
Who we are  
  
Square Peg Round Whole is a national grassroots group (although we have several state 
based chapters) focussed on systemic reforms based on a human rights based approach to 
education. Our community of member advocates are almost exclusively parents and carers 
of neurodivergent and disabled children, who come from all walks of life and bring a diverse 
range of experience and expertise. Many of us are also neurodivergent and disabled 
ourselves.  
Our members are parents, but they are also teachers, doctors, researchers, lawyers, allied 
health professionals and disability support providers, who are raising children who are 
autistic, have ADHD, dyslexia, anxiety, giftedness, dyspraxia, epilepsy and trauma, among 
other conditions and disabilities. Although our member demographics are varied, their 
experiences of navigating schools are strikingly similar.  
Our community was established by our founder, Louise Kuchel, just two years ago. Since 
then, we have grown exponentially and now represent around 2000 member advocates 
nationally. We have state specific chapters in almost every state, with plans to establish 
groups in all states within the next few months. Our 2000 members nationally are active and 
engaged in advocacy projects, and are strongly committed to seeing significant education 
reform within state and national education systems.  
We are a committed collective seeking meaningful systemic change. We receive no funding, 
have no material or vested interests, and have no income generating activities. Our member 
advocates are all volunteers, who give willingly of their time, energy and experience because 
of our shared belief that every student in Australia deserves the opportunity to realise their 
potential throughout their educational career.  
Throughout this submission, we have included direct quotes and feedback from our 
members on their experiences within Australian schools.  

What we believe 
  
Our community is united through our collective belief in a human rights-based approach 
towards education reform.  
Specifically, our member advocates subscribe to our core principles of:  

1. Inclusive education: It is every student's human right to be educated alongside their 
same aged peers (both disabled and non-disabled), in the same classrooms and 
according to the same curriculum. Our belief in inclusive education is underpinned by 
the UNCRPD definition of inclusive education.1 

2. The education system must replace the current model of behaviourism with 
neuroaffirming, culturally responsive, trauma sensitive models of care. Behaviourism 
based responses (including PBIS and PBL) should be phased out of schools and be 
replaced with neuroscience-based approaches such as Dr Ross Greene’s 
Collaborative Proactive Solutions.  

3. “Nothing About Us Without Us” – Autistic, neurodivergent and disabled voices must 
be heard in regard to issues and approaches that affect autistic, neurodivergent and 
disabled people, including young people in schools.  

 
1 https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-
disabilities/article-24-education.html 



  
 
General Comments on the Final Report and RecommendaƟons of the Royal Commission into the 
Violence, Abuse, Neglect and ExploitaƟon of People with Disability.  

SPRW has followed closely the proceedings of the Royal Commission into the Violence, Abuse, 
Neglect and ExploitaƟon of People with Disability (the DRC), and welcomed the release of the final 
report in September 2023. SPRW recognises the historical significance of the DRC, and that the 
insƟgaƟon of a royal commission was the result of decades of advocacy and acƟvism by disabled 
people and their allies. This report represents a landmark moment in the history of disability rights in 
Australia, and it is our deep hope that it signifies a turning point towards a more equitable, inclusive 
and accessible future for Australians with disabiliƟes.  

Notes on ConsultaƟon and the development of the Australian Government Response.  

Whilst SPRW recognises that some aƩempts at consultaƟon have been made by the Australian 
Government prior to finalising their response to the DRC report and recommendaƟons, we wish to 
express our concerns and disappointment around the nature and scope of this process, in parƟcular, 
the very limited feedback detail, as well as the inaccessibility of the overall process.  

We recognise once more that the Royal Commission represents the labour, advocacy and acƟvism of 
generaƟons of disabled rights campaigners, and presents a momentous opportunity to change the 
way disabled Australians are treated and experience life. This of all processes should have been 
thorough, rigorous, co-designed, accessible and robust consultaƟon, designed to acƟvely engage the 
genuine views, perspecƟves and input of disabled voices and the community of stakeholders. Being 
asked to select three of the myriad recommendaƟon areas, and sacrifice equity in one area over 
another is simply unacceptable. We are disappointed and distressed that the praoacƟve and 
meaningful efforts of the Royal Commission to uphold and centre disabled voices was not reflected 
in this, the vital next steps.  

We urgently demand that no response is developed without immediate, disabled-led efforts to 
consult and communicate with disabled Australians and their community, in ways that reflect the 
significance of this moment and set a precedent for future government response. We are deeply 
concerned that the form, content and process of this consultaƟon has been superficial box Ɵcking at 
best, and that the overall messaging presented to the disabled community is that many of the issues 
addressed by the recommendaƟons will go unaddressed. Disabled people do not deserve only three 
equity prioriƟes from the Australian government; instead, transformaƟve systemic change is needed 
to ensure full equity and inclusion.  

Whilst this submission will focus on volume 7 of the final report, and the recommendaƟons 
contained within this volume, we offer our general, in principle agreement and support for the 
agreed recommendaƟons made within the DRC final report. The premise of this agreement relies on 
the immediate prioriƟsaƟon of robust consultaƟon and co-design, which should remain embedded in 
every step of design, implementaƟon, delivery and review.   

RecommendaƟon 4.4 Future review of the Disability Rights Act 

We share the posiƟon of Commissioners BenneƩ, Galbally and McEwin, and support the imposiƟon 
of duty on both public and private providers and enƟƟes. In addiƟon, we share the posiƟon proposed 
by the Australian FederaƟon of Disability OrganisaƟons in the “Report Card on the Final 
RecommendaƟons from the Royal Commission into Violence, Abuse, Neglect, and ExploitaƟon of 



People with Disability” and call for the Australian Government to conduct a review within three 
years.2 

RecommendaƟon 6.20 InterpretaƟve declaraƟon 

We support the posiƟon of Commissioners BenneƩ, Galbally, Mason and McEwin, who recommend 
that the Australian Government withdraw its interpreƟve declaraƟon in relaƟon to arƟcle 12 of the 
ConvenƟon on the Rights of Persons with DisabiliƟes (CRPD).  

RecommendaƟon 7.14 Phasing out and ending special/ segregated educaƟon and 
RecommendaƟon 7.15 An AlternaƟve Approach 

SPRW agrees in principle with Commissioners BenneƩ, Galbally and McEwin that inclusive educaƟon 
as required by arƟcle 24 of the CRPD is not compaƟble with the current dual track educaƟon system 
by which segregated schools are maintained. We believe that a robust, responsible and realisƟc 
desegregaƟon strategy and process is vital to improving outcomes for persons with disabiliƟes, and 
that desegregaƟon is a human rights obligaƟon imposed upon Australia under internaƟonal human 
rights law. Whilst we support the call for full desegregaƟon made under RecommendaƟon 7.14, we 
disagree with the overly lengthy Ɵmeframe for this transiƟon, and explore this point further later in 
this submission.  

In support this, Professor Andrew Byrnes, in his legal opinion, found that there is no internaƟonal 
right or obligaƟon to support “parental choice to segregate” when asked about the rights under 
internaƟonal human rights law of students with disability to inclusive educaƟon.3 This also aligns 
with the CRPD’s recent “Guidelines on deinsƟtuƟonalizaƟon" where they called on governments to 
end all forms of segregaƟon, including insƟtuƟonalisaƟon, and said that governments should refrain 
from using "choice" arguments to jusƟfy segregaƟon on the basis of disability and that being forced 
to choose between services and support opƟon that that do comply with the UNCRPD is not a real 
choice.4 

It is on this basis that SPRW rejects RecommendaƟon 7.15 and the posiƟon of the Chair and 
Commissioners Mason and Ryan with regards to non-mainstream schools being a preference of some 
young people with disability and their parents or carers.5 Our members, as parents of disabled 
children, many of whom are disabled ourselves, are deeply troubled by the use of the superficial 
mantra of “choice” by the Commissioners to defend its system of educaƟon in violaƟon of the 
fundamental human rights of people with disability that Australia has promised to uphold.  

We know that disabled people and their parents are not actually choosing to violate their human 
rights but that the rigidity and inaccessibility of the current mainstream schooling system has placed 
them in this difficult posiƟon. Being given the choice of local schools that are not inclusive and do 
not provide children with disabiliƟes with the environment and supports they need to thrive and 

 
2 AFDO-Report-Card-on-the-Final-RecommendaƟons-from-the-DRC-December-2023.pdf 
3 [1]  p.2-3, see https://disability.royalcommission.gov.au/publications/public-hearing-24-andrew-byrnes-

2020-analysis-article-24-crpd-and-note-travaux-preparatoires 
 
4 https://www.ohchr.org/en/documents/legal-standards-and-guidelines/crpdc5-guidelines-

deinstitutionalization-including 
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segregated seƫngs that may provide more supports but in an environment that separates students 
on the basis of disability and perpetuates discriminaƟon are not real choices.  Improving the current 
mainstream system and incorporaƟng more accessible alternaƟve pathways for all students to obtain 
an educaƟon will benefit all learners, not just those with disability, providing the “choice” but doing 
so in a fully inclusive way.  

SPRW also censures the decision by the Chair and Commissioners Mason and Ryan to refer to special 
or segregated schools as “non-mainstream schools” when expressing their own views, aƩempƟng to 
miƟgate the negaƟve connotaƟon of the words special or segregated schooling. SPRW stands with all 
disabled people who have been abused, neglected and traumaƟsed through the segregated 
schooling system. The acƟons of the Chair and Commissioners Mason and Ryan only perpetuates 
harm and diminishes the experiences of those who are sƟll living with the pain and suffering from 
segregated schools. ObfuscaƟon, through changed terminology, and superficial soluƟons, such as 
those in recommendaƟon 7.15 An alternaƟve approach, will not bring Australia any closer to an 
inclusive educaƟon system.  Non-mainstream schooling is sƟll segregated schooling. 

RecommendaƟon 7.30 Support the transiƟon to inclusive employment 

We welcome the recommendaƟon, with the addiƟonal requirements proposed by Commissioners 
BenneƩ, Galbally, Mason and McEwin as outlined in recommendaƟon 7.32. We hold that ending 
segregated employment and eliminaƟng subminimum wages is a non-negoƟable target that the 
Australian Government must commit to and act upon as a maƩer of priority. We support the 
development of a NaƟonal Inclusive Employment Roadmap, and reiterate our posiƟon that co-design 
should be embedded in this.  

RecommendaƟon 7.43 A roadmap to phase out group homes within 15 years 

We support the recommendaƟon of Commissioners BenneƩ, Galbally and McEwin for the 
desegregaƟon of housing, through the phasing out of group homes within 15 years. We note that 
Commissioner Ryan also endorses housing desegregaƟon, however we cannot support the extended 
Ɵmeframe proposed in 7.44, preferring instead the more reasonable yet responsible transiƟon 
deadline preferred in 7.43. 

Comments on the lived experience of the DRC Chair and Commissioners 

SPRW holds the posiƟon that disabled voices must speak for the disabled community, and that 
where recommendaƟons are split, that the posiƟon of Commissioners Galbally and McEwin must be 
given greater weight and influence. We urge the Australian Government to fulfil the promises 
repeatedly made to centre and uphold the voices of persons with disability, and to not allow the 
recommendaƟons of non-disabled commissioners to be given priority over the posiƟon of the 
disabled community as represented by those Commissioners with personal lived experience of 
disability themselves.  

We strongly believe that co-design with disabled people is a fundamental obligaƟon of the Australian 
government when making any decisions around the implementaƟon of the recommendaƟons of the 
Royal Commission final Report. For that reason, we would urge that each and every recommendaƟon 
must be implemented with robust consultaƟon and co-design, and the implementaƟon must be led 
by disabled representaƟves of government. We would urge the Australian Government to 
acknowledge and reflect on the representaƟve idenƟƟes of the Commissioners. It would be 
irreparably inappropriate, disappoinƟng and shameful for the voices and recommendaƟons of non-



disabled commissioners to be allowed to override the personal idenƟty and experience of the 
disappoinƟngly few disabled Commissioners.  

Comments on Volume 7: Part A – Inclusive EducaƟon  

As a grassroots advocacy group focussing on barriers to inclusive educaƟon faced by neurodivergent 
and disabled young people in Australian schools, SPRW is extremely familiar with many of the issues 
discussed in Volume 7.  

Our community of over 2500 member advocates came about because of our shared experience 
advocaƟng for these students, in the face of the ableism, discriminaƟon, neglect and failings that 
sadly, are all too common. Our member advocates value educaƟon highly, and believe that access to 
quality, equitable and inclusive educaƟon is a major factor affecƟng lifelong outcomes. Our disabled 
young people are enƟtled to the same high-quality of educaƟon as their peers without a disability at 
the same schools across all school sectors, however for far too long, this has been non-existent.  

The contents of volume 7A are not merely facts, figures, and findings for our member community – 
they are their reality. Our member advocates are the parents, teachers and allies who see firsthand 
the impact of the current systemic failings on our young people. We are the ones who pick up the 
pieces when it falls apart. We are the ones advocaƟng daily to give our children the slightest chance 
at equity and inclusion, working hard to collaborate with schools and educators to find ways to 
achieve our common goal – posiƟve and producƟve schooling experiences that lead to engaged 
learners who have the educaƟonal foundaƟons for the rest of our lives. We desperately want our 
young people to have access to inclusive educaƟon. We value it, we believe in it, and we hold hope 
that, with the commitment and acƟon of Australian governments, it can be a reality. However – we 
are not there yet, and the recommendaƟons of the DRC final report, and the subsequent responses 
of the Australian governments hold the power to make this possible or push it further away than 
ever.  

We strongly agree with the DRC final report that “Australian schools do not consistently deliver an 
inclusive educaƟon that protects students with disability from violence, abuse and neglect,” and 
provide further detail on this below, in the context of our posiƟon on each of the recommendaƟons 
made in Volume 7: Part A.  

7.1: Provide equal access to mainstream educaƟon and enrolment 

We note that the Disability DiscriminaƟon Act (1992) explicitly addresses the issue of enrolment 
discriminaƟon on the basis of disability, and that the Disability Standards for EducaƟon also 
addresses this. Despite the legislaƟve obligaƟon imposed by exisƟng laws, our members report 
significant barriers, discriminaƟon and aƫtudinal challenges that impede upon students with 
disability enrolling in mainstream educaƟon.  

Whilst we support recommendaƟon 7.1 in principle, we note our concerns that without external 
monitoring, enforcement and accountability, further legislaƟve protecƟons will be insufficient to 
ensure equitable access to mainstream schooling without an associated shiŌ away from segregated 
educaƟon with the ulƟmate goal of a fully inclusive educaƟon system.  

We support the adopƟon of data requirements surrounding enrolment principles, and the 
implementaƟon of processes to resolve enrolment disputes, but reiterate that these measures alone 
will be insufficient to ensure equity of enrolment access whilst a dual track educaƟon system 
remains.   



7.2: Prevent the inappropriate use of exclusionary discipline against students with disability 

We support recommendaƟon 7.2 theoreƟcally, however hold concerns that policy and principal 
measures alone will not be sufficient to adequately address the significant disparity in disciplinary 
rates between disabled and non-disabled students.  

SPRW has explored the issue of discriminatory use of exclusionary discipline in our other submissions 
extensively, and analysis of available data indicates that naƟonally, students with disabiliƟes are 2 – 4 
Ɵmes more likely to experience exclusionary discipline than their non-disabled peers.6 Whilst we 
acknowledge that this recommendaƟon addresses this concerning disparity, we strongly belief that 
without wider transformaƟon of behaviour management systems within schools naƟonally, these 
discriminatory suspensions will conƟnue.  

One of SPRWs core beliefs is that a shiŌ away from behaviourism (including PBS and ABA) in favour 
of neuroaffirming, culturally responsive, and trauma informed models, such as Dr Ross Greene’s 
CollaboraƟve and ProacƟve SoluƟons (CPS), students with disabiliƟes and other vulnerable student 
populaƟons will conƟnue to be unfairly targeted and harmed by school behaviour policies and 
pracƟces. This perspecƟve is shared with many Australian educators, families and experts – the 
SPRW peƟƟon to implement CPS in the Australian school system has received massive popular 
support. As of the date of this submission, almost 23 000 Australians have signed the peƟƟon 
supporƟng this change.7  

In addiƟon to a shiŌ towards alternaƟve models such as CPS, we also strongly advocate for robust 
and detailed data collecƟon on exclusionary discipline. CollecƟng detailed disaggregated state and 
regional data around the use of formal and informal exclusionary discipline, as well as publishing and 
monitoring this data, will encourage transparency and accountability, and allow for the idenƟficaƟon 
of excessive use and accordingly, discriminatory and inappropriate usage.  

In our recent submission to the NaƟon School Reform Agreement, we outlined the disaggregated 
data that should be collect and have detailed this further in RecommendaƟon 7.11. 

RecommendaƟon 7.3: Improve policies and procedures on the provision of reasonable adjustments 
to students with disability 

We agree with recommendaƟon 7.3, in that we acknowledge the current gaps in policy and 
procedure and the consequenƟal effect this has on the learning experience of disabled students. The 
experience of our members supports the findings outlined in this secƟon; despite legislaƟve 
obligaƟons to provide reasonable adjustments and accommodaƟons, and limitaƟons on the grounds 
for refusal, this remains a significant issue for many students and a significant source of stress and 
disappointment for their families. Our members also tell us that the refusal or denial of adjustments 

 
6 See for example; Senate Standing CommiƩee on EducaƟon and Employment - The issue of 
increasing disrupƟon in Australian school classrooms (March 2023) – submissions 49 & 38 
hƩps://www.aph.gov.au/.../EducaƟon_and.../DASC/Submissions; WA Parliament – EducaƟon and 
Health CommiƩee – Inquiry into support for AuƟsƟc Children and Young People in Schools – SPRW 
WA – sub 40 (July 2023) 
hƩps://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/.../4E11DB398E902A4C4825... 
VIC Parliament - Inquiry into the State EducaƟon System in Victoria - SPRW VIC - sub 209 (Nov 2023) 
hƩps://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/.../stateed.../submissions 
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and accommodaƟons is a major contribuƟng factor influencing the wider experience of a young 
person in school, as well as a significant factor contribuƟng to young people being unable to engage 
with educaƟon in the school system. 

We overwhelmingly hear of are frequently approached for advice and assistance on barriers to the 
provision of reasonable adjustments and accommodaƟons. Our members oŌen reach out following 
iniƟal aƩempts at advocacy themselves. The vast majority of those we hear from want desperately to 
work respecƞully and reasonably at a local level to resolve problems, and are more than willing to 
discuss, negoƟate and compromise when it comes to idenƟfying what is fair to expect as a 
reasonable adjustment and accommodaƟon. Parents oŌen feel confronted by the vast difference in 
what the Disability Standards requires and what actually happens. It is, we are told, more common 
than not to be presented with an already draŌed, oŌen inappropriate documented plan or 
adjustment strategy, and asked to sign and rubber stamp approval rather than give feedback or offer 
collaboraƟve input.  

We agree that the provision of mandatory, high quality training is an important factor in ensuring 
that schools and educaƟon professionals are aware of their legal obligaƟon to make reasonable 
adjustments and adhere with other guidance under the DDA and the DSE. We suggest however that 
training alone may not address the wider issue, and instead could foster further box Ɵcking 
paperwork that has liƩle pracƟcal impact on ensuring the student can access learning. We suggest 
that embedding inclusion goals within monitoring, reporƟng and reviews is an essenƟal step to 
ensure that real acƟon occurs.  

Of primary significance, however, is the importance of gathering ongoing feedback from young 
people and their families, and hearing directly from students with disabiliƟes and their families on 
whether they feel supported and able to access reasonable adjustments that are impacƞul and 
meaningful. Feedback mechanisms should be co-designed by people with disabiliƟes to ensure that 
this process itself is accessible and inclusive. It is our suggesƟon that Disabled Persons OrganisaƟons 
specifically represenƟng the voices of young people with disabiliƟes (such as CYDA and YDAN) be 
requested to advise on design and accessibility protocols.  

We strongly support the development of materials and guidelines relaƟng to the various topics listed 
within this recommendaƟon. Again, however, we must reiterate that for any of these acƟons to have 
any actual benefit, it must be a process of co-design by persons with lived experience from the 
relevant community groups.  

SPRW explicitly acknowledges that any expansion of duƟes and responsibiliƟes surrounding the 
provision of reasonable accommodaƟons must also be accompanied by plain language, specific, clear 
and widely available informaƟon confirming the associated requirements such as collaboraƟon, 
consultaƟon, access to specialist support and 

The major themes we have idenƟfied in relaƟon to this issue are:  

- Documented plans vary in quanƟty and efficacy, and are oŌen wriƩen but not implemented, 
so as to support NCCD evidence requirements without actually ensuring support is provided.  

- Many schools are reluctant to develop documented plans, instead relying on informal 
discussion or verbal agreements, which leaves parents with liƩle paperwork should issues 
escalate and further acƟon need to be taken.  

- Rubberstamp consultaƟon is shamefully common. The majority of our members tell of being 
presented with already wriƩen plans, the contents of which have not been discussed or even 
menƟoned with families by the school. For many, the IEP meeƟng serves only as the venue 



for the signing of an already designed and implemented IEP, which is oŌen inappropriate and 
completely dismissive of the perspecƟve and views of the child and the family (as well as in 
some instances, their specialist support professionals such as allied health supports). It is 
crucially important that robust provision be given to ensuring collaboraƟon and consultaƟon 
is undertaken meaningfully, to ensure that young people with disabiliƟes and their families 
have an acƟve say in designing the supports and adjustments/accommodaƟons that will 
genuinely improve their equitable engagement at school  

- Plans are oŌen described to us as box Ɵcking and generic with strategies or supports 
designed based on stereotypical views of AuƟsm or other specific disabiliƟes. Not every 
support strategy is appropriate for every child, regardless of whether or not other young 
people with the same diagnosis benefit. Classic examples of these strategies are social 
stories and visuals, despite there being many young people who find these strategies at best 
ineffecƟve or useless.  

-   

RecommendaƟon 7.4: ParƟcipaƟon in school communiƟes 

The acƟons in this recommendaƟon pertain to the conƟnuance of a dual track educaƟon system and 
would not be needed if the recommendaƟons under 7.14 Phasing out and ending special/ 
segregated educaƟon were implemented. SPRW believes that improving parƟcipaƟon of disabled 
children in school communiƟes is more complex than simply moving children closer, facilitaƟng 
parƟcipaƟon in school events and creaƟng partnerships to encourage regular exchanges. 

SPRW regularly hears from our members that school communiƟes are not accessible for their 
disabled child, regardless of whether they are aƩending a mainstream or segregated school. This is 
due to the lack of adequate accommodaƟons to promote parƟcipaƟon. They are excluded from 
camps and excursions, blocked from extra-curricular acƟviƟes and unable to aƩend whole-school 
events such as sports carnivals or assemblies. 

We believe that this recommendaƟon fell short of providing acƟons that would see a shiŌ in the 
parƟcipaƟon of disabled students in school communiƟes. SPRW recommends that safeguards are in 
place to prevent students being unable to parƟcipate in school events and extra-curricular acƟviƟes 
due to a school’s unjusƟfiable resistance to provide appropriate supports 

RecommendaƟon 7.5: Careers guidance and transiƟon support services 

SPRW holds that a key cornerstone of an inclusive educaƟon system is one that prepares young 
people for lifelong experiences, and that educaƟon is a major factor in determining quality of whole 
life outcomes. EducaƟon is the foundaƟon that allows young people to access paid employment, 
which provides economic security that enables access to other health and wellbeing domains such as 
housing, health and community parƟcipaƟon. People with disabiliƟes have the same fundamental 
employment rights as any other person – including the right to choose how, what and where they are 
employed, as well access to fair and equitable pay for work done.  

Access to employment and economic security rely on access to relevant services and supports within 
the school system, including the same careers guidance, work experience opportuniƟes and 
transiƟonal programs for disabled and non-disabled students alike. Currently, students with 
disabiliƟes do not have access to these supports, services and opportuniƟes; instead, being limited 
by a system that imposes low expectaƟons, minimal opƟons and significant barriers to obtaining 
qualificaƟons due to minimal skills and training opportuniƟes offered.  



DesegregaƟon will be an important factor in addressing this equity gap – segregated faciliƟes offer 
different curriculum, no access to formal recogniƟon (such as assessment and high school 
assessment subjects required for entrance to university). This culture and aƫtude of low 
expectaƟons and minimal opportunity is also endemic in mainstream schools.  

It is for this reason, along with our fervent belief in full desegregaƟon in all areas of life, that we urge 
the government to adopt the recommendaƟon given by Commissioners BenneƩ, Galbally and 
McEwin, in addiƟon to those outlined by consensus. We agree with these commissioners that there 
must be requirements imposed that require for inclusive delivery of careers guidance to all students 
on the same basis, regardless of disability status. We also believe that in order to prevent 
exploitaƟon, sƟgmaƟsaƟon and segregaƟon, there must be a blanket prohibiƟon on the referral of 
students with disabiliƟes to ADE organisaƟons.  

RecommendaƟon 7.6: Student and parental communicaƟon and relaƟonships  

We support this recommendaƟon. We affirm that these recommendaƟons must be implemented 
robustly, with parƟcular consideraƟon given to ensuring that they are accessible, appropriate, 
culturally safe and respecƞul to all stakeholders, including the many parents of disabled and 
neurodivergent students who are themselves disabled people with their own accessibility and 
support needs.  

RecommendaƟon 7.7: Inclusive educaƟon units and First NaƟons experƟse 

SPRW is not a First NaƟons led organisaƟon, and we cannot speak for the First NaƟons disabled 
community. We acknowledge that in regards to First NaƟons experƟse and representaƟon, we 
uncondiƟonally offer our allyship and support to FIrst NaƟons organisaƟons, advocates and 
individuals. We recognise the experƟse and wisdom of this community and wholeheartedly urge the 
Australian Government to be guided by First NaƟons lived experience of disability in all aspects of 
their response.  

SPRW supports the recommendaƟon to instate inclusive educaƟon units within relevant 
departments. The usefulness of the inclusive educaƟon units is dependent on whether the advice 
given and resources developed prioriƟses the voices of those with lived experience from both the 
disability and First NaƟons communiƟes.  SPRW expresses concerns that 7.7 recommended the 
appointment of people with ‘experƟse’ to the inclusive educaƟon units. We are unfortunately 
familiar with a disturbing trend in representaƟve experƟse being prioriƟsed and privileged to tghe 
detriment of community voices. For this reason, we propose a minimum representaƟon balance that 
ensures that a minimum of half of those providing experƟse are representaƟves of community 
voices.  

Echoing our stance on appointments and experƟse throughout this submission, SPRW holds that it is 
of the utmost importance that the inclusive educaƟon units specifically target the experƟse and 
employment of professionals with personal lived experience of disability at all levels, and that these 
units are designed and implemented with robust consultaƟon with disabled peoples' organisaƟons 
and advocacy bodies. We firmly believe that people with disabiliƟes are best placed to develop, 
design and implement changes that will posiƟvely impact on students with disabiliƟes.  

RecommendaƟon 7.8: Workforce capabiliƟes, experƟse and development 

SPRW welcomes the recommendaƟons and draws aƩenƟon to our recent submission to the NaƟonal 
School Reform Agreement Review, which has explored this maƩer in depth.  



RecommendaƟon 7.9: Data, evidence and building best pracƟce 

SPRW welcomes the recommendaƟons contained within 7.9 Data, evidence and building best 
pracƟce. Through our advocacy, we have also called for data definiƟons and data collecƟon methods 
to enable consistent and comparable reporƟng on educaƟonal experiences and outcomes of 
students with disability. In parƟcular, we applaud the call for disaggregated data by NaƟonally 
Consistent CollecƟon of Data on School Students with Disability (NCCD) category, gender, age, stage 
of schooling, First NaƟons students, students from culturally and linguisƟcally diverse backgrounds 
and LGBTIQA+ status).  

Further to this, SPRW recommends that data is also collected and reported on the outcomes, 
experiences and barriers of disabled students disaggregated by enrolment in mainstream and 
segregated schools. The collecƟon and monitoring of this data should conƟnue for as long as a dual 
track educaƟon system exists. 

SPRW agrees that the educaƟonal experiences and outcomes of students with disability as well as 
progress in addressing barriers to inclusive educaƟon should be monitored and publicly reported 
annually. However, we were disappointed at the ambiguity of recommendaƟons with regards to 
addressing barriers to inclusive educaƟon. Along with data on exclusionary discipline and restricƟve 
pracƟces, that is explored further in comments to RecommendaƟon 7.11, SPRW recommends that 
the following data is also monitored and reported: 

1. Disaggregated aƩendance and retainment data, including: 
a. Reasons for disengagement such as bullying, illness, mental health and school can’t 
b. In addiƟon to the home-schooling data recommended in the report, the measure of 

students who have exited the schooling system in favour of home-school and the 
reasons as to why 

SPRW is cauƟous about the recommendaƟons in the secƟon Improving the evidence base, as there 
are purported evidence-based pracƟces, such as ABA, that are now known to be detrimental to the 
wellbeing of disabled people. Research idenƟfied and used to improve school pracƟces must be 
balanced with the lived experience of disabled people. 

RecommendaƟon 7.10: Complaint management 

It is our view that access to independent, imparƟal external oversight and complaint bodies is a 
fundamental prerequisite to safeguard and protect against abuse, exploitaƟon, neglect and violence. 
As the Royal Commission into InsƟƟtuional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse found, insƟtuƟons are a 
high risk seƫng for young people, including young people with disabiliƟes. SPRW consistently 
receives a high volume of communicaƟons from our members in relaƟon to educaƟon issues and 
barriers facing students with disabiliƟes and their families. Complaints resoluƟon and the inefficacy, 
bias, complexity and delays involved act as a significant obstacle to fair resoluƟon of issues, and thus, 
to students being able to access their educaƟon. We note that independence, transparency and 
external oversight (including publicaƟon of disaggregated detailed data) are essenƟal to ensure fair 
and equitable access.  

RecommendaƟon 7.11: Stronger oversight and enforcement of school duƟes 

SPRW strongly believes in a child’s right to feel safe at school, this includes the right to aƩend school 
free of all forms of restricƟve pracƟces such as physical and environmental restraint and seclusion. 
We agree that to achieve the pathway to eliminaƟon of restricƟve pracƟces there must be stronger 



oversight and enforcement of school duƟes to improve the safety of students with disability in 
Australian schools, parƟcularly with regards to exclusionary discipline and restricƟve pracƟces. 

Our members frequently contact us with concerns over their child’s physical or mental wellbeing 
with regards to exclusion and restricƟve pracƟces. Many of these children carry significant trauma 
from their experiences at school. OŌen, these members have evidence of the abuse and neglect 
involving their child, and yet jusƟce for their child is not forthcoming through the current channels, 
such as complaints management. 

Whilst expanding the school registraƟon process and compliance monitoring is welcomed, SPRW 
believes that the measures noted in the recommendaƟon will bring liƩle change. For the 
recommendaƟons in school registraƟon pracƟces and compliance monitoring to be effecƟve, there 
must be a clear and transparent mechanism set out for school registraƟon authoriƟes to deal with 
schools who do not meet the standard for inclusive educaƟon and pathways to bring them into line.  

Undeniably, the school seƫng amplifies the vulnerability and risk faced by young people, parƟcularly 
children with disability, however despite widespread acknowledgement (including the Royal 
Commission into InsƟtuƟonal Responses to Child Sexual Abuse), there remains almost no protecƟon 
or safeguarding measures to prevent or minimise treatment that, in any other seƫng, would be 
unquesƟonably prohibited. We firmly hold that eliminaƟon of restricƟve pracƟces must be the target 
outcome, whilst urgently calling for interim measures to address restricƟve pracƟces within 
educaƟon, to ensure oversight and accountability, such as the restricƟve pracƟces protocols recently 
introduced by the Department of CommuniƟes.  

Currently, there is no legal requirements beyond policy that recognise and regulate restricƟve 
pracƟces against children in schools. What NDIS defines as segregaƟon, isolaƟon and restraint, 
Departments of EducaƟon disguise as “posiƟve handling”, “safety corralling”, physical contact (or the 
preferred terminology for what in the community would be assault – unreasonable physical contact 
of a student).  

The implementaƟon of monitoring, definiƟon, accountability and regulaƟon of these harmful 
pracƟces against the most vulnerable people in our society (children with disabiliƟes) must be an 
immediate priority that is given urgent aƩenƟon. Further, understanding a school’s performance in 
upholding their duƟes, requires extensive data to be collected and reported. This data can no longer 
be hidden away and discussed behind closed doors. It is in the Australian public’s interest to 
understand how widespread and endemic the use of exclusionary discipline and restricƟve pracƟces 
is for students with disability. SPRW recommends that the following data is collect and reported: 

1. Exclusionary discipline disaggregated through NCCD as stated above in comments to 
RecommendaƟon 7.9, including: 

a. All types of exclusionary discipline, such as short and long suspensions, exclusions, 
and expulsions. 

b. Number of incidents, number of students excluded, proporƟon of students, total 
number of days excluded, average length of exclusion, and number and proporƟon 
of students with mulƟple exclusions. 

2. Disaggregated restricƟve pracƟces and behaviourism data, including: 
a. Number of students and proporƟon of students affected by restricƟve pracƟces.  
b. Type of restricƟve pracƟce such as chemical, mechanical, physical and 
c. environmental restraint and seclusion. 
d. DuraƟon, total and average, of restricƟve pracƟces 



e. Number of schools pracƟsing PBS and other similar behavioural approaches such as 
PosiƟve Behavioural IntervenƟons and Supports (PBIS) and Applied Behaviour 
Analysis (ABA) 

RecommendaƟon 7.12: Improving funding 

We agree with recommendaƟon 7.12, and the general posiƟon that there must be greater scruƟny, 
accountability and transparency around funding allocaƟon, including the obligaƟon for expenditure 
to be directly associated with supporƟng students with disabiliƟes. We note, however, that simply 
assigning a dollar amount to students with disabiliƟes may serve to perpetuate a narraƟve of 
inclusion as an economic pressure on school budgets, given the persistent misconcepƟon of funding 
of one student coming at the cost of others. It is essenƟal that pracƟcal and acƟonable measures are 
idenƟfied and implemented to counteract this narraƟve, as well as to ensure all students are able to 
access a quality, equitable educaƟon with access to the supports, accommodaƟons and adjustments 
they need to engage in learning on an equal basis as their non-disabled peers.  

We also suggest that consideraƟon be given to the current challenges linked with allocaƟng funding 
amounts per student. We note that research, tesƟmony and our member experiences all reflect that 
assigning funding amounts to individuals can unintenƟonally create further difficulƟes in accessing 
supports and accommodaƟons. When students are allocated a funding level individually, any funding 
eligibility refusals or mismatch between support needs and funding level assigned serves as a 
jusƟficaƟon to refuse on the basis of funding availability.  

A clear and irrevocable message must be given to states, departments, schools and the community. 
There can be no opportunity to exclude students on the basis of individual funding allocaƟon, and 
enƟtlement for extra funds cannot be subject to departmental criteria and eligibility.  

Although we hold concerns around funding policies and protocols contained within the 
recommendaƟons, it is unquesƟonably true that improvements, progress and transformaƟon require 
resourcing. Inclusive classrooms in inclusive accessible schools require each and every school to be 
fully funded, with reasonable class sizes to allow for teacher planning and delivery. In order to deliver 
inclusive, accessible quality teaching to all students, teachers must be given the Ɵme, training and 
knowledge, support and employment condiƟons to enable them to be excellent teaching 
professionals. Time, resources and capacity must all be addressed, and measures taken to address 
teacher workload, job condiƟons and classroom demand.  

RecommendaƟon 7.13: NaƟonal Roadmap to Inclusive EducaƟon 

An inclusive education can only become a reality for disabled students with a gradual shift 
away from segregation towards full inclusion. This process must be done responsibly, 
robustly and with a whole system approach that aims for true inclusion, not integration. 
Sustainability and successful inclusion for the students of the future must remain central, as 
without thorough, careful and strategic transformation, it will be integration, not inclusion and 
the human rights of disabled students will continue to be violated.  
 
SPRW fully endorses recommendation of a national roadmap that will drive the change 
towards an inclusive schooling system underpinned by transparency and accountability. We 
again emphasise the importance of co-designing the roadmap with disabled people and 
intersecting marginalised groups, especially those with lived experience of segregation, 
isolation and discrimination in the Australian schooling system. SPRW highlights as an 



example, the Australian Coalition for Inclusive Education’s “Driving change: A roadmap for 
achieving inclusive education in Australia”.8 
 
RecommendaƟon 7.14 Phasing out and ending special/ segregated educaƟon 
 
Whilst we fully support the proposed phases outlined in 7.14, we cannot accept that 
Australian disabled students remain segregated and isolated for another 28 years. Although 
the process of desegregation and systemic transformation must be thorough, robust and 
responsible, it must also be prioritised with an ambitious timeline for change. As noted 
above, as members of ACIE, SPRW strongly believes that the action plan and timeline 
documented in Driving change: A roadmap for achieving inclusive education in Australia”.9 
As a community, we can and must end education segregation for the next generation of 
disabled students for whom segregation will never be a possibility.  
 
This transformation is an integral component of improving outcomes for disabled students, 
as well as ensuring that all students receive the quality inclusive education that is their 
human right and the obligation of government to provide in accordance with the CRPD. A 
clear and definitive strategy and action plan for inclusive education is a powerful measure to 
ensure an inclusive Australia.  
  
 
RecommendaƟon 7.15 An AlternaƟve Approach 

We deny and reject the disappoinƟng and harmful aƩempts to perpetuate segregaƟon and conƟnue 
to maintain a school system that violates the human rights of Australian children with disabiliƟes. We 
unequivocally reject the posiƟon that inclusive educaƟon can occur in segregated systems, and hold 
that whilst we conƟnue to isolate, other, segregate, devalue and deny disabled people, it remains 
impossible to address the devastaƟngly widespread neglect, abuse, exploitaƟon and violence against 
this community. We ask the Australian government to recognise the gravity and significance of the 
Disability Royal Commission as a landmark moment for Australian disability rights, and to uphold the 
views of the disabled community, who have fought long and hard for the full realisaƟon of the 
human rights guaranteed by the CRPD.  

 
8 https://acie.org.au/acie-roadmap/ 
9 https://acie.org.au/acie-roadmap/ 


