under  the  CDP compared to the RJCP (Table  4 .3) .  That 

i s ,  a fter  contro l l ing for  part ic ipant  character is t ics ,  the introduct ion of  the CDP was 

est imated to  increase the probabi l i ty  of  a  part ic ipant  achieving  (with in an 18 -month 

per iod) :  

  at  least  one job placement  by 1 .3  percentage points  (up from a base  of  

16.5  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  under  the RJCP) ,   

  at  least  one 13 -week p lacement by  2 .2  percentage points  (up from a base of  

8 .0  per  cent) ,  and  

  at  least  one  26-week outcome by 1.2  percentage points  (up from a  base  of  

5 .6  per  cent) .   

There is  no substant ia l  d i f ference in  the  model l ing resul ts  whether  the  part ic ipant  

character ist ics  were contro l led for  or  not.  This  s trongly  suggests  that  there is  l i t t le  

d i f ference in  the character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  for  the  RJCP and the CDP samples .  I t  

fo l lows  that  the  est imated increase  in  employment outcomes between the per iods  i s  not  

due to the change in  the character is t ics  of  part ic ipants .  No substant ia l  d i f ference in  the 

est imated  results  was  found when the  model  was  re -run us ing  a  second point - in-t ime 

sample  (on 1 June 2014 and 2016) .   
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Table 4.3 Estimated change in employment outcome  rates from the RJCP 

to the CDP modell ing a  

Percentage points  Placed 13 week 26 week 

Point in t ime sample  1 .3*** 2 .2*** 1 .2*** 

Newly commenced sample 0 .8  2 .3*** 2 .1*** 

S ourc e :  PM C es t ima tes  ba sed  unpubl i shed ESS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  3  Oc to ber  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .   
N ote s :  ( a )  Est ima tes  ma r ked  as  ** *  are  s ta t i s t ic a l ly  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the  0 .1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  and  *  a r e  s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the 
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .   

While  there was no s ign if icant  d i f ference in  the  ra te  of  job p lacements  for  the  newly 

commenced sample,  these  part ic ipants  were more l ike ly  to achieve 13 -week and 

26-week outcomes under  the  CDP than under the  RJCP.   

The increase in  26 -week employment  outcomes was  est imated to be  greater  for  the 

newly commenced sample compared with the point - in-t ime sample.  As  noted above,  the 

newly  commenced  sample  contains  a  larger  share of  low barr iers  part ic ipants  –  around 

19 per  cent,  compared with n ine  per  cent  in  the point - in-t ime sample (Table  C.1) .  Under 

changes to the  provider  payment model  (Chapter  1) ,  CDP providers  face a  greate r 

incent ive  to keep part ic ipants  in  Work for  the  Dole  whe n there is  l i t t le  l ike l ihood of  a 

job p lacement be ing susta ined for  26  weeks  (ANAO 2017) .  To the  extent  that  

part ic ipants  with low e mployment barr iers  are more l ike ly  to achieve longer -term 

employment  p lacements ,  the  change in  the payment model  could he lp expla in the  

re lat ive ly  large est imated increase in  26-week outcomes for  the newly commenced 

sample .   

Changes  in  economic  condit ions  are l ike ly  to  af fect  labour market  outcomes in  a  region.  

Unemployment rates  can change over  a  two-year  per iod  due to  sh i f t ing  economic  

condit ions.  Control l ing  for  these changes i s  important  in  ident i fy ing the  true 

employment effect  of  the introduct ion of  the  CDP.  
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Figure  4.1 Proportion of the working age population who were employed 

in CDP and neighbouring regions,  2016 a   

 

 

 
S ourc e :  Census  (2016)   
N otes :  (a )  Exc i sed  c i t ies  and  towns  w i th in  the  CDP reg ion  ar e  too  sma l l  to  be  v i s ib le  on  the  ma p.  

The RJCP to CDP model l ing  (presented above)  uses  SALM data to  contro l  for  background 

changes in  labour market  condit ions (Appendix  C) .  The SALM data,  however ,  are  b ased 

on smal l  sample  s izes  and as  a  resul t  have potent ia l ly  large standard errors .   

D i f ference - in-d i f ference model l ing was  undertaken  as  an a lternat ive  approach  to control  

for  the effects  of  labour market  condit ions .  This  model  uses  the changes in  the  

employment outcomes for  ne ighbour ing mainstream regions  (a long the boundar ies  of  

the CDP regions)  as  a  proxy  for  changes  in  labour market  condit ions  in  CDP regions  

(F igure  4.1) .  (As  out l ined in  Appendic  C,  the model  contro ls  for  the same demographic  

factors  as  in  the before and after  model . )   

By  control l ing for  the change in  employment outcomes in  the ne ighbouring mainstream 

regions ,  the di f ference - in-d i f ference model  attempts  to ident i fy  the true  employment 

ef fect  of  the  CDP.  This  analys is  assumes that  changes in  employment  outcomes for 

mainstream employment  programs  ( Job Services  Austra l ia  ( JSA)  in  2014 and jobact ive in  

2016)  ref lect  changes in  labour market  condit ions  (and not  changes in  pol icy) .   

The est imated results  (Table  4.4)  suggest  that ,  a fter  control l ing for  labour market  

condit ions us ing changes  in  employment  outcomes in  ne ighbour ing mainstream regions,  

the CDP had no s igni f icant  effect  on job p lacements,  but  a  s igni f icant  ef fect  on 26 -week 

outcomes (1 .2  percentage points ) .  The latter  result  is  cons istent  with the changed 
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emphas is  of  provider  payments  under  the CDP on 26 -week outcomes (Chapter  1,  

F igure  1 .2) .   

Table 4.4 Estimated employment effects of  the CDP after  accounting for 

labour market condit ions in neighbouring mai nstream regions a   

Difference- in-Difference results  Percentage point  change in employment 
outcome 

Placed in a job 0 .9  

12/13-week outcome -1.5*** 

26-week outcome  1 .2*** 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7) .   
N ote s :  ( a )  Est ima tes  ma r ked  as  ** *  are  s ta t i s t ic a l ly  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the  0 .1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  and  *  a r e  s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the 
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  

A negat ive  ef fect  was est imated for  13 -week outcomes.  However,  i t  i s  important  to  note 

that  between 2014 and 2016  – in  the change from JSA to jobact ive  – payments  for  

employment outcomes for  mainstream services  changed from 13  weeks  to  12  weeks 

(Appendix  A,  Table  A.2) .  This  def in i t iona l  change in  the  mainstream program would be 

expected to le ad to an increase  in  12 -week employment  outcomes in  2016 .   

Table 4.5 Comparing remote and mainstream employment regions with 

before to after modell ing a  

Percentage point  change RJCP/CDP Neighbouring mainstream regions  

Placed  1 .3*** 0 .9  

12/13-week outcome  2 .1*** 3 .2*** 

26-week outcome 1.2*** -1.1* 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t ima tes  ba sed  unpub l i shed ESS  oper a t iona l  data  (ex tra c ted  on 
5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7) .   
N ote s :  (a )  Est ima tes  mar ked  a s  * **  are  s ta t i s t ica l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  0 . 1  p e r  c ent  leve l ,  a nd  
*  a re  s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  

These model l ing  resul ts  suggest  that ,  at  least  for  the 13 -week employment outcomes,  

the neighbour ing mainstrea m regions may not  provide a  su itable  control  for  the change 

in  labour  market  condit ions  between the  RJCP and the  CDP.  That  sa id,  both the  before 

and after  and d i f ference - in-di f ference model l ing  est imate a  s tat ist ica l ly  s ign i f icant  one 

percentage point  incr ease in  26-week employment outcomes fo l lowing the introduct ion 

of  the CDP.  

A  number of  sens it iv i ty  tests  were  used to examine the  robustness  of  the  results .  

Repl icat ing the analys is  and l imit ing the CDP regions to only  those areas  that  crossed 

the border  w ith  mainstream programs  –  where  arguably  the labour  market  condit ions 

are  most  s imi lar  (F igure  4 .1)  –  a lso  est imated a  near ly  two percentage point  

improvement  in  26-week outcomes.  Spec i f ica l ly ,  job p lacements  were  est imated to :   

  decl ine by 2.3  percentage points  (s igni f icant  at  the f ive  per  cent  leve l) ,   
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  13-week outcomes were est imated to dec l ine by 2 .0  percentage points  

(s ign if icant  at  the f ive  per  cent  level ,  however  as  noted above,  th is  result  is  

l ike ly  to  be affected by  the def in i t io nal  change in  12 -week employment outcomes 

in  mainstream program)  

  26-week outcomes increased by 1.8  percentage points  (s ign if icant  at  the 

one per  cent  leve l) .  

A lternat ive measures  to the  SALM unemployment rate of  labour  market  condit ions were 

a lso  considered.  In  part icular ,  the  model  was  est imated with:  the  share  of  the 

populat ion in  a  region rece iv ing government income support  payments  (at  the  SA2 

leve l) ;  and a  deta i led  measure of  remoteness  based on the locat ion of  the part ic ipant’s  

home address .   

The est imated effect  for  26-week outcomes were broadly  s imi lar  between the  

a lternat ive spec i f icat ions for  labour  market  condit ions .  However ,  between the  

a lternat ive  speci f icat ions ,  there was inconsistency in  the s ize,  d irect ion and s ignif icance 

of  the  results  for  p lacements  and 13 -weeks  outcomes (Appendix  C,  Table  C.6) .   

Across  the d i f ferent  models  est imated and sens it iv i ty  tests ,  t he before to after  ana lys is  

est imated a  stat is t ica l ly  s ign i f icant  one percentage point  increase  in  26-week 

employment outcomes fo l lowing the introduct ion of  the CDP.  However ,  there was a  lot  

of  d ivers ity  in  employment outcomes among part ic ipants .   

Repl icat ing the  before  to after  –  RJCP to  CDP –  model l ing  for  certa in  sub -groups,  

suggests  that  compare d to  the RJCP,  25  to 34 year  old  remote part ic ipants  had a  h igher  

probabi l i ty  of  being p laced in  any job  (a  3 .2  percentage points  increase) ,  achieving a  

13-week outcome (2.8  percentage points  increase)  and a  26-week outcome 

(1.5  percentage points  increase) .  Remote part ic ipants  recorded as  having low barr iers  to 

employment by the JSCI  were est imated to  have no change in  the ir  p lacement rate as  a  

result  of  the  CDP,  however  were  est imated to  be  three percentage points  more  l ike ly  to 

achieve  a  26 -week employment  outcome.   

Part ic ipants  in  the  ‘ low barr iers  to employment ’  JSCI  group and,  to a  lesser  extent,  

those  aged 25 to 34 years  had the h ighest  increase in  26 -week outcomes under the CDP.  

Th is  was achieved with seemingly  no addit ional  p lacements  for  the low-barr iers  cohort ,  

but  with a  marked increase  in  p lacement rate  for  the  25 to 34 years  group.  Th is  is  

cons istent  with  ear l ier  results  on the  newly commenced group.   

F ina l ly ,  as  a  proxy for  long -term unemployment,  the analys is  looked at  changes in  

employment outcomes and the proport ion of  the past  20 years  that  part ic ipants  had 
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been on income support  payments. 28 The  group who had been on income support  

payments  for  the gre atest  share of  their  l i fe  were two  percentage points  more l ike ly  to 

achieve  job placements  under  the  CDP (compared to  the RJCP) ,  which is  a  b igger 

improvement than for  the remaining part ic ipants  (those part ic ipants  who had not  been 

on income support  payments  for  as  long) .  A s imi lar  improvement was found for  13-week 

outcomes under the  CDP compared to the  RJCP,  with  an est imated 1.9 percentage points  

improvement  for  the  CDP.  This  is  a  smal ler  improvement than for  the remainder  of  the 

CDP part ic ipants .  No improvements  were found for  th is  longest -on- income-support 

group with regards  to 26 -week outcomes .   

Achieving a  longer-term employment outcome for  those who have been on income 

support  for  a  substant ia l  part  of  their  adult  l i fe ,  i s  l ike ly  to  require  s ign if icant 

investment to address  the sever ity  of  employment b arr iers .  Of  those part ic ipat ing in  the  

CDP on 1 January 2016,  one in  f ive  had spent at  least  70 per  cent  of  their  adult  l i fe  on 

income support  (over  the past  20 years ) .  For  these  part ic ipants  (the  quint i le  of  CDP 

part ic ipants  on income support  payments  for  the longest)  i t  may be  expected that  

measurable  increases in  13 -week,  and part icu lar ly ,  26 -week outcomes would not  be 

observed in  the in i t ia l  two years  of  a n  employment  program.  

Table 4.6 Before to after modell ing results for  sub -groups of  partic ipants a  

For  the point - in-t ime sample  of  program part ic ipants  

Percentage point  change Placed 13 week 26 week 

Outcomes for  al l  point - in-t ime part ic ipants  1 .3*** 2 .1*** 1 .2*** 

15 to 24 years  0 .8  2 .1*** 1 .4*** 

25 to 34 years   3 .2*** 2 .8*** 1 .5*** 

35 years and over  0 .6  1 .8*** 0 .9** 

Low barr iers to employment  -1 .9  2 .6* 3 .4*** 

Mild,  moderate or  extreme barr iers  to 
employment  

1 .7*** 2 .1*** 1 .1*** 

Fi fth income support  quint i le  —the longest 
share of  their  adult  l ives on income support  

2 .0** 1 .9*** 0 .6  

Remaining income support  quint i les  
(quinti les  1-4)  

1 .2*** 2 .2*** 1 .4*** 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t ima tes  ba sed  unpub l i shed ESS  oper a t iona l  data  (ex tra c ted  on 
5  Septem ber  2 0 1 7) .   
N ote s :  ( a )  Est ima tes  ma r ked  as  ** *  are  s ta t i s t ic a l ly  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the  0 .1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  and  *  a r e  s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  a t  the 
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  
 

                                                                 

28 I nc ome suppor t  h i s tor y  da ta  i s  a va i la b le  f r om  1998  onwar ds .  For  par t ic ipa nts  who cam e of  
wor k ing  a ge  pr ior  to  1998 ,  the i r  ear ly  h i s tor y  i s  unknown .  Th i s  i s  a  bet ter  pr ox y  for  lon g- ter m 
unem ployment  tha n the  m ea sur e  o f  long - term  unem ploym ent  a va i la b le  f r om  the  JSCI ,  wh ich  on ly  
c over s  the  f ive  year s  pr ior  to  the  assessment .  
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Two di f ferent  model l ing  approaches  were  considered to  help obtain robust  est imate s of  

the ef fect  of  the introduct ion of  the CDP on employment outcomes  after  control l ing for  

the character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and changes in  labour market  condit ions .  In  addit ion 

to  before  to  after  model l ing,  a l ternat ive  quas i -exper imental  d i f ference - in-d i f ference 

model l ing  compared changes  in  employment outcomes for  part ic ipants  in  remote 

regions (treatment group)  with changes for  jobseekers  i n  neighbouring jobact ive regions  

(comparison group) .  

Across  the d i f ferent  models  est imated and sens it iv i ty  tests ,  no conclus ive re sults  were 

found for  the  ef fect  of  the introduct ion of  the CDP on job p lacements  and 13 -week 

outcomes.   

However,  a  stat is t ica l ly  s ign i f icant  improvement of  around one percentage point  was 

est imated for  26-week outcomes .  Th is  result  is  consis tent  with the  greater  weight 

p laced in  provider  payments  on 26 consecut ive -week employment outcomes over  

shorter  employment out comes ( inc luding placements  and 13 -week outcomes) ,  and the 

introduct ion  of  Employer incent ive  Payments  for  employers  who employ  a  CDP 

part ic ipant  for  26  consecut ive weeks  (Chapter  1) .  In  the before to after  model l ing,  for  

example,  26-week employment outcom es increased by 1.2  percentage points  under  the 

CDP.  This  is  up from a base of  5 .7  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  obta in in g a  26-week outcome 

(over  an 18 -month per iod)  under  the RJCP.  

C lose to three in  four  CDP part ic ipants  were c lass i f ied as  having moderate to extreme  

barr iers  to  employment based on the  Job Seeker  Class i f icat ion Instrument  (Chapter  2) .  

Th is  ref lects ,  in  part ,  the l imited exper ience many part ic ipants  have had in  the lab our 

market  –  of  those  part ic ipat ing in  the CDP on 1  January  2016,  one in  f ive  had spent at  

least  70  per  cent  of  their  adult  l i fe  on income support  (over  the  past  20  years ) .  The h igh 

preva lence of  moderate to extreme employment barr ier  are a lso a  ref lect ion  of  the high 

share of  part ic ipants  l iv ing in  very  remote areas  with more l imited labour market  

opportunit ies  (Chapter  2) .   

Achieving employment  outcomes for  part ic ipants  with extreme  barr iers  to  employment  is  

l ike ly  to require  an investment over  t ime to ad dress  the  sever ity  of  barr iers  they face.   

The CDP,  however ,  has  only  been operat ing for  a  short  t ime and the est imated 

employment effects  wi l l  therefore  not  capture any long -term changes in  employment 

outcomes.  As  may be expected,  in  the f i rs t  two years  o f  the program, the increase in  

26-week outcomes was  h ighest  for  part ic ipants  with low barr iers  to  employment  

increas ing by an est imated 3 .4 percentage points)  (Table  4.6) .  Those aged 25 to 34 years  

a lso had a  re lat ive ly  large est imated increase in  p lacements  and 13 -week outcomes  – 

increas ing by an est imated 3.2  and 2 .8 percentage points  respect ively .  
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The administrat ive data  used in  the  analys is  of  employment  outcomes provide  r ich  

information on the indiv idual  character ist ics  of  program part ic ipants .  However,  data are 

not  ava i lab le  on a  number  of  factors  –  such as  part ic ipants ’  innate abi l i ty  and att i tu des 

to  work  –  that  may af fect  employment  outcomes.  To the extent  that  these  unobserved 

character ist ics  ef fect  employment  outcomes,  the  est imated employment effect  of  the 

CDP could  be biased.   

The administrat ive data are a lso  l imited in  the  informat ion ava i lab le  to isolate the ef fect  

of  d i f ferent  aspects  of  the CDP changes  on employment outcomes.  In  part icular ,  whi le  

the introduct ion of  the CDP is  est imated to have increased 26 -week outcomes,  i t  i s  not  

poss ib le  to est imate  the  extent  to  which  the increase was  dr iven by  changes to  the 

provider  incent ive payments  (Chapter  1) ,  penalty  regime (Chapter  3) ,  and/or  the 

introduct ion of  auto -c la im process ing of  employment outcome payments  (Appendix  C) .  

That  sa id ,  as  noted above ,  the  model l ing  results  are consistent  with the greater  focus on  

26-week employment outcomes over  shorter  employment outcomes.   

Future  research and eva luat ions  examining remote employment  outcomes could  improve 

on the current  analys is  by l ink ing administrat ive datasets  to develop a  measure  of  

longer-term employment outcome s (beyond 26  weeks) .  Th is  could a lso  improve 

understanding  of  why part ic ipants  ex it  income support  payments .  Current ly ,  when CDP 

part ic ipants  cease  income support  payments  i t  i s  d i f f icul t  to determine i f  th is  i s  because 

they  have found employment  (but  have not  reported this  to  the ir  provider  or  DHS)  or  i f  

they have d isengaged for  other  reasons (Chapter  3) .  

Long-term employment  outcomes for  CDP part ic ipants  –  part icular ly  those  with  extreme 

barr iers  to  employment  –  could  benef i t  f rom ass istance to bui ld  part ic ipant’s  sk i l l s  and 

complementary  employment  pol ic ies  that  promote local  labour market  opportunit ies 

(Dockery and Lovel l  2016).  

As  noted in  Chapter  1,  the introduct ion of  the CDP inc lude d funding for  Employer  

Incent ive Payments  (a  one-off  payment that  providers  pass  on to  e l ig ib le  employers  for  

employing a  CDP part ic ipant  for  26  weeks) .  Wage subsides  can  boost  employment  by 

reducing the cost  o f  h ir ing CDP part ic ipants .  A  person’s  employment barr iers  are l ike ly  

to  af fect  how wel l  a  wage subs idy program wi l l  work for  them .  Those with low barr iers  

may not  need a  wage subsidy  program, whi le  jobseekers  with high barr iers  may ‘ require  

more substant ia l  ass istance than a  wage sub s idy program’  (Bor land 2016,  p .  140).   

Th is  suggest s  that  people  with moderate employment barr iers  are  the best  candidates  

for  a  wage subsidy program.  People  with high barr iers  may need addit ional  ass is tance,  

such as  tra in ing to increase the ir  sk i l l s  and j ob readiness,  and monitor ing and support  in  

any job p lacement ,  in  addit ion to wage subsidy programs (Bor land 2016) .  

In  addit ion to w age subsid ies ,  a  number  of  other  employment  program s have been 

shown to be effect ive  at  improving labour market  outcomes .  For  example,  programs 

focused on providing  capita l  can be a  cost -ef fect ive  way to s t imulate se l f -employment 
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and ra ise  the long-term earning potent ia l  of  ind iv iduals  part ic ipat ing in  regions  with 

l imited labour  markets .  B lattman and Ra lston  (2015,  p .  i i i )  conc luded that:  

A “capita l -centr ic”  approach … Often they cost  no more than a few hundred 

dol lars  per person  – far  cheaper than many of  the a l ternat ives ,  and del iver  much 

needed capita l  d i rect ly  to  ind iv iduals ,  who may have the best  knowledge about 

how to  develop thei r  l i ve l ihood s  and generate income.   

B lattman and Ra lston  (2015)  a lso noted that  capita l -centr ic  programs  can be  part icu lar ly  

ef fect ive  when partnered with low -cost  complementary  intervent ions  such as  sk i l l s  

t ra in ing in  the  rec ipient’s  area  of  se l f -employment .  

Whi le  there is  ev idence that  a  range  of  complementary  labour  market  programs may be 

ef fect ive  at  improving labour market  opportunit ies ,  how  such programs  would work in 

the context  of  remo te Austra l ia  is  uncerta in .  P i lot ing and evaluat ing innovat ive 

complementary  labour  market  programs could  ass ist  ident i fy ing the  impacts  –  intended 

and unintended  –  of  these programs and what works ,  for  whom, and in  what 

c ircumstances .   

P i lots ,  however ,  are  l imited by the  t ime needed for  the ef fect  of  new pol ic ies  to be 

evident ,  and for  impacts  to  be  measured and isolated from other  factors  (Sanderson 

2002).  Where p i lots  require  extens ive t ime to set -up,  run and eva luate ,  the benef its  of  

ref in ing pol icy  through pi lot  programs needs to  be balanced against  the potent ia l  

benef i ts  of  providing ear l ier  access  to  new pol icy  arrangements .   
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Income support  recipients  l iv ing in  remote and very  remote areas  of  Austra l ia  face some 

of  the greatest  barr iers  to  part ic ipat ion and  employment.  In  many remote communit ies 

there  are l imited labour  market  opportunit ies  (Dockery and Love l l  2016)  and l imited 

access  to serv ices .  Austra l ians  ident i fy ing as  Indigenous make up a  s ignif icant  

proport ion of  th is  populat ion.  

The Community  Development  Programme (CDP),  which serv ices  those  l iv ing in  remote 

Austra l ia ,  has  e lements  of  both a  community  development program and a  labour market  

program.  

CDP part ic ipants  are recorded as  having s ign if icant  barr iers  to employment.  C lose to 

three in  four  part ic ipants  in  March 2016 were c lass i f ied as  having moderate to  extreme 

barr iers  to employment based on the Job Seeker  Class i f icat ion Instrument ( JSCI) ,  a  tool  

which ident i f ies  both  vocat ional  and non -vocat ional  barr iers  ( inc luding,  for  example ,  

personal ,  fami ly  or  health barr iers) .  In  part  th is  ref lects  CDP part ic ipant ’s  geog raphica l  

prox imity  to  labour markets .  Close  to 70  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  l ive  in  very  remote 

Austra l ia .  Of  those l iv ing in  very  remote locat ions,  over  90 per  cent  ident i f ied as  

Abor ig inal  or  Torres  Stra it  Is lander .   

The introduct ion of  the CDP in  mid-2015 brought a  range of  changes to remote 

community  and employment serv ices  des igned to increase leve ls  of  work - l ike  act iv i ty ,  

enhance employabi l i ty  and improve longer-term employment outcomes .  Provider  

payment models  were updated with h igher  Work for  the Dole  act iv i ty  payments ,  and 

h igher  payments  when a  part ic ipant  was in  employment for  26  consecut ive weeks  

(Chapter  1,  F igure  1 .2) .   

Under  CDP there was a lso  an increased focus  on ensur ing that  part ic ipants  are engaged 

in  a  rout ine  of  work- l ike  act iv i t ies .  Whereas Remote Jobs  and Communit ies  Program 

(RJCP)  part ic ipants  were  required to  undertake 20  hours  of  act iv i ty  per  week ,  under  the 

CDP,  act iv i ty -tested income support  recipients  aged 18 to 49 years  are required to 

undertake Work  f or  the Dole  act iv i t ies  up to  25  hours  a  week,  acr oss  a  f ive  day week,  

year  round.  At  the  same t ime,  broader  changes  to  the  compl iance framework  (af fect ing 

both CDP and jobact ive part ic ipants)  enabled providers  to  use payment suspens ions and  

f inanc ia l  penalt ies  to  try  to manage and maximise attendance  (Box  3.1) .   

Th is  report  draws on administrat ive data to assess  the effect iveness  of  the  CDP in 

increas ing part ic ipat ion in  work - l ike  act iv i t ies ,  and improving employment outcomes 

over  i ts  f i rst  two years  of  operat ion.  To better  understand community  v iews about  the 

broader  impacts  of  the  CDP and poss ib le  contr ibut ing c i rcumstances ,  f ie ldwork was  a lso 

undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies .  The  f ie ldwork report  was undertaken by 

Winangal i  and Ipsos  (2018) .   
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Work  for  the  Dole  is  the main  way that  act iv i ty - tested CDP part ic ipants  fu l f i l  their  

mutual  obl igat ion  requirements .  Part ic ipat ion in  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  is  seen as  

both a  pathway to  employment  (a  means  of  bui ld ing sk i l l s  and a  work - l ike  rout ine)  and 

of  keeping people act ive and contr ibut ing to  the community  (PMC 2016).   

The proport ion of  program part ic ipants  enrol led  in  act iv i t ies  s teadi ly  increased under 

the RJCP and has  further  increased s ince  the  CDP began.  This  is  consistent  with  the 

increased incent ives  under  the  CDP provider  payment  model  to  enrol ,  record and report 

attendance at  act iv i t ies .  Around 85 per  cent  of  part ic ipants  that  were required to attend 

Work  for  the Dole  were enrol led  in  an act iv i ty  in  June 2017 compared to  58 per  cent  in  

June 2015 (before  the CDP commenced).   

Attendance at  Work for  the Dole ,  among those enrol led,  has  remained stable  under  the 

CDP.  Whi le  the major ity  of  CDP part ic ipants  e ither  attend or  provide a  va l id  reason for  

non-attendance on any g iven day,  between 20 and 30 per  cent  do not  attend and do not  

provide a  va l id  reason for  not  attending.  Based on f ie ldwork ,  Winangal i  and Ipsos  (2018)  

concluded that  there are vary ing levels  of  engagement in  act iv i t ies  among those that  do 

attend,  with some part ic ipants  turn ing up to meet their  requirements  but  not  engaging 

in  act iv i t ies  enough to  develop the ir  job readiness  o r  employabi l i ty .  

Being  enrol led  in  an act iv i ty  (Work  for  the Dole  or  otherwise)  does  not  necessar i ly  mean 

that  part ic ipants  wi l l  at tend act iv i t ies  and,  i f  they  do attend,  wi l l  act ive ly  part ic ipate  in  

the program. A range of  factors ,  inc luding the  qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  and how wel l  

act iv i t ies  are matched with part ic ipant’s  sk i l l s ,  interests ,  motivat ions and c ircumstances  

are l ike ly  to af fect  indiv iduals ’  attendance and part ic ipat ion in  Work for  the Dole  (Socia l  

Research Centre 2015 ) .   

Low attendance at  Work  for  the  Dole  act iv i t ie s  is  more common among younger  CDP 

part ic ipants .  Those who are younger,  and some subgroups fac ing part ic ipat ion and 

employment  barr iers ,  inc luding those with no post -school  educat ion,  those with  a  

cr imina l  convict ion,  those with no pr ivate transport ,  and  those not  contactable  by 

phone,  have higher  recorded rates  of  inva l id  non -attendance .   

Communicat ion and health  i ssues  may play  a  role  in  expla in ing inval id  non -attendance 

among some,  part icu lar ly  Ind igenous,  CDP part ic ipants .  Based on research  in  e ight  

remote communit ies ,  Winangal i  and Ipsos  (2018)  found that  heal th issues play  a  role  in  

expla in ing why  some CDP part ic ipants  are penal ised for  non -attendance.  Stakeholders  

that  part ic ipated in  the  f ie ldwork  reported that  some part ic ipants  had unde tected 

health barr iers  due to  lack  of  adequate assessments .   

Th is  is  consistent  with  exemptions data that  shows lower  rates  of  medica l  exemptions 

among act iv i ty -tested income support  recip ients  l iv ing in  remote or  very  remote 

Austra l ia .  Despite  a  h igher  bu rden of  d isease among Indigenous  people and those l iv ing 
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in  remote areas  (AIHW 2016),  in  June 2017,  f ive  per  cent  of  act iv i ty -tested income 

support  recipients  l iv ing in  CDP regions  had a  medical  e xemption,  compared with 

ten per  cent  of  those  l iv ing in  non -CDP regions  (Table  2 .4) .  The rate of  medica l  

exemptions is  lower again for  those l iv ing in  CDP areas who ident i fy  as  Ind igenous  – 

three per  cent  in  June  2017.   

Finding 1 

Better  assessments  of  remote CDP part ic ipants  could help  to ensure that  thei r  
attendance requirements  match thei r  abi l i t ies ,  and that  potent ia l  barr iers  to 
part ic ipat ion are  better  ident i f ied .  This  inc ludes increased access  to medica l  
assessments  by qual i f ied pract i t ioners .   

Those who do not  attend act iv i t ies  and do not  provide  a  va l id  reason for  not  attending 

can have their  income support  payment  temporar i ly  suspended (unt i l  they re -engage) ,  

which may a lso resul t  in  a  f inancia l  penal ty .   

Whi le  the appl icat ion  of  payment  suspensions  and f inancia l  penalt ies  increased in  the 

RJCP per iod,  they  cont inued to  increase  under  the  CDP,  with  the expans ion of  Work  for  

the Dole ,  a  new provider  payment model ,  and increased provider  report ing of  

non-compl iance .   

S ince  January  2016,  in  any one quarter ,  approximate ly  60  per  cent  of  CDP part ic ipants  

recorded at  least  one suspension,  and  one or  more  penalt ies  were appl ied to  about a  

third of  CDP part ic ipants .  Looking at  the  outcomes over  the whole year  for  the group of  

part ic ipants  on the CDP on 1  January  2016,  the proport ion  of  part ic ipants  penal ised 

increases to over  hal f .  

Averaged across  a l l  CDP regions ,  f inancia l  penalt ies  represent less  than one per  cent  of  

Austra l ian  Government  payments  to  people  l iv ing in  CDP regions .  Whi le  the  overal l  

regional  impact  of  penalt ies  is  smal l ,  p enalt ies  represent a  larger  share of  the income of 

some groups  of  CDP part ic ipants .  Around hal f  of  those penal ised lost  less  than f ive  per  

cent  of  the ir  quarter ly  Austra l ian Government payments.  S ince  mid -2016,  however ,  just  

under  one in  ten penal ised part ic ipants  lost  twenty per  cent  or  more of  the ir  payments  

over  the quarter .  Th is  equates  to between two and three  per  cent  of  a l l  CDP part ic ipants  

per  quarter .   

Ref lect ing the patterns  for  inval id  non-attendance ,  CDP part ic ipants  aged under 35 and 

those  with certa in  part ic ipat ion and comm unicat ion  barr iers  –  inc luding those with poor 

Engl ish  language prof ic iency as  wel l  as  those  with lower educat ion levels ,  longer  t ime 

unemployed,  less  access  to pr ivate transport ,  and those who were not  contactable  by 

phone –  were  most  impacted by  f inancia l  penalt ies  in  terms of  the frequency  of  appl ie d 

penalt ies  and the  tota l  amount  of  Austra l ian Government payments  lost  to  penalt ies  

over  a  12-month per iod.   
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The evaluat ion f ie ldwork suggests  that  part  of  the reason for  h igh rates  of  penalt ies  and 

their  concentrat ion among part icular  subgroups with  ex ist ing barr iers  to employment  i s  

that  some CDP part ic ipants  d id  not  understand the compl iance system and  had di f f icu lty  

communicat ing with Centrel ink  or  the ir  CDP Provider  (Winangal i  and Ipsos 2018) .  

Winangal i  and Ipsos (2018)  a lso  found that  part ic ipants  can fa i l  to  re -engage when they 

had d i f f icul t ies  communicat ing with Centrel ink  s taf f .  

Some providers  in  the f ie ldwork study reported  undertak ing  c lose  case  management  of  

c l ients  with fol low up and outreach to c l ient  homes and greater  use  of  inter vent ion 

management  when part ic ipants  d id  not  attend (Winangal i  and Ipsos 2018) .  Winangal i  

and Ipsos (2018)  concluded that  CDP p roviders  with  suff ic ient  knowledge of  part ic ipants  

could  further  help minimi se penal i sat ion i f  they  were  able  to  take more of  a  ro le  in 

ass ist ing part ic ipants  to contact  the Department of  Human Serv ices  and expla in  

part ic ipant  reasons  for  non -attendance.  

Finding 2 

CDP providers  could  take more of  a  ro le  in  prevent ing  and managing non -compl iance.  
Th is  could  inc lude co -ord inat ing  contact  between the Department of  Human Serv ices  
and part ic ipants ,  which may help ensure that  part ic ipant  mutual  ob l igat ion  
requirements  are reviewed and updated in  a  t imely  manner.  

By encouraging part ic ipat ion in  employment and community  act iv i t ies  ( inc luding Work 

for  the Dole  act iv i t ies ) ,  penalt ies  have the  potent ia l  to  support  the development  of  sk i l l s  

and conf idence for  part ic ipants ,  and to improve the ir  employment outcomes.   

How CDP part ic ipants  respond to  – or  the extent  to which they comply  with  –  the 

poss ib i l i ty  of  a  penalty  is  an  empir ica l  quest ion.  Without  data on a  comparable  group of  

part ic ipants  that  are  not  exposed to  the poss ib i l i ty  of  a  penalty ,  i t  i s  not  poss ib le  to 

est imate  how remote part ic ipants  c hange the ir  attendance behaviour  in  response to the 

poss ib i l i ty  (or  increased poss ib i l i ty )  of  a  penalty .  That  sa id,  admin istrat ive data  can 

track  penal ised CDP part ic ipants  to  see how the appl icat ion  of  a  penalty  impacts  on 

their  outcomes.   

The appl icat ion of  a  penalty  may,  to some extent ,  improve subsequent  attendance 

among some CDP part ic ipants .  The most  h ighly  penal ised CDP part ic ipants  in  the f i rs t  

quarter  of  2016 increased the ir  subsequent  attendance rates  over  the year  by 

seven percentage  points ;  however ,  attendance rates  for  th is  group were st i l l  be low 

average.  Over  the  year ,  th is  group was penal ised an average of  ten per  cent  of  the ir  

annual  income support  payments,  double the rate  for  a l l  part ic ipants .   

Of  those CDP part ic ipants  penal ised  in  the f i rst  quarter  of  2016 ,  est imates  suggest  that 

s ix  per  cent  disengaged  f rom the income support  system without a  pr ior  employment  

outcome recorded .  Men under 30 years  accounted for  4 3 per  cent  of  th is  group.  One 

year  after  ex it ing  income support  bene f i ts ,  14  per  cent  of  the  disengaged  part ic ipants  

had not  received any income support  payment.  Among those  that  d id  return ,  disengaged 

part ic ipants  were off  income support  payments  for ,  on average,  three months .   
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I t  i s  not  c lear  i f  young men,  and others ,  disengaged  due to issues  around the qual i ty  of  

act iv i t ies  provided,  as  a  result  of  penalt ies  and payment suspens ions,  or  obtained 

employment but  d id not  report  th is  to e ither  their  CDP provider  or  the Department of  

Human Services .  F ie ldwork undertaken in  e ight  remote communit ies  suggests  that  the 

qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  –  that  is ,  whether  surveyed part ic ipants  cons idered act iv i t ies  to be  

su itable  and usefu l  –  can have an effect  on attendance and part ic ipat ion  in  act iv i t ies 

(Winangal i  and Ipsos  2018).  

Between the  RJCP and CDP,  the  share of  ind iv iduals  who disengaged  f rom income 

support  benef its  within a  12-month per iod was est imated to  incr ease  by one percentage 

point  –  from 3.5 per  cent  of  the  RJCP part ic ipants  who were  part ic ipat ing in  the  program 

on 1  January  2014,  to 4 .5  per  cent  of  the CDP part ic ipants  in  the program on 

1 January  2016.   

More data  are needed to  better  understand outcomes for  these  part ic ipants .  

Finding 3 

Measuring  and report ing on  the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  could help  ident i fy  the types  of  
act iv i t ies  that  best  support  part ic ipat ion  and outcomes  for  part ic ipants .  Th is  could 
inc lude measures  of  sk i l l s  atta inment  and employment outcomes ,  as  wel l  as  
part ic ipants ’  percept ions  of  the qual i ty .  A  combinat ion of  mult ip le  measures  could  
capture d i f ferent  aspects  of  act iv i ty  qual i ty .  Qual i ty  measures  could a lso be l inked to 
act iv i ty  payments  as  part  of  an outcome-based provider payment model .  

As with other  employment programs,  CDP providers  receive a  payment  when a  

part ic ipant  achieves a  def ined employment outcome.  In  compar ison to  RJCP,  the  CDP 

payment model  p laces  greater  weight  on 26 consecut ive-week employment outcome s,  

with  the  a im of  enco uraging  susta ined employment  for  remote part ic ipants .   

Employment outcomes  –  measured here  by job placements ,  13 -week and 26-week 

outcomes in  the administrat ive data  – wi l l  ref lect  a  range of  factors ,  inc luding the 

employment services  and tra in ing part ic ipants  receive  from their  employment provider ,  

as  wel l  as  the character ist ics  and c i rcumstances of  ind iv iduals  and the prevai l ing labour  

market  condit ions .   

A  number  of  model l ing  approaches  were  cons idered to est imate  the  effect  of  the 

introduct ion o f  the CDP on employment outcomes after  control l ing for  the 

character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  and changes in  labour market  condit ions .  In  addit ion to 

before to after  model l ing,  quas i -exper imental  model l ing compared changes in 

employment outcomes for  part ic ipa nts  in  remote regions with  changes for  jobseekers  in  

ne ighbouring  jobact ive regions .   

Across  the d i f ferent  models  and sensit iv i ty  tests ,  model l ing did  not  f ind conclus ive  

evidence that  the introduct ion of  the CDP had an effect  on the  share of  part ic ipants 

obta in ing a  job placement  or  13-week outcome.  However ,  model l ing suggests  that  the 
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CDP has  led  to around a  one  percentage point  increase  in  the share  of  part ic ipants  

obta in ing a  26-week outcome.  This  result  is  cons istent  with the greater  weight  p laced on  

26 consecut ive -week employment outcomes in  provider  and employer  payments .  In  the 

before to after  model l ing,  for  example ,  26 -week employment outcomes increased by 

1 .2  percentage points  under  CDP.  Th is  is  up from a  base of  5 .7  per  cent  of  part ic ipants  

obta in ing a  26 -week outcome (over  an 18 -month per iod)  under  the  RJCP.  

As  noted above,  based on the JSC I ,  c lose to three in  four  CDP part ic ipants  have 

moderate to  extreme barr iers  to  employment.  Th is  ref lects ,  in  part ,  the high share of  

part ic ipants  l iv ing in  very  remote areas  with more l imited labour market  opportunit ies ,  

and the l imited exper ience many CDP part ic ipants  have in  the labour market .  Of  those 

part ic ipat ing on 1  January  2016,  one in  f ive  had spent  at  least  70  per  cent  of  their  a dult  

l i fe  on income support  (over  the  past  20  years ) .  Achieving employment  outcomes for  

CDP part ic ipants  with extreme  employment barr iers  i s  l ike ly  to require  an investment 

over  t ime.   

The CDP has only  been operat ing for  a  short  t ime and the est imated empl oyment ef fects  

wi l l  therefore  not  capture  any long -term changes  in  employment  outcomes.  In  the  f i rs t  

two years  of  the  program, as  may  be expected,  part ic ipants  with low barr iers  to  

employment had the  highest  est imated increase in  26 -week outcomes under the  CDP (up 

3 .4 percentage points  based on the before  to after  model l ing) .  

Improving the l ive l ihoods of  those l iv ing in  remote communit ies  would benef it  f rom 

employment pol ic ies  focused on promot ing local  employment  opportunit ies  (Dockery 

and Lovel l  2016)  and bui ld ing the sk i l l s  of  CDP part ic ipants .   

Local  employment opportunit ies  vary  across  CDP regions (F igure 1.1) ,  and somet imes 

with in regions ,  and are l ike l y  to change over  t ime .  Employment  outcome payments  for  

13  and 26 consecut ive -week outcomes may not  be  sui table  in  communit ies  where 

seasonal  work is  an  important  part  of  the labour  market .  As  part  of  the ANAO (2017)  

rev iew of  the  des ign and implementat ion of  the  CDP,  other  Government ent it ies  ra ised  

concerns  about  the t iming of  the 13 -week and 26-week outcome payments  and the  

ava i lab i l i ty  of  seasonal  and casual  work in  remote labour markets .   

Des ign ing measures  of  employment outcomes that  match  loca l  labour  market  condit ions 

could improve incent ives  for  CDP providers  to make the most  of  current  and emerging 

opportunit ies  and u lt imate ly ,  to  improve the  long-term employment outcomes and 

wel lbe ing of  part ic ipants .  To be ef fect ive ,  the implementat ion of  th is  would need to 

ensure that  the employment measures  used  lead to  a  genuine improvement in  the l ives  

of  part ic ipants .  

Under  the  CDP,  providers  can be  pa id  a  h igher  amount  for  part ic ipants  attending Work  

for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  throughout the year  than for  achieving a  26 -week employment  

outcome (F igure  1 .2) .  Th is  aspect  of  the provider  payment  model  may,  in  some 

c ircumstances ,  reduce provider  incent ives  to  trans it ion indiv iduals  to  employment 

(ANAO 2017).  The incent iv e to place Work for  the Dole  part ic ipants  in  pa id work is  



The Department  of  the Pr ime Minister  and Cabinet  Page 69 

reduced for  those who face the greatest  barr iers  to  employment  where there is  a  lower  

l ike l ihood of  an  indiv idual  s tay ing in  the  job for  26  weeks .   

S treaming employment outcome payments  – based on the indiv idual ’s  employment 

barr iers  –  could improve the long -term outcomes for  CDP part ic ipants .  Steaming  is  

a lready used in  mainstream employment serv ices  to improve  incent ives  for  provide rs  to 

p lace part ic ipants  with high employment barr iers  into jobs  (Appendix  A) .  S imi lar ly ,  

payments  for  Disabi l i ty  Employment  Serv ices  (DES)  providers  are  based on a  number of  

factors  inc luding  labour  market  condit ions,  as  wel l  as  a  part ic ipant’s  demographic  

character ist ics  and  disabi l i ty  type.  Th is  r i sk -adjusted funding  is  des igned to  encourage  

DES providers  to achieve outcomes for  those part ic ipants  less  l ike ly  to gain employment  

by  having proport ionately  h igher  payments  avai lable  (DSS 2018b) .  

Finding 4 

Giv ing prov iders  some f lex ib i l i ty  to negot iate how employment outcomes are def ined,  
measured and paid for  could lead to  better  employment outcomes for  part ic ipants .  
Employment outcomes could  better  ref lect  the local  labour  market  condit ions  and 
opportunit ies .  In  part icular ,  in  locat ions  where seasonal  work  is  a  key  dr iver  of  work,  
providers  could  have scope to a l ter  the requirement for  outcomes to be obtain ed over  a  
consecut ive t ime period .  

Part ic ipants  may a lso benef i t  f rom increas ing the incent ive for  provide rs  to  p lace those 
with  h igh  employment barr iers  into employment .  One way to s trengthen incent ives  
would  be to  stream employment  outc ome payments  based on the barr iers  face d by  
indiv idual  part ic ipants .   

Considerat ion could  be g iven to  f i rs t  p i lot ing and evaluat ing changes to the  program in 

order  to ident i fy  impacts  ( intended and unintended).  Tr ia l  s i tes  have been used to test  

and ref ine a  number of  changes to  employment programs.  For  example ,  Work for  the  

Dole  was  f i rs t  tr ia l led in  18  se lect  locat ions in  non -remote Austra l ia  (Socia l  Research 

Centre 2015)  before being introduced nat ional ly  from July  2015.  The Nat ional  Disabi l i ty  

Insurance Scheme (NDIS)  was a lso  f i rs t  introduced in  t r ia l  s i tes  across  Austra l ia ,  

inc luding  remote areas  (PC 2017b) .   

Wel l -des igned program pi lots ,  with an understanding of  the context  of  the locat ion and 

populat ion,  can provide key ins ights  into what works ,  for  whom, and in  what 

c ircumstances .  P i lots ,  however ,  are  l imited by the t i me needed for  the ef fect  of  new 

pol ic ies  to be  evident  and for  impacts  to  be  measured and iso lated f rom other  factors  

(Sanderson 2002).  Where pi lots  require  extens ive t ime to set -up,  run and eva luate ,  the 

benef i ts  of  ref in ing pol icy  through pi lot  programs needs  to be  ba lanced against  the 

potent ia l  benef i ts  of  provid ing ear l ier  access  to  new pol icy  arrangements.  

For  new and innovat ive programs where the impacts  are uncerta in,  us ing smal l -sca le 

p i lots  before ref in ing and sca l ing up reforms can reduce the othe rwise h igh fa i lure rates 

(B lattman and Ra lston 2015).  
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Finding 5 

P i lot ing  could be useful  in  develop ing  and implementing  innovat ive payment  models  and 
employment programs  when the impacts  of  these program are uncertain .  Where 
appropr iate,  p i lots  could  a l low for  new models  to  be evaluated and ref ined before any  
potent ia l  rol l  out .  

The effect ive  del ivery  of  the  CDP  – as  with  any  other  government - funded employment 

program or  serv ice  –  requires  the ongoing monitor ing ,  report ing  and evaluat ion of  

program outcomes .   

The monitor ing and eva luat ing  process  is  important  to understand ing and improving 

outcomes for  part ic ipants  l iv ing in  remote Austra l ia .  However ,  measur ing the  ef fects  of  

the program (part icular ly  employment effects )  can take t ime,  and needs to account for  

t rans i t ion per iods.  The Indigenous Advancement Strategy Eva luat ion Framework (PMC 

2018c)  lays  out  standards  for  evaluat ing i f  and how a  program is  working,  and notes  the  

importance of  embedding evaluat ion into  programs from the beginning.   

For  the CDP,  there is  scope to improve program  monitor ing and eva luat ion processes  by 

improving the  measurement  of  outcomes in  the administrat ive data .   

Part ic ipant ’s  outcomes can be  better  captured and reported on  in  two key areas .  F irs t ,  

g iven the centra l i ty  of  Work for  the Dole  to remote employment  programs,  ongoing 

program monitor ing could  be expanded to  inc lude the col lect ion of  data on the qual i ty  

of  act iv i t ies  provided.  Th is  would enable  more systematic  analys is  of  the  types  and 

character ist ics  of  act iv i t ies  that  are effect ive at  improving part ic ipants ’  outcomes 

( inc luding,  for  example,  employment  and increased employabi l i ty ) .   

Second,  information from the income support  and employment  serv ic es  administrat ive  

systems could be used more comprehensively  to monitor  and report  on  part ic ipants ’  

longer -term outcomes.  These  measures  could inc lude more detai led  indicators  of  

part ic ipant  outcomes after  ex it ing the income support  system, inc luding measures  of  

long-term employment outcomes (beyond 26 weeks) .  

Finding 6 

Monitor ing and evaluat ion  process  could be i mproved through a greater  focus  on 
measuring  and report ing  on  CDP part ic ipants ’  outcomes in  the  administrat ive data .  
Spec i f ica l ly ,  these measures  could inc lude:  

  the qual i ty  of  act iv i t ies  prov ided 

  outcomes for  remote part ic ipants  after  ex it ing  the program , inc lud ing measures 
of  long-term employment outcomes  – beyond the 26-week outcomes recorded by 
CDP providers .  
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Act iv i ty -tested payments  are  income support  payments  that  have an act iv i ty  test  or  

part ic ipat ion requirement to qual i fy ,  and remain  qual i f ied ,  for  income support .  This  

inc ludes Newstart  A l lowance,  Youth Al lowance (other)  and Specia l  Benef i t  ( for  

nominated v isa  holders) .  S ome Parent ing Payment  rec ip ients  ( those  whose youngest  

chi ld  is  s ix  or  above)  and Disabi l i ty  Support  Pens ion recip ients  ( those  aged under  35 

years  with a  work capaci ty  of  e ight  or  more hours  per  week and without a  youngest  chi ld 

under  s ix  years)  have part - t ime mutual  obl igat ion requirements .  

Mutual  obl igat ion requirements  are act iv i t ies  that  income support  recip ients  are  

required to undertake to qual i fy ,  and remain qual i f ied,  for  income support .  The DSS 

Guide to Soc ia l  Security  Law  (2018)  notes  that  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  are 

des igned to ensure that  unemployed people receiv ing income support  payments  are 

act ive ly  look ing for  work  and/or  doing everyth ing that  they  can to become ready for  

work in  the future.   

Act iv i ty  tested and required to attend Work for  the Dole part ic ipants  are income support 

recip ients  aged between 18 and 49 years  who have mutual  obl igat ion requirements,  are  

receiv ing the ful l  rate  of  income support  and are not  exempt from mutual  obl igat io n 

requirements  or  otherwise d isqual i f ied by  i l lness  in jury  or  d isabi l i ty .  

Act iv i ty  tested and not  required to attend W ork for  the Dole  inc ludes a l l  income support 

recip ients  who have mutual  obl igat ion requirements  who are  not  required to  attend 

Work for  the Dole  because they are not  in  the re levant  age range,  not  on the fu l l  rate  of  

income support  payment or  exempt/disqual i f ied  from Work  for  the  Dole  due to i l lness ,  

in jury  or  d isabi l i ty .  

Volunteers  re fer  to CDP part ic ipants  who are not  on income support  p ayments  or  who 

are  on non-act iv i ty -tested payments  but  are  volunteer ing  to  undertake  Work for  the 

Dole  and/or  other  CDP act iv i t ies .  

Soc ia l  secur ity  law provides for  a  temporary  incapac ity  exempt ion  f rom mutual  

obl igat ion requ irements  for  those who are unable  to work for  8  hours  or  more per  week 

due to a  medica l  condit ion.  To apply  for  a  temporary  incapaci ty  exemption ,  a  job seeker  

must  provide the  delegate (DHS)  with  an approved medical  cert i f icate  that  is  s igned by  a  

medical  pract i t ioner  and states  the medical  pract i t ioner 's  d iagnosis  and prognosis ,  that  
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the person is  incapac itated for  work  or  any other  su itable  act iv i ty  for  e ight  hours  or  

more per  week due to a  medica l  condit ion ,  and the per iod for  which the person is  

incapac itated.  Where  a  job seeker  submits  a  medica l  cert i f icate  which indicates  that  any 

of  the medical  condit ions  wi l l  be medium or  long term in nature (such as  with  episodic 

or  chronic  condit ions)  an ESAt may be re quired to determine the impact  of  the medical  

condit ion on the ir  requirements  (DSS  2016,  sec.  3 .5 .1.220) .  

ESAts  are for  the  purpose of  ident i fy ing an indiv idual 's :  

  barr iers  to f inding and maintaining employment  ( th is  m ay re late  to the  impact  of  a  

person's  d isabi l i ty ,  in jury ,  i l lness ,  or  other  d isadvantage)  

  work capacity  ( in  hour  bandwidths)  

  intervent ions  or  ass istance that  may be of  benef i t  to  improve their  current  work 

capacity .  

 

ESAts  are  conducted by  hea lth  and a l l ie d  heal th  profess ionals .  As  part  of  the  assessment 

process,  assessors  have access  to re levant  ava i lable  information about the  job seeker ,  

inc luding current  and past  medica l/disabi l i ty  s tatus,  and pr ior  part ic ipat ion and 

employment h istory .  Assessors  can a ls o l ia ise  with treat ing doctors  and re levant  health 

profess ionals  as  required (DSS 2016,  sec  1.1.E .104).  

Income support  recipients  with mutual  obl igat ion requirements  are subject  to the Job 

Seeker Compl iance Framework  ( JSCF) ,  administered by DHS,  on behal f  of  the Department 

of  Jobs  and Smal l  Bus iness .  The JSCF out l ines  what happens  i f  part ic ipants  fa i l  to  meet 

their  requirements  ( DSS  2018,  Sec .  3 .1.13) .  The compl iance f ramework  is  not  exc lus ive 

to CDP and the same ru les ,  type s of  penalt ies  and suspensions current ly  apply  to 

jobseekers  in  remote,  regional  and metropol i tan areas .  

A  suspension is  a  temporary hold on a  part ic ipant’s  payment which may be appl ied i f  a  

part ic ipant  fa i l s  to meet  their  mutual  obl igat ion requ irements  ( for  example,  fa i l s  to  

attend a  provider  or  th i rd -party  appointment  or  has  disengaged from act iv i t ies) .  Money 

withheld as  a  result  of  a  payment suspens ion is  back pa id after  the part ic ipant  re -

engages with  a  provider .  However,  the part ic ipant’s  in come support  payment may be 

cance l led i f  they fa i l  to  engage within a  reasonable t ime.  

A  f inancia l  penalty  i s  a  permanent loss  of  a  proport ion of  a  part ic ipant’s  payment  due to 

fa i lure to  meet  their  mutual  obl igat ion requirements .   
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A Comprehens ive Compl iance Assessment  (CCA) i s  an assessment conducted by  the 

Department of  Human Serv ices  to determine whether :  

  a penalty  should be appl ied to an act iv i ty - tested e l ig ib le  part ic ipant  who ‘wi l fu l ly  

and pers istent ly ’  fa i ls  to  meet their  obl igat ions  under  their  ind iv idual  

Part ic ipat ion Plan  

  an act iv i ty -tested e l ig ib le  part ic ipant  requires  addit ional  ass istance in  order  to  

comply .   

A  CCA wi l l  be automatica l ly  t r iggered after  a  part ic ipant  has  had e ither  three  

appointment -re lated attendance fa i lures  ( connect ion,  non-attendance  or  reconnect ion  

fa i lures ,  for  fa i lure to  attend an appointment with  an employment  serv ices  provider ,  

DHS or  a  th ird  party  provider,  such as  a  W ork  for  the Dole  host  organisat ion)  (DSS 

2018a,  sec.  3 .1.13.30)  or  three act iv i ty -re lated attendance fa i lures  ( No Show No Pay’s )  

appl ied in  a  s ix -month per iod (DSS 2018 a,  sec .  3 .1.13.70) .  Employment service  providers  

or  the Department of  Human Serv ices  may a lso in i t iate  a  CCA at  any other  t ime i f  they 

be l ieve  a  part ic ipant 's  c i rcumstances warrant  i t .   

Dur ing a  CCA,  a  specia l is t  of f icer  from DHS considers  the part ic ipant 's  compl iance 

h istory  and why they have been fa i l ing to  meet their  requirements.  The a im of  the 

assessment is  to  determine whether  the part ic ipant  is  being del iberately  and 

pers is tent ly  non -compl iant  or  i f  there are unident i f ied  barr iers  prevent ing the 

part ic ipant  f rom ful ly  meeting their  mutual  obl igat ion requirements  and for  which they 

need addit ional  or  a l ternat ive  ass is tance.  The f indings  of  a  CCA inform future  dec is ions 

about the indiv idual 's  mutual  obl igat ion requirements.  I f  the person is  found to be 

de l iberate ly  and pers istent ly  non -compl iant  by  DHS,  a  ser ious fa i lure  penalty  can be 

appl ied.   

A  ser ious fa i lure  penalty  leads  to  a  part ic ipant’s  income support  payments  being 

stopped (reduced to zero)  for  up to  e ight  weeks .   

Three main  s i tuat ions  may lead to a  ser ious fa i lure  penalty :   

  fa i lure to  accept  or  commence in  sui table  employment   

  leaving sui table  employment  voluntar i ly  or  bei ng d ismissed for  misconduct   

  pers is tent  non -compl iance (that  is ,  repeated fa i lures  to  attend appointments ,  job 

interv iews or  act iv i t ies  or  refus ing to enter  into  a  Job Plan) .   

A  part ic ipant  can avoid  a  ser ious fa i lure penalty ,  or  shorten a  ser ious  fa i lure  penalty  

per iod,  by agreeing to  undertake  a  compl iance act iv i ty ,  which typical ly  involves  

undertaking Work for  the Dole  for  25 hours  per  week.   
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Expected hours  are  an est imate of  the number of  hours  the part ic ipant  i s  expected to 

undertake Work  for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  on a  g iven day.  The est imate is  based on the 

number  of  Work  for  the  Dole  hours  agreed in  the part ic ipant’s  job plan;  and,  where 

necessary  (that  is ,  wh en information is  miss ing or  overr idden in  the job plan) ,  f rom 

other  information on part ic ipants ’  act iv i ty  requirements  and current  status  in  the 

program ( inc luding whether  they were  commenced or  temporar i ly  exempt on that  day) .   

Expected hours  are  assumed  to  be  zero i f  the part ic ipant  is  temporar i ly  exempt f rom the 

CDP,  or  i f  the  part ic ipant  is  not  required to  attend Work  for  the  Dole  and not 

vo lunteer ing for  Work for  the Dole.   
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Table A.1 Differences between the RJCP and the CDPa  

Program element  RJCP CDP 

Par t i c ipa t ion  
r equ ir ements  

Ba sed  on  capac i ty  assessm ent ,  those  
a ged between  15  to  65  year s  
par t ic ipa te  up  to  2 0  hours  per  week  in  
a n  ac t i v i ty .  
Gra ndfa ther ed  Comm uni ty  
Deve lopm ent  and Employm ent  Pr o j ects  
(CDEP)  pa r t i c ipants  part i c ipa te  for  
su f f ic ient  hour s  to  ear n  or  be  pa id  the  
a pp l ic ab le  CDEP  Wa ge Rate . a   

For  a l l  those  a ged  18  to  49  year s  who a re  not  
in  wor k  or  s tudy,  c ont inuous  Wor k  for  the  
Do le  up  to  25  hours  a  week  (based  on  
a ssessed  capac i ty ) ,  52  weeks  a  yea r ,  w i th  
leave  pr ov is ions  o f  up  to  s ix  weeks  per  yea r  
a nd  e xempt ions  for  cu l tura l  bus iness ,  in  
a dd i t ion  to  in  add i t ion  to  a  two - week  shut  
down a r ound Chr i s tma s .  
 
T hose  under  23  year s  a re  enc our aged  to  
c omplete  Year  12 .  

Job  sea rc h  
r equ ir ements  

Job  sea rc h  r equ ir ement s  deter mined 
by  pr ov ider s ,  ta k ing  in to  a cc ount  loca l  
l a bour  mar ket  c ond i t ions  a nd  
par t ic ipa nt  c i rc um stanc es .  Gu ide l ines  
spec i fy  a t  lea s t  one j ob  sea rc h  per  
m onth  must  be  r ec or ded  in  eac h  
par t ic ipa nt ’ s  j ob  p lan .  

Job  sear ch  requ ir em ent s  a r e  deter mined by  
pr ov ider s ,  ta k ing  into  ac c ount  loca l  l abour  
m ar ket  cond i t ions  a nd  par t ic ipa nt  
c i rc um stanc es .  Guide l ines  in i t ia l l y  spec i f ied  
a t  lea s t  one j ob  sea rc h  per  m onth  in  ea ch  
par t ic ipa nt ’ s  j ob  p lan .  Th i s  requi rement  wa s  
r em oved  in  Apr i l  2018.  

Par t i c ipa t ion  
a c t i v i t ies  

Pr ov ider  d iscr et ion  for  par t i c ipa nts  to  
par t ic ipa te  in  wor k - l i ke  and 
c omm uni ty  a c t i v i t ies  a nd  t ra in ing  to  
fu l f i l  the i r  m utua l  ob l iga t ion  
r equ ir ements .  

T hose  a ged 18  to  49  yea rs  who ar e  not  in  
wor k  or  s tudy  a re  r equ ired  to  par t ic ipa te  in  
Wor k  for  the  Do le  Ac t iv i t ies .   
Other  a c t iv i ty - tes ted  pa r t i c ipants  ca n  
vo lunteer  for  Wor k  for  the  Do le  or  meet  the i r  
m utua l  ob l iga t ions  r equ irem ent  thr ough  other  
a ppr oved ac t i v i t ies .  
T ighter  r u les  for  the  pr ov i s ion  of  t r a in ing  a nd  
educ a t ion   

Pa ym ent  m ode l   M ore  than  a  dozen d i f fer ent  pr ov ider  
pa ym ents  inc lud ing  for :  de l i ver y  o f  
a c t i v i t ies ;  educa t ion  outc omes ;  j ob  
p lac em ents ;  a nd em ploym ent  
outc om es.  
Pr ov ider s  a l so  ha d  ac c ess  to  a  
Par t i c ipa t ion  A cc ount  for  se lec ted  
a nc i l la r y  pa ym ents  to  ass i s t  
par t ic ipa nts ,  for  ex ample ,  to  pur cha se  
c loth ing,  equipment  and  for  t ra in ing.  

Pr ov ider s  can  r ece ive  paym ents  for  de l i ver ing  
Ba s ic  Ser v ic es ,  Wor k  for  the  Do le  a c t i v i t ies ;  
a nd  ac h iev ing  em ployment  outcom es (m or e  
heav i l y  we ighted to  26 - week  outc omes) .  
Pa ym ents  l inked to  par t i c ipa nt  a t tenda nc e  
a nd  pr ov iders ’  e f for ts  to  fo l low -up  wi th  the  
par t ic ipa nt .  
Em ployer s  ca n  r ec e ive  an  Employer  Inc ent ive  
Paym ent  for  em ploy ing  a  pa r t ic ipa nt  for  
2 6  weeks .  

A dd i t iona l  
fund ing  

C om muni ty  Deve lopm ent  Fund  
($237 .5  m i l l ion  over  f i ve  year s )  
pr o j ec ts  to  s uppor t  soc ia l  and  
ec onom ic  par t ic ipa t ion  inc lud ing  
par t ic ipa t ion  in  work - l i ke  a ct i v i t ies  
a nd  j ob  oppor tun i t ies .  

A nnua l  gr ants  o f  up  to  $25  m i l l ion  for  
I nd igenous  Enter pr i se  Deve lopm ent  r em ote  
pr o j ec ts  to  es tab l i sh  enter pr i ses  tha t  benef i t  
c omm uni t ies  a nd  c rea te  oppor tun i t ies  for  
par t ic ipa nts  to  sa t i s fy  the i r  mutua l  ob l iga t ion  
r equ ir ements  in  a  bus iness  env i r onm ent .  

S ourc e :  PM C  2018a,  PM C  2018b,  PM C  2016,  PM C 2014  a nd  PM C 2014b .   
N otes :  (a )  Under  the  CDEP,  par t ic ipants  r ec e ived  a  pa yment  for  par t i c ipa t ing  in  R emote  
Em ployment  a nd  Par t ic ipat ion  A c t iv i t ies .  T he  CDEP  wa ge  r a te  a t  1  Ju ly  2013  was  $217 .71  (GST  
ex c lus ive)  per  week  for  a  CDEP  Youth  Par t i c ipa nt  and  $287. 57  (GST  ex c lus ive )  for  a l l  o ther  CDEP  
S c heme Pa rt ic ipa nts .  
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Table A.2 Differences between Job Services Austral ia and jobactive a  

Program 
element 

Job Services Austral ia  
( JSA) 

Jobact ive 

Streaming Four  s treams of  
part ic ipants :  (1)  low 
barr iers  to employment;  
(2  and 3)  mi ld  to  
moderate barr iers  to  
employment;  and (4)  
mult ip le  or  complex  
non-vocat ional  barr iers  
to employment.  

Three streams of  part ic ipants :  (A)  ‘ job  
compet it ive’  with low to moderate r isk  of  
long-term unemployment ;  (B)  those with  
vocat ional  barr iers  that  need greater  
support  to become job ready  and have 
moderate  to  high r isk  of  long-term 
unemployment ;  (C)  those with  a  
combinat ion of  vocat ional  and non -
vocat ional  barr iers .  

Part ic ipat ion 
requirements  

Stream A job 
part ic ipant ’s  s tart  their  
Work  for  the Dole  phase  
(or  act iv i ty  requirement)  
a fter  12 months.  

Job search requirement 
determined by  
providers .   

S tream A part ic ipant  start  the ir  Work  for  
the Dole  or  another  approved act iv i ty  a fter  
s ix  months .  Stream B and C part ic ipants  
s tart  af ter  12  months .  Work  for  the  Dole  is  
25  hours  for  26  weeks  per  year  for  those  
aged under 30 years;  and 15 hours  per  week 
for  s ix  months each year  for  those aged 30  
to 59 years .  

Most  job seekers  are  required to 
undertake 20 job searches per  month.  

Part ic ipat ion 
act iv it ies  

Providers  had discret ion 
over  the type of  
act iv i t ies  part ic ipants  
were enrol led in,  
inc luding tra in ing.  

T ighter  ru les  for  the provis ion of  tra in ing 
and educat ion.   

Annual  Act iv i ty  Requirements  more focused 
on work exper ience re lat ive to  tra in ing.   

Payment 
model  

Rat io between 
admin/service fees  and 
outcome payments  -  
67:33 

Payment for  job 
p lacements  and outcome 
payments  at  13  and 26 
weeks .  

Fee structure t ied to 
s tream and durat ion of  
employment.  

Rat io between administrat ion/serv ice fees  
and outcome payments  -  48:52  

Outcome payments  at  four ,  12 and 26 weeks  
(and no payment  for  job placement) .  

Fee  structure t ied to durat ion of  
employment outcome,  s tream and whether  
they l ive  in  a  regional  or  non -regional  
locat ion.  Compared to  JSA -  h igher  
payments  for  employment outcomes for  the  
most  d isadvantaged job seekers  (as  def ined 
by  stream and length of  unemployment) .   

Addit ional  
funding  

Wage subs id ies  for  
certa in cohorts   

A  wider  var iety  of  demand dr iven wage 
subsid ies  for  those considered less  job 
ready including young,  mature -age,  long-
term unemployed,  Ind igenous  (and 
pr incipa l  carer  parent  job seekers  from 
1 November  2015) .  

S ourc e :  In terna l  doc um ents  pr ov ided  by  DJSB.   
N otes :  (a )  Other  cha nges  in tr oduced under  j oba c t ive  inc luded spec i f i c  targets  for  increa s ing  
I nd igenous  em ployment  outc om es tha t  form pa r t  of  j obac t ive  pr ov ider s ’  o ngo ing  per form ance 
a ssessm ent  ( JSA  ha d a l ter na t ive  m ethods  to  enc oura ge ind igenous  em ploym ent ,  for  exa mple  
m entor ing) .   
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Table A.3 Community Development Programme regions,  communities and 

partic ipants,  1 January  2016 a , b   

 
CDP 

Regions 
Communit ies  Part ic ipants  

Part ic ipants 
ident ify ing as 

Indigenous 

Northern Terr itory  23 424 42% 93% 

Queensland 16 180 21% 78% 

Western Austral ia  14 308 27% 79% 

South Austral ia  4  135 7% 60% 

New South Wales  2  29 3% 74% 

Total  60 1,077 100% 84% 

S ourc e :  PMC  es t im a tes  ba sed  on  unpub l i shed  ESS  oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex tr ac ted  on  
5  Septem ber  2017) .   
N otes :  (a )  1  Ja nuar y  2016  wa s  se lec ted  a s  the  most  a ppr opr ia te  t im e per iod  for  descr ip t i ve 
s ta t i s t ic s  as  i t  i s  the  m ost  f r equent ly  used sam pl ing  da te  for  ana lys i s  in  th i s  r epor t  (be ing  the  
ear l ies t  da te  to  a vo id  t r ans i t iona l  i s sues  in  the  a dm in i s tr a t i ve  da ta ) .  269 CDP par t i c ipants  had 
no  la bour  m ar ket  reg ion  c ode  a nd  s ta te  was  unknown.  (b )  Due  to  the  sma l l  num ber  of  
par t ic ipa nts  l i v ing  in  Chr i s tma s  a nd Coc os  I s la nds ,  thes e  a r ea s  a re  not  separa te ly  ident i f ied  
however  ha ve  been  inc luded  in  the  tota l .  

 



The Department  of  the Pr ime Minister  and Cabinet  Page 81 

Table A.4 Change in character ist ics  of  remote employment program 

partic ipants  

Character ist ic  12 June 
2015 

10 June 
2016 

9 June 
2017 

% change 
between 
2015 and 

2016 

% change 
between 
2015 and 

2017 

Total  37,508 34,444 33,355 -8  -11 

Ident if ies as 
Indigenous 

31,018 28,258 27,474 -9  -11 

Non-Indigenous 6 ,490 6 ,186 5 ,881 -5  -9  

Act iv ity  tested & 
required to 
attend Work for  
the Dole  

21,897 19,461 19,530 -11 -11 

Act iv ity  tested,  
not  required to 
attend Work for  
the Dole  

10,603 12,475 11,750 18 11 

Voluntary 5 ,008 2 ,508 2 ,075 -50 -59 

Male 21,143 19,376 18,687 -8  -12 

Female 16,365 15,068 14,668 -8  -10 

Less than 18 1 ,217 871 932 -28 -23 

18-22 years  6 ,723 5 ,408 5 ,009 -20 -25 

23-29 years  7 ,366 6 ,559 6 ,189 -11 -16 

30-39 years  8 ,811 8 ,279 7 ,940 -6  -10 

40-49 years  7 ,473 7 ,159 6 ,923 -4  -7  

50 years or  o lder  5 ,918 6 ,168 6 ,362  4    8   

S ourc e :  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ext ra c ted  by  PM C on 5  September  2017) .   
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Table A.5 Reasons for being temporari ly  exempt  from activ ity test  

requirements a  

Exemption reason 1 Jan 2014 (N) 1 Jan 2016 (N) % increase  

Car ing 130 220 69 

DSP (c la iming)  59 185 214 

Medical  477 865 81 

Reduced/Part ia l  work capaci ty  465 533 15 

Personal  issues   158 258 63 

Pa id work  154 505 228 

Study 18 23 28 

Voluntary/Community  work  97 107 10 

Other  164 225 37 

Grand total  1 ,722 2 ,921 70 

S ourc e :  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ext ra c ted  by  PM C in  Ma rc h  2018 ) .   
N otes :  (a )  A  par t ic ipa nt  ca n  ha ve  mul t ip le  r e la ted  suspens ion  r ea sons  a t  any  po int  in  t im e.  
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For  each person,  two attendance stat is t ics  for  2016 were  ca lcu lated:  

  Attended  –  the  proport ion of  tota l  attendance records  in  2016 marked as 

attended 

  Did  Not Attend Inval id  ( DNAI )  –  the proport ion of  tota l  attendance records in 

2016 marked as  inval id  non -attendance.  

Each of  the two proport ions  were  model led separately ,  a l though us ing the  same set  of  

control  var iab les .  The models  were genera l ised l inear  models ,  est imated us ing least  

squares  regress ion.  General ised l inear  regress ion  models  were chosen as  a  

s tra ightforward way to model  the cont inuous attendance data.  The var iable  effects  were  

est imated as  addit i ons  ( in  percentage points )  to  the expected rate.  

Among the 2016 penalty  outcomes recorded for  each person w ere:  the number of  

reduct ion penalt ies  and zero -rate penalt ies  they  had determined in  the year ,  and the 

amount  of  Austra l ian Government payments  lost  due to penalt ies .  To est imate  the  

ef fects  of  part ic ipant  character is t ics  on penalt ies ,  three regress ion models  were  

est imated :  

1 .  Ever had any penalty  –  a  logis t ic  regress ion model ,  est imat ing  the probabi l i ty  

that  a  person rece ived a  penalty  at  any t ime dur ing 2016.  

2 .  Ever had a zero -rate penalty  –  of  those who had rece ived a  penalty ,  a  logis t ic  

regress ion model  est imat ing the probabi l i ty  of  receiv ing a  zero-rate  penalty .  

Var iab le  effects  were  est imated as  odds  rat ios ,  that  is ,  mult ip l ie rs  of  the probabi l i ty  

compared to  the reference va lue.   

3 .  Penalty  amount  –  A general  l inear  model  est imat ing the  tota l  va lue of  penalt ies  

to a  person ,  of  those who had at  least  one penalty  in  2016.  

Var iab le  ef fects  were est imated as  addit ions  ( in  dol lars)  to the  expected value.  

Logist ic  regress ion s  were chosen as  a  s tra ightforward way to model  b inary  data ,  with 

results  that  are easy to  interpret .  S imi lar ly ,  a  general  l inear  model  was chosen as  a 

s tra ightforward way to model  cont inuous data with easy interpret at ion.  Al l  three models  

were  est imated us ing least  squares  regress ion.  

The attendance models  ( in  Chapter  2)  and the penalty  models  ( in  Chapter  3)  were a lso  

run on 2016-17 data ,  to check that  the results  f rom the 2016 data  were consistent  over 

t ime.  Most  var iable  effects  were the same;  only  a  few marginal  e ffects  gained or  lost  

s igni f icance in  the 2016 -17 resul ts .  
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The models  descr ibed above  a l l  use the same dataset  –  administrat ive data from the CDP 

system, contain ing a l l  persons  who were registered with a  CDP provider  on 1 January 

2016.   

Those  who were  volunteers  (on 1 January 2016)  were  excluded from the dataset,  as  th e 

re lat ionship between attendance and the  character ist ics  of  part ic ipants  was expected to 

be di f ferent  for  volunteers  than for  act iv i ty - tested part ic ipants .  The attendance models  

a lso exc luded part ic ipants  who were act iv i ty  tested on 1 January 2016,  but  had no 

attendance records  at  any t ime in  2016  (a  part ic ipant’s  attendance is  recorded 

per iodical ly  as  long as  they are enrol led in  Work for  the Dole) .  Some part ic ipants  in  th is  

dataset  may have per iods with  zero expected hours  in  Work for  the Dole  act iv i t ies  at  

some t ime(s)  dur ing 2016 .  

The number of  persons that  were  excluded due to miss ing va lues was smal l .  The largest  

number  was due to  the cr iminal  h is tory  var iable ,  where e ight  per  cent  of  persons had 

miss ing va lues .  The other  independent var iab les  had about one  to two per  cent  miss ing 

va lues each.  

Work  for  the  Dole  attendance records  used in  Chapter  2  inc lude attendance and type of 

non-attendance (va l id  and inva l id  attendance),  but  exclude records marked as  cancel led,  

created in  error ,  rescheduled or  b lank.  

The penalt ies  est imates in  Chapter  3  are based on administrat ive data on penalt ies 

determined by the  Department  of  Human Serv ices  (DHS) ,  sourced from the DHS 

c ircumstances  f i les .  These  est imates  do not  account for  when or  whether  the  penalty  

was  appl ied ( for  example,  i f  the  person’s  payments  were  cance l led then the  penalty 

would not  have been appl ied) .  They a lso do not  inc lude penalt ies  that  were reversed 

pr ior  to the extract  date.   

The dataset  contains  var iables  for  a  range of  part ic ipant  character ist ics  and CDP 

outcomes.  A  var iable  for  the tota l  number of  days  the part ic ipant  was c ommenced ( in  

2016)  was inc luded to contro l  for  the proport ion of  the year  that  the person was 

part ic ipat ing in  the CDP .   

The measures  of  remoteness  are  based on Markham’s  (2016)  1x1km remoteness  

c lass i f icat ion across  Austra l ia .  Each 1x1km area is  ass igned a  remoteness  va lue  between 

0  (not  remote)  and 15 (most  remote) . The home addresses  of  part ic ipants  were mapped 

to the remoteness  gr id  of  A ustra l ia  with the local  va lue  ass igned to each part ic ipant .  

These values were then used in  the attendance and penalty  models  as  a  cont inuous 

var iable  for  each part ic ipant.  
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Table B.1 Dependent and independent variables used in the models  

Variable Descript ion 

Indigenous  status   
Whether  part ic ipant  ident i f ied as  Indigenous  as  at  
1  January  2016.  Voluntary  d isc losure  based on JSCI  Q16:  
‘Are you Abor ig inal  or  Torres  Stra it  Is lander?’ .  

D isabi l i ty   

Whether  part ic ipant  had any  d isabi l i t ies  or  medica l  
condit ions at  1  January  2016,  and whether  they  need 
addit ional  support  at  work as  a  result  of  their  condit ion .  
Def ined to  inc lude any  d isabi l i ty  that  af fects  the number of  
hours  they are able  to work.  Based on part ic ipant’s  last  job 
capacity  assessment  i f  one exis ts ;  otherwise  on part ic ipant  
responses to  Q21 and Q24 from th e ir  latest  JSCI  
assessment :  ‘Do you have any  d isabi l i t ies  or  medica l  
condit ions that  af fect  the  hours  that  you are  able  to  
work?’  and ‘Do you think  you need addit ional  support  to  
he lp you at  work as  a  result  of  your  condit ions(s)? ’ .  

Engl ish  sk i l l s   

Se l f -reported Engl ish prof ic ienc y.  Based on part ic ipants  
responses to  JSCI  Q12 to  Q14:  ‘Do you consider  you speak ,  
read and wr ite  Engl ish wel l? ’  (based on latest  JSCI  
assessment at  1  January 2016) .  

Educat ion level   

Part ic ipant  leve l  of  educat ion.  Based on part ic ipant ’s  
responses to  JSCI  Q4 to  Q6:  ‘What is  the highest  leve l  of  
school ing you have completed? ’ ,  ‘Have you completed any 
other  qual i f icat ions? ’  and ‘What are they?’  (based on 
latest  JSCI  assessment at  1  January  2016) .  

Cr iminal  h istory   

Whether  part ic ipant  h ad been previously  sentenced or  
convicted as  at  1  January  2016.  Voluntary  disc losure based 
on JSCI  Q37 to Q45:  ‘Have you spent  t ime in  custody in  the 
last  two years  as  a  result  of  a  cr imina l  convict ion?’ ,  ‘Have 
you been convicted of  a  cr iminal  of fence in  the last  f ive  
years  but  received a  non -custodia l  sentence?’ ,  ‘Have you  
spent  t ime in  custody s ince tuning 21 a s  a  result  of  a  
cr imina l  convict ion?’ ,  ‘Have you spent t ime in  custody in  
the last  seven years  as  a  result  of  a  cr imina l  convict ion?’  
and ‘Have you been convicted of  a  cr iminal  offence in  the 
last  ten years  but  received a  non -custodia l  sentence?’ .  

Indigenous  status  of  
provider   

Indigenous  status  of  CDP provider  that  part ic ipant  was 
serv iced by  as  at  1  January  2016.  

Gender   
Based on administrat ive  data provided by  the part ic ipant  
to DHS as  at  1  January  2016.  

Age (group)   
Based on administrat ive  data provided by  the part ic ipant  
to DHS as  at  1  January  2016.  

Durat ion of  
unemployment (group)  

Length of  t ime that  the part ic ipant  has  been registered for  
employment services  as  at  1  January  2016.  
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Var iable Descript ion 

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
part ic ipant  had no 
transport   

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  on the  CDP in  2016 that  they  had no 
access  to t ransport .  Der ived from JSCI  Q35 and Q36 ( from 
a l l  assessments  current  in  2016) :  ‘Do you have your  own 
car  or  motorcyc le  that  you can use to travel  to and from 
work?’  and ‘What  can you use to  travel  to and from work?’ .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
part ic ipant  had publ ic  
or  other  pr ivate 
transport  

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016 that  the part ic ipant  
only  had access  to publ ic  or  other  pr ivate transport .  
Der ived from JSCI  Q35 and Q36 ( from al l  assessments  
current  in  2016) :  ‘Do you have your  own car  or  motorcyc le  
that  you can use  to  trave l  to  and from work?’  and ‘What 
can you use to  trave l  to and from work?’ .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  
part ic ipant  was  a  
parent   

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016,  that  they were l iv ing 
with one or  more (of  their )  ch i ldren aged less  than 
15 years .  Based on JSCI  Q31:  ‘Who l ives  with  you? ’ .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
part ic ipant  was  a  
pr imary carer  for  a  
chi ld  under  16 years  

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipa nt’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016 that  the part ic ipant  
was a  pr imary carer  for  a  ch i ld  under  16 years .  Based on 
JSCI  Q31 and Q32:  ‘Are  you the main  caregiver  for  th is  
chi ld/these chi ldren?’ .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
the part ic ipant  was  
homeless  

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016,  that  the part ic ipant  
was  recorded as  homeless .  Based on JSCI  Q27 and 
Q28: ‘Have you been l iv ing in  secure accommodation,  such 
as  rented accommodation or  your  own home,  for  the  last  
12  months  or  longer?’  and ‘Are  you current ly  stay ing in  
emergency or  temporary  accommodat ion?’  Categor ies  
inc lude stable  res idence versus  homeless  (pr imary and 
secondary homeless  combined) .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
part ic ipant  was  
contactable  by phone  

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016,  that  the part ic ipant  
was  not  contactable  by phone.  Determined by  
administrat ive  data  provided by the  job seeker  to DHS.  The 
categor ies  are:  ‘Contactable  by phone ’  and ‘Not  
contactable  by phone ’ .  

Proport ion of  
commenced days  that  
part ic ipant  was  
required to attend 
Work  for  the Dole   

Est imate  of  the proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  tota l  
commenced days  in  the CDP in  2016 that  the part ic ipant  
was  required to attend Work for  the  Dole  ( that  i s ,  aged 
between 18 and 49 years  and receiv ing the  ful l  rate  of  
income support  and without an exempt ion due to  i l lness ,  
in jury  or  d isabi l i ty ) .  

Tota l  days  commenced 
with  a  CDP provider  

Tota l  number  of  days  in  2016 tha t  the  part ic ipant  was 
registered and commenced ( that  is ,  not  suspended or  
pending)  in  the CDP.  The denominator  for  proport ions of  a  
part ic ipant ’s  tota l  commenced days  in  the  CDP in  2016 .  

Remoteness  index  
Remoteness  based on part ic ipant ’s  home address  (as  at  
1  January  2016)  and measured on a  sca le  of  0  to 15.  
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Var iable Descript ion 

CDP region of  res idence  
CDP region in  which the  part ic ipant  l ives  (as  at  1  January  
2016).  

Proport ion of  records 
Attended  

Proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  W ork for  the Dole  records  
marked as  Attended  dur ing 2016 .  

Proport ion of  records 
marked as  Did Not  
Attend Inva l id   

Proport ion of  part ic ipant’s  W ork for  the Dole  records  
marked as  Did  Not  Attend Inval id  ( inval id  non-attendance )  
dur ing 2016.  

Whether  subject  to any 
penalty  

Whether  part ic ipant  received  at  least  one f inancia l  penalty  
(of  any k ind)  in  2016.  Based on administrat ive  data  on 
penalty  determinat ions .  

Whether  subject  to a  
zero-rate  penalty  

Whether  part ic ipant  received at  least  one zero -rate  
penalty  in  2016.  Based on administrat ive data on penalty  
determinat ions .  

Tota l  payments  lost  to 
penalt ies  

Est imated amount of  part ic ipant ’s  Austra l ian Government 
payments  lost  to penalt ies  in  2016.  Based on 
administrat ive  data  on penalty  determinat ions .  

 

Table B.2 Descriptive statist ics  for  continuous CDP variables a  

Variable Indigenous 
Non-
Indigenous 

Al l  persons 

 Mean (s.d.)  Mean (s.d.)  Mean (s.d.)  

Proport ion of  records attended  35 (27)  37  (35)  35  (28)  

Proport ion of  records DNAI  24  (23)  11  (20)  23  (23)  

Tota l  va lue lost  to penalt ies  ($)  942 (1 ,141)  337 (575)  915 (1 ,129)  

Age (years)  35  (12)  43  (14)  36  (12)  

Durat ion of  unemployment (years)  0 .4  (0.5)  0 .2  (0.4)  0 .4  (0.5)  

Tota l  days  commenced in  the  CDP 261 (113)  186 (138)  248 (121)  

Remoteness  index  5 .2  (2.1)  3 .1  (1.9)  4 .8  (2.2)  

JSCI  score b  37  (10)  26  (10)  35  (11)  

Sample s ize  26,000 5,492 31,492 

N otes :  (a )  Mea ns  wi th  s ta ndar d  dev iat ion  in  pa rentheses .  Popu la t ion  inc ludes  a l l  par t ic ipa nts  
r eg i s tered  wi th  a  CDP  pr ov ider  on  1  Januar y  2016 .  (b)  JSCI  sc or e  wa s  not  inc luded in  the  
r egress ions ,  a s  i t s  c omponents  were  inc luded  separa te ly .  However  i t  i s  inc luded  her e  for  
in ter es t .  
 

Table B.3 Distr ibution of categorical  variables by Indigenous status a  

Variable Effect  value 
Indigenous 

(%) 

Non-
Indigenous 

(%) 

Total  
(%) 

Disabi l i ty  s tatus  

Ident i f ied support  need 5 16 7  

No need ident i f ied  10 16 11 

No d isabi l i ty  85 68 82 

Engl ish  sk i l l s  Good Engl ish  62 90 67 
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Var iable Effect  value 
Indigenous 

(%) 

Non-
Indigenous 

(%) 

Total  
(%) 

Poor/Mixed 38 10 33 

Educat ion level  

Below Year  10  28 12 25 

Years  10-11 44 36 42 

Year  12  10 12 10 

Trade/Vocat ional/Dip loma/Degree  19 40 22 

Cr iminal  h istory   
Has been convicted or  sentenced  24 15 22 

No cr imina l  h istory  76 85 78 

Indigenous  status  of  
organisat ion  

Indigenous  55 35 51 

Non-Indigenous  45 65 49 

Gender  
Female  44 42 43 

Male  56 58 57 

 
 
Age 
 
 

15  -  24 years  23 13 21 

25 -  34 years  30 16 28 

35 -  44 years  24 20 23 

45 -  54 years  17 24 18 

55+ years  6  26 10 

 
 
Durat ion of  
unemployment  
 

<1 month 38 51 40 

1 to  <6 months  34 34 34 

6 months to <1 year  17 10 16 

1 year  or  more  12 5 10 

Transport  opt ions  

No transport  64 16 56 

Own transport  12 63 21 

Publ ic  or  other  pr ivate transport  23 21 23 

Parent  (as  at  1  Jan 
2016)  

Not a  parent  84 84 84 

Parent  of  a  chi ld  (aged ≤15 years)  16 16 16 

Pr imary carer  (as  at  
1  Jan 2016)  

Not a  pr imary  carer  85 86 85 

Pr imary carer  15 14 15 

Homeless   
(as  at  1  Jan 2016)  

Homeless  10 11 10 

Stable  res idence  90 89 90 

Contactable  by 
phone (as  at  1  Jan 
2016)  

Contactable  62 96 68 

Not contactable  38 4  32 

Act iv i ty  tested and 
required to attend 
Work  for  the Dole  (as  
at  1  Jan 2016)  

Required to attend 79 53 74 

Not required to attend  21 47 26 

Ever  penal ised (any)  
dur ing 2016  

Penal ised  69 15 60 

Never  penal i sed  31 85 40 

Ever  penal ised (zero -
rate)  dur ing 2016  

Zero-rate  26 1  21 

Never  zero-rate  74 99 79 

Total   100 100 100 

N otes :  (a )  The  ( ca tegor ica l )  var ia b le  for  reg ion  i s  not  inc luded,  as  i t  ha s  a  l a rge  num ber  of  e f fec t  

va lues .  
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Table B.4 Estimated effects from attendance and penalty  models a , b  

Var iab le  E f fec t  va lue  

At tended  

(+% 
points )  

DN AI  

(+% 
points )  

Pena l ty  

(OR)
a

 

Zero  

(OR)
a

 

Pena l ty  

(+$ )  

In tercept  I n te rcep t  12* * *  33* * *  0 .04** *  0 .03  147*  

Ind igenous sta tus  
of  person 

I nd igenous  (compared  w i th  non - Ind igenous )  0 .4  3 .8 ** *  3 .3 ** *  2 .7 ** *  166* **  

Disabi l i ty s ta tus  
Disab i l i t y  w i th  an  Iden t i f i ed  suppor t  need  (compared w i th  No  d isab i l i t y )  2 * * *  -3 * * *  0 .5** *  0 .6** *  -228* **  

D isab i l i t y  w i th  No  ident i f i ed  suppor t  need  (compared w i th  No  d isab i l i t y )  -0 .7  0 .1  0 .8  0 .9  -73* *  

Engl ish  sk i l ls  Poor /Mixed  Eng l i sh  (compared  w i th  Good  Eng l i sh )  0 .5  0 .5 *  1 .3 ** *  1 .2** *  85* * *  

Educat ion  leve l  

Be low Year  10  (compared  w i th  Year  12 )  0 .03  -0 .1  1 .2 ** *  0 .9  9  

Years  10 -11  (compared  w i th  Year  12 )  -0 .2  0 .3  1 .2 ** *  0 .9**  6  

T rade /Voca t iona l /D ip loma/Degree  (compared  w i th  Year  12 )  0 .9  -2 .1* * *  0 .9** *  0 .7** *  -110* **  

Cr imina l  h istory  Has  been  conv ic ted  o r  sentenced  (compared  w i th  No  c r im ina l  h i s to ry)  -1 .8 * * *  1 .4 ** *  1 .3** *  1 .1  -4  

Provider  
organisat ion  

I nd igenous  (compared  w i th  Non - Ind igenous )  -14  2 .2  0 .1 * *  0 .3  -160  

Gender  Female  (compared  w i th  Ma le )  -2 .5* * *  -0 .5 *  0 .8** *  1 .05  -29  

Age  

 

15  -  24  years  (compared  w i th  25  -  34  years )  -2 .6 * * *  3 .9 ** *  1 .3 ** *  0 .9** *  -36  

35  -  44  years  (compared  w i th  25  -  34  years )  3 .5 ** *  -3 .5 * * *  0 .7** *  0 .6** *  -229* **  

45  -  54  years  (compared  w i th  25  -  34  years )  12* * *  -12* * *  0 .4** *  0 .3 ** *  -636* **  

55+  years  (compared  w i th  25  -  34  years )  21* * *  -19* * *  0 .1** *  0 .03** *  -1182** *  

Durat ion  
unemployed  

<1 month  (compared  w i th  1  to  <6  months )  1 .6 ** *  -1 .4 * * *  0 .8** *  0 .9 ** *  -74* * *  

6  mon ths  to  <1  year  (compared  w i th  1  to  <6  months)  0 .2  0 .002 1 .1 *  1 .2** *  105* **  

1  year  o r  more  (compared  w i th  1  to  <6  months )  0 .2  0 .5  1 .2** *  1 .2 ** *  75* * *  
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Var iab le  E f fec t  va lue  

At tended  

(+% 
points )  

DN AI  

(+% 
points )  

Pena l ty  

(OR)
a

 

Zero  

(OR)
a

 

Pena l ty  

(+$ )  

Of  the  days  
commenced in  the  
CDP,  proport ion  
that  had:   

No t ranspor t  b  -0 .6  3 .3 ** *  1 .8 ** *  1 .5 ** *  148* **  

Pub l i c  o r  o the r  p r i va te  t ranspor t  b  -0 .5  2 .3 ** *  1 .6 ** *  1 .3 ** *  79* *  

Paren t  o f  a  ch i l d  aged  ≤15 years  -1 .1* *  -0 .1  1 .1  0 .96  -22  

Pr imary  ca re r  -1 .1 *  -3 * * *  0 .6 ** *  0 .7** *  -114* **  

Home less  -1 .1* * *  0 .5 *  1 .1 ** *  1 .04  -13  

No t  con tac tab le  by  phone  -1 .4* * *  2 .9 ** *  1 .8 ** *  1 .6 ** *  180* **  

Ac t i v i t y  tes ted  and  requ i red  to  a t tend  Work  fo r  the  Do le  20* **  -18* * *  2 .5 ** *  0 .4** *  -478* **  

Days commenced  Tota l  days  tha t  the  pa r t i c ipan t  was  commenced  0 .1** *  -0 .02** *  1 .01** *  1 .004** *  2 * * *  

Remoteness  index  Remoteness  index  -0 .3* *  -0 .2 *  1 .01  1 .01  5  

Number  of  par t ic ipants  23 ,755 23 ,755 28 ,596 16 ,820  16 ,820 

N otes :  ( a )  OR  –  odds  r a t io .  OR va lues  a r e  the  pr obab i l i ty  of  a  pena l ty  g iven  the  ef fec t  va lue,  as  a  m ul t ip le  of  the  pr oba b i l i ty  g iven  the  re f er enc e  
va lue.  (b )  Ther e  ar e  three  ca tegor ies  o f  t r anspor t  ava i la b i l i ty  r ec orded:  Owns  t ra nspor t ;  Pub l ic  or  o ther  pr iva te  t r ansport ;  a nd  N o  tra n spor t .  
Es t ima tes  ma rked  as  ***  ar e  s ta t i s t ica l l y  s ign i f i cant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  **a re  s ta t i s t i ca l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  f i v e  per  c ent  leve l ,  and  *  a re  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  ten  per  cent  leve l .  R esu l t s  for  CDP r eg ions  ex c luded f r om tab le  to  c onserve  spac e.  Ther e  wer e  s tat i s t i ca l l y  s ign i f i c ant  
var ia t ions  between r eg ions  in  a l l  m ode ls  exc ept  the  m ode l  for  whether  a  per son  ever  rec e ived a  zer o -ra te  pena l ty .  S ta t i s t i ca l  s ign i f i ca nce  i s  for  
d i f fer enc e  f rom  one  in  the  f i r s t  thr ee  m odels ,  a nd  d i f fer enc e  f rom  zer o  in  the  four th  m ode l .  

 



The Department  of  the Pr ime Minister  and Cabinet  Page 91 

Ident i fy ing the effect  of  the CDP (Community  Development  Programme) on employment  

outcomes for  remote program part ic ipants  i s  confounded by  a  number  of  unknown and 

unknowable factors .  However,  changes  in  labour  market  condit ions  are  a  measurable  

and cr i t ica l  factor .   

Labour market  condit ions change over  t ime,  and any observed di f ferences in  outcomes 

may not  be due to the pol icy  d i f ferences between the Remote Jobs and Communit ies  

Program (RJCP)  and the  CDP,  but  to  di f ferent  labour  market  condit ions.  The 

unemployment rate wa s  s l ight ly  h igher  on average  (by  around 0 .2 percentage points  

based on Smal l  Area Labour  Market  (SALM) data) ,  and job vacancies  s l ight ly  lower ,  in 

the  CDP region,  dur ing the  CDP compared to  the  RJCP per iod  (PMC analys is  of  SALM data  

f rom DJSB) .  The change in  the labour  market  condit ions  between the  RJCP and the  CDP 

per iods is  not  uni form across  the whole  region .  Based on the  SALM, between 2014 and 

2016,  the change in  unemployment  rates  var ies  by sub -region,  with some showing an 

improvement ,  whi le  others  showed a  dec l ine .   

Two model l ing approaches were cons idered:  

  Before to after  model l ing .  To contro l  for  changes in  labour  market  condit ions ,  

quarter ly  SALM unemployment  est imates for  each study per iod (March 2014 and 

March 2016)  were  inc luded as  control  var iables  in  the analys is .  SALM unemployment 

est imates  must  be  interpreted caut ious ly  however ,  as  est imates  are based on smal l  

sample  s izes  and,  as  a  resul t ,  have potent ia l ly  large  standard errors .  Nonetheless ,  

unemployment rates  are consistent  in  how they are est imated across  t ime,  and so 

may be suff ic ient  for  control l ing  for  changes in  the  labour market  in  each region 

between the two t ime points  sample d.   

  Difference- in-di f ference model l ing  which attempts  to contro l  for  the change in  the 

labour  market  in  the CDP region us ing neighbour ing mainstream labour  market  

condit ions  as  the  basel ine .  

When a part ic ipant  is  p laced in  employment  under  the  CDP,  providers  record detai ls  

about the job,  whether  the  person has  remained in  employment  for  13  weeks,  and i f  the 

person has remained in  employment  for  26 weeks .  Providers  rece ive outcome payments  

i f  a  part ic ipant  has  remained in  employment for  13  weeks  and then 26  weeks.  These  

payments  are  more heavi ly  weighted to  the 26 -week outcomes under  the  CDP.  Some 

providers  may not  capture a l l  employment outcomes.  However,  providers  have a  

f inanc ia l  incent ive to record employment  outcomes and,  for  th is  reason,  data are l ike ly  

to be of  re lat ive ly  h igh qual i ty .   

Compar ing the number of  outcomes reported by providers  between  the CDP and the  

RJCP may be  affected by measurement b ias  and def in i t iona l  change.  The RJCP and the  

CDP use  the same program boundar ies .  However ,  there are two potent ia l  sources of  

measurement b ias  us ing the administrat ive  data :  
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  Stronger  f inancia l  incent ives  were  introduced in  the CDP program for  providers  to  

achieve  26 -week outcomes  (Chapter  1) .  To the extent  that  26-week outcomes were 

unreported under  the RJCP but  reported under the CDP,  some of  the observed  

improvement  in  26 -week outcomes could  b e  part ly  attr ibuted  to  increased report ing.  

In  th is  case,  s tronger  report ing incent ives  could  lead to the  est imated ef fect  of  the  

CDP on 26-week outcomes  be ing overstated .   

  Auto-c la iming of  outcomes was  introduced at  the same t ime as  the  CDP commenced.  

Th is  means that  for  many outcomes,  providers  no longer  have to manual ly  submit  an 

outcome c la im – rather ,  they are automatica l ly  recorded as  reaching an outcome 

once the DHS administrat ive  system determines  that  the part ic ipant  has  worked 

13 or  26  weeks .  As  with  improved f inanc ia l  incent ives  to  report ,  any  observed 

improvement  in  outcomes may be due ,  in  part ,  to  increase  report ing,  rather  than a  

genuine improvement  part ic ipants  outcomes under  the CDP.  As  with  stronger  

report ing incent ives ,  to  the  extent  that  auto-c la iming lead to  an increase  in  the 

report ing of  13 -week and 26-week employment outcomes,  the est imated  ef fect  of  

the CDP on employment  could  be overstated.   

These two potent ia l  sources of  measurement b ias  apply  very  di f ferent ly  to  the before 

group (RJCP part ic ipants)  and the after  group (CDP part ic ipants) .  

D is t inct  from the issue of  measurement b ias  i s  the change to the def in it ion of  ‘outcome’ 

when the CDP replaced the RJCP.  Under  the  CDP,  the cr i ter ia  that  needed to be  met in  

order  for  outcomes to be c la imed became more str ingent .  For  example,  under  the RJCP a 

26-week outcome could be achieved when a  part ic ipant  had been employed for  

26  weeks  over  a  maximum of  52 consecut ive  weeks .  Whereas  under  the  CDP,  a  26-week 

outcome had to be achieved within 26 consecut ive weeks (with a l lowable breaks) .  

Moreover,  a l lowable breaks  became shorter ,  thereby making i t  harder  for  providers  to 

c la im a 26 -week outcome i f  a  part ic ipant  took a  break .   

These def in i t iona l  changes are not  measurement bias .  They do not  ref lect  a  change in 

the abi l i ty  to  measure the outcome,  but  rather  are  a  change to what the outcome itse l f  

i s .  The def in it ional  changes  are  part  of  the suite  of  pol icy  changes  introduced under  the 

CDP,  and therefore  form part  of  the treatment effect  tested .  

Whi le  the two sources of  measurement b ias  ident i f ied  above may lead to an 

overest imation of  any  poss ib le  effect  of  the  CDP on employment,  the t ighter  def in ing of  

outcomes might  lead to  an underest imat ion of  the  ef fect  of  the CDP.  

The analyses  uses  two di f ferent  samples  of  part ic ipants :   

  The point - in-t ime sample  (P IT) .  This  sample inc ludes a l l  CDP part ic ipants  

(commenced,  temporar i ly  exempt or  pending)  on 1 January of  each analys is  year  

(2014 for  the RJCP and 2016 for  the CDP) .   

  The newly  commenced sample  (NEW).  The second group were not  part ic ipat ing in  the 

program on 1  January,  but  newly  commenced between 2  January  and 30  June of  each 

year .  A 90 -day exclus ion per iod was used in  order  to  remove people who were not  

actua l ly  new to the ir  pro gram, or  had been absent from the program only  br ief ly .  

The 90-day per iod is  a lso consistent  with the def in i t ion of  a  new per iod of  serv ice 
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under  both the CDP and jobact ive,  and is  the maximum length that  a  person can be  

ex ited or  temporar i ly  exempt  from the CDP without being deemed to have to s tart  in 

the program aga in  (and therefore  repeat  the  var ious s tart ing act iv i t ies  such as  

complet ing a  new JSCI  assessment ) .   

The CDP point - in-t ime sample conta ins  34,726 part ic ipants ,  whi le  the CDP newly  

commenced sample contains  9 ,743.  For  the  RJCP,  the point - in-t ime sample  contains  

35,543 part ic ipants ,  whi le  the RJCP newly commenced  sample consists  of  

10,745 part ic ipants .   

The point - in-t ime and newly commenced  sample did not  capture everyone who passed 

through the CDP program. The remain ing part ic ipants  (over  the s ix -month sampl ing 

per iod)  were  grouped and analysed in  a  third  sample .  The results  for  th is  th ird  sample 

are  not  mater ia l ly  d i f ferent  from the other  samples .  Th is  th ird sample  contained 

4 ,631 part ic ipants  for  the  CDP and 4 ,950  part ic ipants  for  the  RJCP.   

The jobact ive data were provided by  Department of  Jobs and Smal l  Bus iness  to match 

the point - in-t ime and newly commenced  samples .   

Three var iab les  from the administrat ive data  were  used as  outcomes for  these  analyses .   

  Job p lacements  – any job in  the per iod between the start ing date in  these  data 

( January  1  for  the  PIT  sample ,  actua l  commencement  date for  the  newly commenced  

sample)  and June 30 of  the fo l lowing year .   

  13-week outcomes  – at  least  one 13 -week outcome in  the study  per iod (not ing this  

was  changed to 12 -week outcome under jobact ive) .  

  26-week outcomes  –  at  least  one 26-week outcome in  the study per iod.   

The contro l  var iab les  come from the administrat ive data .  Further  ‘ regional ’  var iables  

( inc luding smal l  area unemployment rates)  were ass igned based on the part ic ipant’s  

home address .  The analyses  use data about  the character is t ics  of  these part ic ipa nts  at  

the t ime they  commenced on the  programs,  namely :  

  gender ,  age and Indigenous  status   

  Job Search Class i f icat ion Instrument ( JSCI)  score  and assoc iated data co l lected 

dur ing i ts  assessment most  recent ly  pr ior  to commencing on the  programs.  These  

inc luded data about homelessness ,  d isabi l i ty ,  educat ion leve l ,  l i teracy,  transport  

d isadvantage (Table  B.1)  

  whether  a  part ic ipant  was  on an act iv i ty - tested  benef i t  

  CDP region where they were  registered  

  whether  the CDP/RJCP provider  was  an Indigenous  provid er  

  the percentage of  t ime s ince  1998 (or  coming of  work ing age  for  those younger  than 

35 years)  that  a  part ic ipant  was  on income support  pr ior  to  commencing on their  

employment program (ca lcu lated from income support  payments  data) .  For 
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part ic ipants  who we re working age pr ior  to 1998,  these data are incomplete in  the 

payment’s  system – which only  conta ins  data  back to 1998.  

Unemployment rates  –  the unemployment rate of  the Stat is t ica l  Area 2 in  which the job 

seeker  l ived (Us ing SALM data)  for  the f i rs t  quar ter  of  2014 ( for  the RJCP sample)  and 

the f i rs t  quarter  of  2016 ( for  the  CDP sample) .  

Table C.1 Proportions of  part ic ipants by sample and part ic ipant 

characterist ic  

  RJCP, 2014 CDP, 2016 

 Cohort NEW PIT NEW PIT 

JSCI  
group % 

low 
barr iers  

20.2 8.5 18.6 8.8 

mild 
barr iers  

27.5 19.5 30.4 20.8 

moderate 
to extreme 
barr iers  

52.3 72.0 51.0 70.4 

JSCI  
score 

mean 28.8 33.9 28.5 33.6 

Gender % 
Female 41.4 43.7 41.0 43.9 

Male 58.6 56.3 59.0 56.1 

Age 
category 
% 

<18 10.1 3.7 9.6 2.8 

18-24 26.2 24.7 25.5 22.0 

25-29 14.1 13.8 13.9 13.7 

30-34 11.5 12.4 11.3 12.9 

35-39 9.7 11.1 9.6 11.3 

40-49 15.9 19.8 16.2 20.5 

50-59 9.6 11.0 10.5 12.6 

60+ 3.0 3.6 3.4 4.2 

Age mean 32.6 34.9 33.2 36.1 

S ourc e :  PM C  es t im a tes  based  u npubl i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  da ta  (ex tra c ted  on  3  Oc tober  2017 ) .  
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Table C.2 Descriptive statist ics  for  the point- in-t ime and newly 

commenced samples  

 PIT  % Mean(s .d. )  NEW % Mean(s .d. )  

Var iable RJCP 2014 CDP 2016 RJCP 2014 CDP 2016 

male  56.3 (0.5)  56.1 (0.5)  58.6 (0.5)  59.0 (0.5)  

Ident i f ies  as  ind igenous  84.3 (0.4)  83.9 (0.4)  71.6 (0.5)  71.7 (0.5)  

Indigenous  provider  50.9 (0.5)  55.0 (0.5)  47.1 (0.5)  53.4 (0.5)  

unemployed-region deci le  1  12.0 (0.3)  10.6 (0.3)  10.3 (0.3)  10.4 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  2  8 .8  (0.3)  9 .5  (0.3)  11.6 (0.3)  9 .5  (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  3  10.0 (0.3)  12.2 (0.3)  7 .9  (0.3)  10.3 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  4  9 .1  (0.3)  7 .7  (0.3)  12.0 (0.3)  12.4 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  5  12.2 (0.3)  9 .5  (0.3)  10.1 (0.3)  7 .1  (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  6  7 .7  (0.3)  14.4 (0.4)  9 .2  (0.3)  10.2 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  7  10.2 (0.3)  6 .4  (0.2)  9 .5  (0.3)  10.8 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  8  10.2 (0.3)  10.8 (0.3)  9 .0  (0.3)  11.6 (0.3)  

unemployed-region deci le  9  8 .9  (0.3)  10.0 (0.3)  9 .7  (0.3)  10.3 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  1  10.8 (0.3)  10.2 (0.3)  12.5 (0.3)  12.4 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  2  9 .5  (0.3)  10.0 (0.3)  8 .4  (0.3)  7 .9  (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  3  10.6 (0.3)  10.2 (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  10.5 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  4  9 .3  (0.3)  10.6 (0.3)  9 .9  (0.3)  10.2 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  5  9 .8  (0.3)  10.1 (0.3)  10.2 (0.3)  9 .2  (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  6  10.0 (0.3)  10.0 (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  10.5 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  7  10.7 (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  10.5 (0.3)  10.3 (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  8  9 .5  (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  9 .3  (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  

income-support  durat ion dec i le  9  10.6 (0.3)  10.1 (0.3)  10.4 (0.3)  9 .4  (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  1  9 .8  (0.3)  10.6 (0.3)  10.0 (0.3)  10.0 (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  2  10.9 (0.3)  9 .9  (0.3)  8 .7  (0.3)  9 .6  (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  3  8 .2  (0.3)  11.3 (0.3)  9 .5  (0.3)  8 .8  (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  4  10.2 (0.3)  7 .1  (0.3)  9 .8  (0.3)  11.5 (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  5  7 .6  (0.3)  11.3 (0.3)  8 .9  (0.28)  10.2 (0.3)  

JSCI  score  deci le  6  11.4 (0.3)  7 .5  (0.3)  9 .1  (0.3)  7 .2  (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  7  7 .0  (0.3)  10.4 (0.3)  8 .8  (0.3)  9 .2  (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  8  10.9 (0.3)  10.7 (0.3)  10.5 (0.3)  10.8 (0.3)  

JSCI  score deci le  9  8 .6  (0.3)  8 .8  (0.3)  8 .5  (0.3)  8 .2  (0.3)  

S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  u npub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ex tr ac ted  on  3  Oc tob e r  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .  
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For  the  before to  after  analys is ,  a  l inear  regress ion model  for  probabi l i ty  of  achiev ing an 

employment outcome  was  model led with  a  var iab le  ind icat ing i f  the  part ic ipant  was  part  

of  the RJCP or  the  CDP.  P lacement,  13 -week and 26-week outcomes were  model led 

separate ly .   

The f i rst  approach employed  stra ightforward models  cons ist ing of  the  program as  the 

treatment  var iable .  A second approach  constructed more extens ive  models  that  

control led for  other  potent ia l  contr ibutors  to employment  that  may have var ied over  the  

t ime per iod ( control  var iables  are  d iscussed  above) .  The choice  of  contro l  var iables  was 

based on a pr ior i  assumpt ions about  what  affects  a  person’s  abi l i ty  to ga in and keep a  

job.  The independent var iables  ‘control ’  for  the var iab i l i ty  of  that  factor  ( for  example,  

inc lus ion of  a  gender  sp l i t  controls  for  gender  di f ferences ) .  The models  control led  for  

s ix  i tems in  tota l :  gender ;  Ind igenous status ;  provider  status ;  part ic ipant ’s  home area  

unemployment rate ;  the  indiv idual ’s  t ime on income support  payments ;  and 

part ic ipant ’ s  personal  JSCI  score.  Models  were run for  both the point- in-t ime and newly  

commenced samples.   

The point - in-t ime analys is  was run with  a  second sample  pa ir ing taken on June  1  of  2014 

and 2016 to  conf irm that  the January 1  sample s  were typ ica l  –  the results  were 

cons istent  with  those reported be low.   
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Table C.3 Estimated coeff ic ients for  the before to after  regressions ,  the 

point- in-t ime sample a  

 Placements 13 week 26 week 

CDP part ic ipant  1.3*** 2.2*** 1.2*** 

male 2.0*** 0.8*** 0.3 

Identif ied as Indigenous  2.3*** 1.4*** 0.9* 

Indigenous provider  -3.4*** -2.1*** -1.7*** 

unemployed-region deci le 1  4.2*** 3.3*** 3.2*** 

unemployed-region deci le 2  3.8*** 3.3*** 3.1*** 

unemployed-region deci le 3  4.0*** 2.2*** 2.3*** 

unemployed-region deci le 4  7.3*** 5.9*** 5.4*** 

unemployed-region deci le 5  5.9*** 4.1*** 4.0*** 

unemployed-region deci le 6  4.2*** 4.1*** 3.4*** 

unemployed-region deci le 7  2.0** 2.3*** 2.3*** 

unemployed-region deci le 8  4.5*** 3.3*** 3.0*** 

unemployed-region deci le 9  4.0*** 2.5*** 2.4*** 

unemployment data miss ing  6.9*** 4.8*** 3.7*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 1  1.6* 3.7*** 3.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 2  1.6* 2.9*** 2.6*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 3  1.8** 3.0*** 2.6*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 4  1.1 1.9*** 1.4*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 5  1.3* 1.6** 1.6*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 6  0.8 1.2* 1.1* 

income-support  durat ion deci le 7  1.9** 1.9*** 1.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 8  1.5* 1.2* 1.1** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 9  0.8 0.6 0.5 

JSCI  score deci le 1  11.1*** 7.5*** 5.3*** 

JSCI  score deci le 2  7.3*** 4.3*** 3.0*** 

JSCI  score deci le 3  5.5*** 3.4** 2.1*** 

JSCI  score deci le 4  4.7*** 2.3*** 1.7*** 

JSCI  score deci le 5  5.0*** 2.6*** 1.6*** 

JSCI  score deci le 6  4.5*** 2.4*** 1.7*** 

JSCI  score deci le 7  4.1*** 1.6** 1.6*** 

JSCI  score deci le 8  2.9*** 1.8*** 1.3** 

JSCI  score deci le 9  1.9** 1.1* 0.5 

JSCI  score miss ing  -8.3*** -4.5*** -3.3*** 

Constant  6.1*** 0.3 -0.5 
S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  u npub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ex tr ac ted  on  3  Oc tober  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .   
N ote s :  (a )  Est ima tes  mar ked  a s  * **  are  s ta t i s t ica l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  0 . 1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  a nd *  ar e  s t a t i s t ica l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  
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Table C.4 Estimated coeff ic ients for  the before to after  regressions ,  the 

newly commenced sample a  

 Placements 13 week 26 week 

CDP part ic ipant  0.8 2.3*** 2.1*** 

male 0.2 -0.7 -0.8 

Indigenous -1.2 0.3 0.3 

Indigenous provider  -3.1*** -2.5*** -2.1*** 

unemployed-region deci le 1  10.1*** 4.9*** 3.7*** 

unemployed-region deci le 2  7.9*** 5.6*** 4.6*** 

unemployed-region deci le 3  9.1*** 5.1*** 4.2*** 

unemployed-region deci le 4  2.8* 1.1 1.3 

unemployed-region deci le 5  8.9*** 6.3*** 5.6*** 

unemployed-region deci le 6  8.7*** 6.1*** 5.4*** 

unemployed-region deci le 7  4.8*** 3.1** 2.7** 

unemployed-region deci le 8  6.1*** 2.4* 1.9 

unemployed-region deci le 9  6.7*** 5.2*** 3.5*** 

unemployment data miss ing 15.3*** 7.2** 5.1* 

income-support  durat ion deci le 1  1.8 4.6*** 4.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 2  3.7* 6.2*** 6.1*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 3  5.4*** 5.7*** 5.2*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 4  5.9*** 5.6*** 4.7*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 5  6.4*** 6.5*** 5.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 6  4.0** 4.9*** 4.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 7  4.3*** 3.9*** 3.8*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 8  4.6*** 3.1** 3.2*** 

income-support  durat ion deci le 9  0.9 1.1 1.5 

JSCI  score deci le 1  12.6*** 9.3*** 7.7*** 

JSCI  score deci le 2  12.2*** 9.4*** 8.1*** 

JSCI  score deci le 3  9.7*** 7.4*** 5.6*** 

JSCI  score deci le 4  7.5*** 5.1*** 4.0*** 

JSCI  score deci le 5  5.6*** 3.9*** 2.5* 

JSCI  score deci le 6  5.4*** 3.6** 3.0** 

JSCI  score deci le 7  5.2*** 3.6*** 2.9** 

JSCI  score deci le 8  3.4* 2.6* 2.3* 

JSCI  score deci le 9  2.7  2.2 2.1* 

JSCI  score miss ing  0.3 -0.7 -0.5 

Constant  9.9*** 1.4 -0.4 
S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  u npub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ex tr ac ted  on  3  Oc tober  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .   
N ote s :  (a )  Est ima tes  mar ked  a s  * **  are  s ta t i s t ica l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  0 . 1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  a nd *  ar e  s ta t i s t ica l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .   
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The RJCP to CDP model l ing  presented above uses  SALM data to  contro l  for  background 

changes  in  labour  market  condit ions .  The SALM data however  are  based on smal l  sample  

s izes  and,  as  a  result ,  have potent ia l ly  large standard errors .  In  the absence of  re l iab le  

data on employment condit ions ,  the RJCP to CDP models  may not  capture background 

changes in  labour  market  condit ions .   

By  us ing the  neighbouring mainstream  data  as  a  basel ine,  d i f ference - in-di f ference (DiD) 

methods  can be  used to  look  at  the  RJCP -CDP transi t ion against  the  backdrop of  th is  

mainstream basel ine .  Th is  analys is  assumes that  changes in  employment outcomes for  

mainstream programs across  the three-year  per iod ref lect  only  changes in  labour market  

condit ions (and not  changes in  the mainstream employment pol icy) .  That  is ,  D iD 

compares  the  di f ference be tween 2014 employment outcomes in  Job Services  Austra l ia  

( JSA)  and the  RJCP with  the di f ference between 2016 employment  outcomes in  jobact ive 

and the CDP.  Then,  even i f  the labour  market  condit ions  change,  us ing the mainstream 

basel ine should  reveal  the ‘ true’  e ffect  of  the CDP on employment outcomes .  A 

l imitat ion  of  th is  approach is  the fact  that  mainstream pol icy  d id change across  that  

t ime in  the  form of  JSA to jobact ive.   

(𝐶𝐷𝑃2016 − 𝑗𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑒2016) − (𝑅𝐽𝐶𝑃2014 − 𝐽𝑆𝐴2014) 

The independent var iab les  inc luded are the same for  th is  ana lys is  as  for  the before to 

after  ana lys is  above,  with the except ion of  the Indigenous provider  var iable  – this  was  

only  re levant  to the RJCP/CDP programs.  Aga in,  models  used both the P IT  and NEW 

samples.   

Only  mainstream region s  that  immediately  border  the CDP boundary were se lected as  

compar ison  labour  markets  for  the  d i f ference - in-d i f ference analys is .  Th is  se lect ion used 

Stat ist ica l  Area 2  (SA2)  regions  that  crossed the  CDP boundary .  Part ic ipants  were 

ass igned to e i ther  the  remote or  mainstream employment  pr ogram based on their  home 

address  in  the system – that  is ,  those that  l ive  at  the border  of  the CDP region are 

ass igned to e ither  mainstream or  remote employment programs depending on the 

locat ion of  the ir  home address.  

A  number of  sensit iv i ty  tests  were used to examine the robustness  of  the resul ts .  The 

analys is  was  repl icated  l imit ing the  CDP regions  to  just  those  adjacent to  the boundary 

of  the  mainstream regions  (that  is ,  those  indiv iduals  l iv ing in  the cross -border  SA2s on 

the  ins ide  of  the  CDP boundary)  –  where arguably  the  labour  market  condit ions  are  most  

s imi lar  (F igure  4.1) .  Th is  found s imi lar  pattern of  resul ts :   

  job  placements  were est imated to  decl ine by  2.3  percentage points  (s ign if icant  at  

the f ive  per  cent  leve l) ,   

  13-week outcomes were  est imated to  dec l ine by  2 .0  percentage points  

(s ign if icant  at  the f ive  per  cent  level )  and  

  26-week outcomes increased up 1.8  percentage points  (s ign if icant  at  the 

one per  cent  leve l) .   
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Table C.5 Estimated coeff ic ients for  the dif ference -in-difference 

regression analyses a  

Employment outcomes  Placed 13 week 26 week  

2016 part ic ipant  (t ime component)  0 .3  3 .5*** 0 .0  

RJCP/CDP part ic ipant  (treatment component)  -9 .7*** -2.8*** -0.3  

CDP part ic ipant  (DiD est imate)  0 .9  -1.5*** 1 .2*** 

male  3 .6*** 1 .1*** 0 .3* 

Ident i f ied as  Indigenous  0 .0  -0.1  0 .0  

unemployed-region deci le  1  1 .4* 1 .7*** 1 .6*** 

unemployed-region deci le  2  2 .6*** 2 .1*** 1 .9*** 

unemployed-region deci le  3  3 .0*** 3 .0*** 2 .7*** 

unemployed-region deci le  4  3 .3*** 1 .8*** 1 .4*** 

unemployed-region deci le  5  3 .4*** 2 .9*** 2 .8*** 

unemployed-region deci le  6  7 .0*** 4 .8*** 4 .3*** 

unemployed-region deci le  7  2 .9*** 2 .7*** 2 .0*** 

unemployed-region deci le  8  2 .0** 2 .2*** 1 .8*** 

unemployed-region deci le  9  3 .1*** 1 .8*** 1 .1** 

unemployment data miss ing  6 .0*** 4 .2*** 2 .6** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  1  -1.6** 2 .0*** 2 .6*** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  2  0 .9  2 .9*** 2 .4*** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  3  0 .9  2 .3*** 2 .2*** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  4  0 .5  1 .8*** 1 .3*** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  5  0 .2  1 .2*** 1 .0** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  6  0 .4  1 .0* 1 .1** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  7  0 .8  1 .4** 1 .2** 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  8  1 .0  0 .8*** 0 .8* 

income-support  durat ion dec i le  9  9  0 .9* 0 .5  

JSCI  score deci le  1  16.9*** 8 .7*** 5 .8*** 

JSCI  score deci le  2  14.9*** 8 .5*** 5 .8*** 

JSCI  score deci le  3  12.2*** 7 .4*** 4 .8*** 

JSCI  score deci le  4  9 .6*** 5 .8*** 3 .4*** 

JSCI  score deci le  5  7 .9*** 4 .0*** 2 .4*** 

JSCI  score deci le  6  6 .9*** 4 .1*** 2 .4*** 

JSCI  score deci le  7  6 .1*** 2 .7*** 1 .7*** 

JSCI  score deci le  8  5 .0*** 2 .6*** 1 .7*** 

JSCI  score deci le  9  2 .7*** 1 .5** 0 .8* 

JSCI  score miss ing  -4.6*** -2.6*** -2.3*** 

Constant  14.6*** 3 .0  0 .4  
S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  unpub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  data  ( ex tr ac ted  on  3  Oc tober  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017 ) .   
N ote s :  (a )  Est ima tes  mar ked  a s  * **  are  s ta t i s t ica l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  0 . 1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  a nd *  ar e  s ta t i s t ica l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  
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Alternat ive measures  to the SALM unemployment rate of  labour market  condit ions were 

a lso  cons idered.  In  part icular ,  the model  was  est imated with  the  share  of  the  populat ion 

in  a  region (at  the SA2 level )  receiv ing government income support  payments ;  and a  

detai led measure of  remoteness  based on the locat ion of  their  home address  (us ing  

Markham (2016)  Open Access ib i l i ty  and Remoteness  Index 29 each part ic ipant  was  

ass igned a  remoteness  measure based on the locat ion of  the ir  home address) .  Ne ither  of  

the a lternat ive  speci f icat ions changed the est imated results  substant ia l ly  (Table  C.6) .   

Table C.6 Regression model l ing using  alternative indicators of  labour 

market condit ions a , b  

Employment outcome   Placed 13 week 26 week 

Before: After 

SALM case 1.4*** 2.2*** 1.2*** 

ISP case -2.0** 1.5** 1.1* 

Remote case -2.2** 1.2* 0.8 

Difference-in-Difference 

SALM case 0.9 -1.5*** 1.2*** 

ISP case -2.2* -1.5 1.9** 

Remote case -2.2* -1.6 1.8** 
S ourc e :  PM C es t im a tes  ba sed  unpub l i shed  ESS  opera t iona l  data  (ex tr ac ted  on  3  Oc tober  2017)  
a nd  DHS oper a t iona l  da ta  (ex t rac ted  on  9  Oc tober  2017) .   
N ote s :  (a )  Est ima tes  mar ked  a s  * **  are  s ta t i s t ica l ly  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  0 . 1  per  c ent  leve l ,  * *ar e  
s ta t i s t ic a l l y  s ign i f i c ant  at  the  one  per  c ent  leve l ,  a nd *  ar e  s ta t i s t ica l l y  s ign i f i ca nt  a t  the  
f i ve  per  c ent  leve l .  ( b )  Sm al l  A r ea  Labour  Ma rket  (SA LM )  r e fer s  to  use  o f  these  es t im ato r s  for  
l a bour  ma r ket  c ond i t ions ;  Incom e Suppor t  Pa ym ent  ( I SP )  re fer s  to  use  of  est ima te  o f  r es ident  
popula t ion  dependent  on  these  payments  a s  a n  ind ica tor  o f  l abour  mar ket  c ondi t ions ;  Rem ote  
r e fers  to  a  m ea sur e  o f  the  rem ote ness  o f  ea ch  pr ogram  par t ic ipa nt  as  a n  ind ica tor  o f  l abour  
m ar ket  condi t ions .   

 

                                                                 

29 T he  m easures  of  r em oteness  a re  based  on  Mar kha m (2016)  1x1  km  r em oteness  c lass i f i ca t ion  
a cr oss  Austra l ia .  Ea ch  1x1  km  ar ea  i s  a ss igned  a  rem oteness  va lue  between  0  (not  remote)  and 
15  (m ost  r emote) .  




