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NOTE: Participants in the Cultural Review of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission provided informed consent for their comments to be included anonymously in the final report. These reflections offer valuable insight and were shared in full with the Commission’s Executive Management Group. For the public release, the Commission have chosen to remove direct quotes. This decision does not reflect on the review process itself – which was robust and independent – but is a precaution to ensure the safety and wellbeing of our staff. We are mindful of the potential for comments, even anonymised, to be misused outside their intended context. Our priority is to share the findings transparently while protecting those who contributed so openly. 
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Cultural Review of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission 
[bookmark: _Toc203578572][image: ]Executive Summary
[bookmark: _Toc203578573]Introduction
The NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission (hereafter, ‘the NDIS Commission’) is an independent body that works with people with disability, providers and the community to deliver nationally consistent, responsive and effective regulation of National Disability Insurance Scheme providers (both registered and unregistered). It is responsible for safeguarding the rights of people with disability, overseeing provider compliance, and promoting informed choice and independence for participants. As such, it plays a critical role in both the the sustainability of National Disability Insurance Scheme, and in improving outcomes and wellbeing for people with disability across Australia.
The NDIS Commission was established seven years ago and has evolved significantly over that time. Operations first commenced in New South Wales and South Australia in July 2018 and expanded progressively with the roll-out of the NDIS in each State and Territory. Consequently, the NDIS initially operated under a state/territory based model (whereby each office was responsible for oversight of the NDIS within its jurisdiction), before shifting to a national management model in 2020. The Commission experienced a further period of growth and change in 2023, when the Federal Government provided a two year enhancement to funding 
to better align resourcing with the demands and complexity of its role. 
The Commission is driven by the Australian Public Service Values of impartiality, commitment 
to service, accountability, respect, ethical practice, and stewardship. Given the nature of its role, disability inclusion and human rights are central to the NDIS Act, Commission’s mission 
and practice. Reflecting this commitment, in 2024 the former Minister for the NDIS appointed 
an Associate Commissioner alongside the Commissioner, establishing a new model of 
co-leadership for the organisation. 


[bookmark: _Toc203578574]About this Review 
In mid-2024, the Interim Commissioner, Michael Phelan APM, commissioned an independent review (the Review) of workplace culture, to better understand how employees were experiencing workplace culture, and the actions needed to improve culture, align with the APS Code of Conduct and APS values and the Commission’s own cultural principles, and create 
a safe and respectful workplace environment for all.
The Review was led by Elizabeth Broderick AO and undertaken by a multidisciplinary team (Review Team) with expertise in cultural change, inclusion, psychological safety and harmful behaviours. 
The Terms of Reference for the Review included:
•	An examination of diversity, inclusion, respect, trust and safety within the NDIS Commission; and
•	Provision of practical, implementable recommendations on actions to address workplace culture. 
This Review was conducted between September 2024 and June 2025. It should be noted 
that the Review occurred at a time of leadership transition for the Commission, with Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade commencing in October 2024. There has been considerable focus on workplace culture and inclusion since the commencement of Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade. While the insights and experiences of employees reflected in this report largely reflect the experience of workplace culture from the past under previous Commissioners, acknowledging and learning from these experiences is critical for organisational learning and development.
The findings and recommendations in this report are supported by evidence obtained from 
a wide variety of sources, including: 
•	Confidential interviews with 61 employees from across the Commission;
•	Group listening sessions involving 113 employees, held with identity-specific cohorts 
as well as level-specific cohorts;
•	Written submissions from 16 individuals;
•	A confidential online survey, completed by 566 employees (equivalent to a 56.4% 
response rate); and 
•	A desktop review of policies, procedures, training compliance, workforce data and complaints records, and initiatives undertaken by the Commission. 
All participation in the Review was voluntary, with verbal informed consent obtained from each participant and all notes taken by the Review Team kept entirely confidential. 

[bookmark: _Toc203578575]Key insights
The Review found that:
[bookmark: _Toc203407159][bookmark: _Toc203467073][bookmark: _Toc203467228][bookmark: _Toc203467326][bookmark: _Toc203470181][bookmark: _Toc203576951][bookmark: _Toc203578576]Foundations for cultural change
•	The staff are highly engaged and have a shared sense of purpose, personal connection to 
the Commission’s mission, deep commitment to human rights, and a diverse, values-driven workforce;
•	Some teams and offices have well-established positive cultures, characterised by committed leaders, team cohesion, psychological safety and connection; and
•	There have been significant investments in culture, leadership and staff wellbeing under Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade.

[image: Infographic: 

113 employees in group listening sessions

61 confidential individual interviews

16 confidential written submissions

56.4% response rate to a confidential online survey for all staff]
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[bookmark: _Toc203578577]People leadership	
•	People within the NDIS Commission have had differing experiences of leaders and leadership culture.
•	Some 83% of people agreed that there is a high degree of openness, trust and respect between them and their direct manager / supervisor;
•	Looking at managers more generally, only 52% agreed that managers are skilled in people leadership, including providing feedback and leading change. This variable degree of skill has had significant individual and organisational impact over time;
•	In relation to senior leaders, respondents agreed that people in SES or EL2 leadership roles promote and encourage respectful workplace behaviour (68%) and hold themselves and others to the respectful workplace behaviours (64%);
•	Some 61% believe that it is difficult to call out unacceptable behaviour when the behaviour comes from someone senior to them;
•	Many participants in interviews and small group listening sessions called for the Senior Executive Service to exercise leadership in ways that are more congruent with the NDIS Commission's values, and to role model positive organisational culture; and
•	Participants also commented positively on the leadership exercised by Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade, and felt that their approach and values-based leadership augurs well for the Commission. 

[bookmark: _Toc203578578]Psychological safety 
•	A culture of psychological safety leads to high-quality decision-making, healthy group dynamics and interpersonal relationship, greater innovation and higher performance in organisations;[footnoteRef:1]  [1:  	Edmondsen, A. & Mortensen, M. (19 April 2021). What Psychological Safety Looks like in A Hybrid Workplace. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2021/04/what-psychological-safety-looks-like-in-a-hybrid-workplace] 

•	85% of respondents indicated that their teams support one another, even if things don’t 
go to plan; 
•	79% feel comfortable voicing their ideas and opinions, even if they are different from others; and 
•	Despite this, NDIS Commission employees do not always feel comfortable calling out poor behaviour, issues and/or concerns in their team. Interestingly, men were more likely to agree that poor behaviour is called out in their team (66%) compared to women (55%).

[bookmark: _Toc203578579]Performance management and workload
•	Overall, the majority of people (83%) believe that they are able to set boundaries between work and life, and 74% consider that their workload is manageable;
•	However, one quarter of all employees believe that their health has been negatively impacted by working longer hours, with the impact most significant among those who have worked for the NDIS Commission for five years or more (51% of whom indicated that their health had been negatively affected by working longer hours) and EL2s (49%); and 
•	Several participants indicated that role clarity (including job descriptions) and performance management were areas requiring attention. This has been a focus of the incoming Deputy Commissioner, People and Culture, in 2025. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578580]Diversity and inclusion
•	Overall, there was a high level of agreement with positive statements about diversity and inclusion within the Commission, with 80% agreeing that the Commission is a diverse and inclusive environment, and 70% believing that diversity is celebrated at the Commission; 
•	However, only 70% of employees with a disability consider the Commission to be inclusive 
of people with disability. Participants with a disability highlighted a range of structural and cultural challenges, and the negative impact this has had on their wellbeing and engagement;
•	Strengthening disability inclusion has been a key focus for Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade, with key initiatives including the introduction of an additional ten days Disability Leave for staff with disability, strengthening of practices and culture around reasonable adjustments, development of an inaugural Disability Action Plan, and required training on disability awareness for all managers; and
•	A majority of Commission employees consider the Commission to be inclusive of First Nations, culturally diverse and LGBTIQ+ employees, though several interview participants highlighted opportunities to further strengthen inclusion. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578581]Harmful behaviours 
•	Some 21% of Commission employees had experienced bullying in the past 12 months, the most common forms of which included psychological harassment, including intimidation and belittling or humiliating comments. Many of those who had experienced bullying reported that it had negatively impacted their career progression and their wellbeing;
•	Of those who had experienced bullying, 71% indicated that the perpetrator had been either their supervisor or someone senior to them;
•	Overall, the Review found relatively low prevalence of sexual harassment, with only 6% indicating that they had experienced sexual harassment in the past 12 months. Of those who had experienced sexual harassment, the most common behaviours were inappropriate questions about their personal life or inappropriate comments on their physical appearance; 
•	Less than one in twenty (5%) had experienced racism at the Commission in the past 12 months. Of those who had experienced racism, the most common behaviours were having racist language used to insult or abuse them, or having their capability questioned because of their ethnic or cultural background;
•	Many of those who had experienced harmful behaviours at the NDIS Commission reflected that the experience had affected their personal wellbeing as well as their professional opportunities within the Commission;
•	At the time that the survey was administered, there were differing views about the potential 
for the Commission to make positive change in relation to harmful behaviours, with 45% confident that the Commission would make meaningful change in relation to sexual harassment, 43% confident that the Commission would make meaningful change in relation to racism, 33% confident change would occur around bullying, and 24% confident that there would be meaningful change in relation to work demands. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578582]Complaints, reporting and resolution of harmful behaviours
•	Almost all staff (97%) reported that they could recognise bullying, sexual harassment or racism;
•	However, only 62% report having some knowledge of the Commission's policies, processes and practices for addressing these issues;
•	Some 50% of Commission employees believed that complaints about bullying, sexual harassment and racism are taken seriously, with a further 27% unsure about the extent to which complaints are taken seriously; 
•	One third (35%) believed that reasonable and swift action is taken against those who perpetrate harmful behaviours;
•	58% indicated that they would be confident to make a complaint using internal Commission mechanisms, while 33% would have more confidence in an external or independent person/organisation; 
•	Nearly one fifth (17%) expressed concern that there would be victimisation or retaliation against a person making a complaint; and 
•	70% of those who had made a complaint about bullying were dissatisfied with the process of how their complaint/report was dealt with. 

[bookmark: _Toc203578583]Enabling environment
•	The Commission has had a relatively rapid journey from start-up to national regulator. Prior 
to the commencement of Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade there had been relatively modest investment in enabling corporate systems and processes; and
•	Strengthening organisational systems and processes has been a significant focus in recent months, including increased transparency in recruitment and promotion processes, significant strengthening of communication and feedback channels, and a refreshed approach to governance.
[bookmark: _Toc203578584]Framework for Action
EB&Co commends the NDIS Commission for initiating this Review as a vehicle for better understanding the experience of staff, including the ways in which the agency’s culture, processes and systems have shaped staff experiences. 
The Framework for Action has been developed based on the evidence generated via the Review, and provides a powerful blueprint for action. It has been designed to complement the range of work already happening across the NDIS Commission to strengthen culture, leadership, disability inclusion and organisational processes and systems. 
The key domains of the Framework for Action are as follows: 
1.	Strong and consistent people-centred leadership and accountability
2.	A shared purpose based in shared values and shared mission
3.	Systems and processes that enable performance and wellbeing
4.	A positive culture of inclusion
5.	A psychologically safe workplace which prevents harmful behaviours and ensures accountability
6.	Monitoring cultural change


[bookmark: _Toc203578585]1.	Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc203578586]1.1	Background and context
The NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission (NDIS Commission) is the national regulator established to improve the quality and safety of services under the National Disability Insurance Scheme (NDIS). It is responsible for safeguarding the rights of people with disability, overseeing provider compliance, and promoting informed choice and independence for participants. 
In its Strategic Plan 2022–2027[footnoteRef:2], the Commission articulates a vision in which “people with disability achieve their aspirations.”[footnoteRef:3] This vision is supported by a purpose-centred approach to regulation and five guiding principles — Lead the Way, Build Trust, Keep Learning, Bring Insight, and Stay Connected. The Commission explicitly recognises that its impact depends not only on regulatory outcomes but on internal cultural foundations: a diverse, values-driven, psychologically safe and high-performing workforce. Strategic enablers such as practice excellence, regulating for positive impact, and working together to build trust underscore the need for robust people systems, inclusive leadership, and healthy workplace culture. [2:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (2022). Strategic Plan 2022-2027. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-08/NDIS%20Commission%20-%20Strategic%20Plan%202022%20-%202027.pdf]  [3:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (2022). Strategic Plan 2022-2027. Commonwealth of Australia. p6. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2022-08/NDIS%20Commission%20-%20Strategic%20Plan%202022%20-%202027.pdf] 

In mid-2024, the interim Commissioner, Michael Phelan APM, commissioned an independent review (the Review) of workplace culture, to better understand how employees were experiencing workplace culture, and the actions needed to improve culture and create a safe 
and respectful workplace environment for all. 
This Review was conducted between September 2024 and June 2025, at a time of leadership transition for the Commission, with Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade appointed in October 2024. 
There has been a considerable focus on workplace culture and inclusion in the period that the Review was undertaken. While the insights and experiences of employees reflected in this report largely reflect the experience of workplace culture from the past under previous Commissioners, acknowledging and learning from these experiences is critical for the leadership to inform current and future actions to continue to strengthen culture.
The Review was conducted by Elizabeth Broderick & Co. (EB&Co), led by a multidisciplinary team (Review Team) with expertise in cultural change, inclusion, psychological safety and harmful behaviours. 
The purpose of the Review was not to investigate individual complaints. Rather, it was to gain 
a broad-based understanding of the cultural environment at the Commission and to offer practical, evidence-based recommendations for improvement.
The Review Team commends the NDIS Commission for undertaking this process. An external examination of culture requires courage, humility, and a commitment to learning. The willingness of the Commission’s leadership to open itself to an independent review is a fundamental step in fostering a culture that is safe, respectful, inclusive, and high performing — one that aligns with the Commission’s purpose of safeguarding the rights of people with disability. The Review Team extends its deepest gratitude to every employee who contributed to the Review. Your openness, insights and courage have helped build a powerful foundation for learning and change.
The Terms of Reference for the Review were as follows:
The NDIS Commission is seeking an independent review into its workplace culture in response to numerous complaints of bullying and harassment, alleged to be occurring across multiple business areas and by staff of different position levels within the organisation. The review is 
to focus on diversity, inclusion, respect, trust and safety. The review will examine and make practical, implementable recommendations on actions to address workplace culture issues 
within the NDIS Commission, including those related to fairness in workplace decision making, harassment, bullying, unreasonable/reasonable management action, and psychological safety.

The aim of the review is to provide insight into the NDIS Commission’s culture, noting that the Commission would like to have a culture that promotes:
•	Alignment with the Australian Public Service Code of Conduct and Values (APS Values);
•	Alignment with the NDIS Commission cultural principles;
•	A people-focused and psychologically safe workplace;
•	A workplace that is free from bullying and harassment;
•	Responsiveness to complaints and observations of wrongdoing;
•	Safe reporting of grievances and complaints, including protection for those who raise genuine complaints;
•	Procedural fairness and independent administrative decision making.


In making recommendations, the reviewer will consider:
•	The legislation underpinning the APS Values and Code of Conduct, and the NDIS Commission’s own values;
•	The adequacy of the Commission’s framework to understand, prevent and manage interpersonal conflict;
•	The adequacy of the current framework to prevent and manage ethics and integrity concerns;
•	The capability of the Commission’s workforce, particularly middle management and leadership;
•	The suitability of training and guidance for leaders in upholding APS Values, addressing grievances, and managing suspected misconduct;
•	The impact of a geographically dispersed workforce;
•	Any other relevant considerations identified by the reviewer;
•	The privacy of individuals.


[bookmark: _Toc203578587]1.2	Organisational context
The NDIS Commission was established to implement a national regulatory framework for the quality and safety of NDIS services. Its formation was a key part of the broader shift to participant-led, individualised support under the NDIS. 
The NDIS Commission commenced operations in New South Wales and South Australia on 
1 July 2018, in Victoria, Queensland, Tasmania, the Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Territory on 1 July 2019, and in Western Australia from 1 December 2020. 
The commencement of the NDIS Commission was planned and facilitated by the Department of Social Services (DSS). DSS managed the initial transition, and the NDIS Commission managed all subsequent state and territory transitions from a jurisdictional model to a nationally consistent regulatory approach. From its earliest days, the Commission was tasked with rapidly establishing a complex regulatory system to replace the compliance arrangements historically managed by state and territory governments, whilst building the regulatory agency itself.
Since its establishment, the Commission has experienced rapid and sustained growth. 
In 2018–2019, its first year of operation, the Commission managed approximately 10,000 provider transitions, responded to 1,422 complaints, and received notifications of 4,537 reportable incidents.[footnoteRef:4] By 2023–2024, the number of providers and regulatory actions had increased significantly. That year alone, the Commission received over 29,000 complaints.[footnoteRef:5] [4:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (2019). Annual Report 2018-2019. Commonwealth of Australia. p2; 16. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-09/ndis-commission-annual-report-2018-2019.pdf]  [5:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. . (2024). Annual Report 2023-2024. Commonwealth of Australia. p15; 28. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-10/20241018_AR_accessible.pdf] 

To meet these demands, the Commission expanded its workforce from around 250 staff in 
2020 to over 1,000 in 2024.[footnoteRef:6] Approximately 69% of staff are employed in the Complaints and Engagement and Regulatory Operations divisions[footnoteRef:7] — areas of high volume and regulatory intensity.  [6:  	Scyne Advisory. (June 2024). Workload Assessment Review, Final Report. p3; NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (August 2024). People Metrics Dashboard. Commonwealth of Australia]  [7:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (August 2024). People Metrics Dashboard. Commonwealth of Australia.] 

Organisational systems and processes, including HR services and functions, have continued 
to develop as the organisation has grown. 
In 2023, largely in response to concerns regarding the capacity of the Commission to respond 
to the emergent size and nature of the provider sector, and the risk to staff wellbeing associated with trying to regulate the sector and respond to complaints, the Federal Government allocated 
a funding boost to the Commission. As such, the Commission went from 367 staff in 2022 to 1,035 (APS staff and labour hire) in June 2024.[footnoteRef:8] [8:  	Parliament of Australia. (2023). The National Disability Insurance Scheme. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.aph.gov.au/About_Parliament/Parliamentary_departments/Parliamentary_Library/Budget/reviews/2023-24/NDIS; NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (2022). Annual Report 2021-2022. Commonwealth of Australia. p9. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-09/NDIS-Commission-Annual-Report-2021-22.pdf; NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (2024). Annual Report 2023-2024. Commonwealth of Australia. p28. https://www.ndiscommission.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-10/20241018_AR_accessible.pdf] 

In addition to operational pressures, the Commission has undergone scrutiny from external regulators, including Comcare, which issued an Improvement Notice in 2023 related to workload and psychosocial risks. In response, the Commission has undertaken a series of assessments and action planning processes. These are discussed in further detail in Chapter 4. 
The organisation has also experienced changes in its leadership, with five Commissioners appointed over its seven-year history. Each change has brought different priorities reflecting the specific challenges facing the organisation at the time. In 2020, a major restructure introduced 
a national management model, replacing local management structures.
In October 2024, Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade were appointed 
as a new co-leadership model. The Associate Commissioner is a leader with disability. 
The Commission also strengthened its governance structures with the establishment of the Executive Management Group as the primary governing and decision-making body for the organisation. Two key leadership roles were added to the Executive Management Group – Deputy Commissioner People and Culture, and Deputy Commissioner, Data and Regulatory Transformation.
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113 employees in group listening sessions

61 confidential individual interviews

16 confidential written submissions

56.4% response rate to a confidential online survey for all staff]

[bookmark: _Toc203578588]1.3	Methodology
The Review Team employed a rigorous and multi-pronged approach to gather a detailed and comprehensive picture of the culture at the Commission. In line with the Terms of Reference, both qualitative and quantitative data were collected to ensure that findings were grounded in 
the lived experience of staff.
The methodology was designed to maximise accessibility and safety for employees. All engagement was voluntary and confidential, with trauma-informed and culturally safe principles guiding all interactions. No individuals were named or identifiable in any reporting, and the Review Team ensured that all data was de-identified and securely stored.
Key components of the methodology included:
•	Confidential individual interviews with 61 employees from across the Commission, including Senior Executive Service (SES) members, managers and frontline staff;
•	Group listening sessions involving 113 employees, held in-person and virtually, with identity-specific groups as well as level-specific cohorts. Sessions were offered to the following specific groups:
–	EL1 – women employees;
–	EL1 – men employees;
–	EL1 employees – all genders;
–	EL2 – women employees;
–	EL2 employees – all genders;
–	APS Bands 1-6 women employees;
–	APS Bands 1-6 men employees;
–	APS Bands 1-6 employees – all genders;
–	Employees with disability;
–	First Nations employees;
–	LGBTIQ+ employees; and
–	Culturally diverse employees.
•	Written submissions from 16 individuals;
•	Site visits to Penrith, Parramatta, Brisbane, Melbourne, Canberra, Adelaide and Perth;[footnoteRef:9] [9:  	Staff from the Hobart and Northern Territory offices participated remotely via online individual and group listening sessions] 

•	A confidential online survey open to all staff, which achieved a 56.4% response rate (see further information on the methodology below); and
•	Desktop review of policies, procedures, training compliance, workforce data and complaints records, including documentation from prior reviews and WHS incident registers.
It should be noted that this data was collected in the months immediately following the commencement of Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade, with qualitative data collected October-December 2024 and quantitative data collected in February 2025.
As such, it largely reflects the culture and dynamics of the organisation under previous leaders and may not fully reflect the shifts that have occurred as a result of the significant leadership changes and initiatives since then.
[bookmark: _Toc203578589]1.3.1	A note on the survey methodology
An independent online survey was administered to all current Commission workers to understand their experience of the Commission’s workplace culture. 
The questionnaire was developed collaboratively by EB&Co and the Social Research Centre 
(a leading social research organisation owned by the Australian National University) with advice from the Commission. The survey focused on the experience of unacceptable behaviours relating to bullying, sexual harassment and racism.
The survey was administered from 3 February 2025 to 28 February 2025. An invitation email with a unique survey link was sent to all workers (employees and contractors) by the Social Research Centre, followed by reminders to those who had not yet completed the survey. 
Internal communication was undertaken by the Commission to encourage workers to complete the survey, so any new starters were also captured and given the opportunity to request a link 
for the survey. This included communication via email, newsletters and staff meetings.
A total of 566 workers completed the survey, representing an overall response rate of 56.4%. 
This is a robust and high participation rate for a survey of this kind, reflecting the effort by 
the Commission to encourage staff to participate and the willingness of staff to contribute to shaping the culture for the future.
All survey responses were de-identified and aggregated with the responses of other survey respondents to ensure the confidentiality of survey participants. 
All analysis was reported at the ‘group level’ and differences between these demographics 
have been reported when the base size for each group was at least 30 respondents. 
Respondents were asked for demographic information, and the survey responses were weighted to the worker profile of the Commission. This accounted for differences between those who completed the survey and all workers. This means that the percentages quoted in this report reflect not just the percentage of survey participants experiencing a given behaviour but rather the percentage among all Commission employees. 
Survey responses were analysed by characteristics such as gender, seniority, division and location. Differences in experiences which were found to be significant at the p≤0.05 have been reported in our analysis of the data.
Due to small sample sizes, it was not possible to disaggregate the data to understand the experience of some population groups including Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and respondents who identified as non-binary. 
Due to small base sizes (less than 30), three branches are not shown in the report tables or described individually in the results. The results from respondents in these branches are still included in the total figures throughout. These branches are Legal Services and Internal Integrity, Office of the Commissioner and Associate Commissioner, and Planning, Performance and Delivery. 
Several other demographics, while not displayed in the tables, are described in text when applicable including:
•	Role: APS3 and APS4; APS5; APS6; EL1; EL2 
–	Note: APS3 and APS4 have been combined into to one sub-group due to the small number of respondents in APS3 (n=6). 
–	Due to small bases sizes (less than 30) the roles of SES and Contractor have not been included in this sub-group analysis. 
•	Location (Adelaide; Brisbane; Canberra; Melbourne; Parramatta; Penrith; Perth)
–	Due to small bases sizes (less than 30), Darwin and Hobart have not been included in this 
sub-group analysis
•	Length of employment (Less than 6 months; 6 months to 1 year; 1 year to less than 2 years; 
2 years to less than 5 years; More than 5 years).

[bookmark: _Toc203578590]1.4	How to read this report
This report is structured thematically, with each chapter addressing a core dimension of workplace culture at the NDIS Commission. 
It begins by setting out why a focus on workplace culture matters, grounded in legislative obligations, public service values, the Commission’s unique purpose, and the Commission’s cultural principles. 
The following chapters present the lived experiences of staff, focused on people leadership, psychological safety and trust, performance management and workload, diversity and inclusion, and harmful behaviours. 
The next chapter examines the enabling environment at the Commission, with a review of key policies and processes to support a positive workplace culture. 
The final chapter presents the conclusions and practical, evidence-based recommendations, aligned to the Terms of Reference.


[bookmark: _Toc203578592]2.	Why culture matters
[bookmark: _Toc203578593]2.1	Introduction
This chapter sets out the rationale for a continued focus on cultural change at the NDIS Commission. Drawing on the legislative and institutional context in which the Commission operates, this chapter highlights the growing expectations placed on public institutions to demonstrate integrity, inclusion, and psychological safety — not only in what they do, but in 
how they work. This chapter outlines the evolving regulatory and social landscape, the risks 
of inaction, and the opportunities for the Commission to align its internal culture with its
external mission. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578594]2.2	Living the APS values as a matter of public accountability
The NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission (NDIS Commission), as a statutory authority under the Public Governance, Performance and Accountability Act 2013 (Cth) and the Public Service Act 1999 (Cth), is required to uphold the highest standards of conduct, transparency 
and stewardship. 
Together with the legislative framework, the Australian Public Services (APS) Values and Code of Conduct provide a foundational ethical framework that shapes workplace culture across all Commonwealth agencies.[footnoteRef:10] Central to these, are the values of respect, accountability, and ethical conduct, which are critical to fostering a culture where people feel safe, included, and valued. The APS commits to a workplace that is respectful of all people and their rights, reinforcing expectations of dignity, fairness and inclusion. [10:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (13 September 2021). APS Values and Code of Conduct in practice. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/publication/aps-values-and-code-conduct-practice] 

The value of accountability requires transparency in decision-making and leadership responsibility. These values are reinforced by the APS Code of Conduct, which requires public servants to act with honesty, diligence, respect, and in a manner that upholds public confidence. Together, they create a clear standard for workplace culture: one where respectful behaviour is non-negotiable, where diversity is embraced, where staff experience inclusion, and where all staff are supported to speak up and contribute meaningfully.
In 2021, the APS Reform Agenda was launched to create a more dynamic, people-centred, and accountable public service.[footnoteRef:11] The reform agenda emphasises integrity, inclusion, and leadership capability as critical enablers of trust and performance, particularly for organisations to be fit for the future. For the NDIS Commission, this means aligning internal cultural reform with the broader transformation underway across the public sector. [11:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (2023). State of the Service Report 2022–23. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-11/APSC%20-%202022-23%20State%20of%20the%20Service%20Report.pdf] 

Expectations of workplace culture standards are amplified in the context of regulatory bodies which rely on public trust and confidence to effectively perform their role. They are expected to demonstrate fairness, independence, and accountability not only in their regulatory activities but also in their internal operations. As such, the focus on workplace culture reform for the NDIS Commission is key to the delivery of its regulatory functions with excellence, quality and transparency, to ultimately improve outcomes for people with disability. 
The Australian Public Service Commission’s 2023 State of the Service report reinforces the link between internal culture and organisational performance, particularly in relation to psychological safety, respectful leadership, and inclusion.[footnoteRef:12]   [12:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (2023). State of the Service Report 2022–23. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-11/APSC%20-%202022-23%20State%20of%20the%20Service%20Report.pdf] 

Further, the Australian National Audit Office (ANAO)  has also underscored the importance of leadership and culture in organisational performance when providing advice to Commonwealth entities to improve their strategic planning and performance maturity.[footnoteRef:13]  [13:  	Australian National Audit Office. (2025). The Auditor-General, Auditor-General Report No. 25, 2024–25: Performance Statements Auditing 
in the Commonwealth — Outcomes from the 2023–24 Audit Program. Commonwealth of Australia. p9. https://www.anao.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-03/Auditor-General_Report_2024-25_25.pdf] 

Audit reviews have repeatedly found that poor internal culture — particularly in areas such as leadership accountability, communication, and inclusion — can hinder performance, reduce staff engagement, and increase the risk of governance failures.[footnoteRef:14]   [14:  	Australian National Audit Office (2024) Insights. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.anao.gov.au/insights] 

The NDIS Commission’s alignment with APS-wide expectations and values is foundational to
its ability to lead, influence, and sustain trust as a regulator and the people it serves. Cultural transformation will not only improve the performance of the organisation but is also crucial to public accountability and long-term regulatory success.
[bookmark: _Toc203578595]2.3	Shifting expectations in the legislative framework
Commonwealth agencies are required to comply with several legislative frameworks that enshrine safe and respectful workplaces, free from discrimination. These include the Work Health and Safety Act 2011 (Cth), the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth), the Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth), and the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth). Each of these 
laws places obligations on employers to prevent harm, address structural barriers, and foster dignity at work.
Australia’s model Work Health and Safety (WHS) framework has placed increasing emphasis on identifying and managing psychosocial risks.[footnoteRef:15] These include workplace factors such as high job demands, bullying, exclusion, lack of support, and unsafe leadership. Safe Work Australia’s 2022 Code of Practice makes clear that employers must identify, manage, and monitor these hazards in the same way as physical risks. This reframes workplace culture — not as a “soft” issue, but as a workplace health and safety matter with regulatory implications. [15:  	Safe Work Australia. (1 August 2022). Model Code of Practice: Managing Psychosocial Hazards at Work. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/doc/model-code-practice-managing-psychosocial-hazards-work] 

Comcare is the national regulator responsible for administering the Work Health and Safety Act 2011 (Cth) and the Work Health and Safety Regulations 2011 (Cth) across Commonwealth agencies, including the NDIS Commission. 
Its regulatory functions encompass monitoring compliance, conducting inspections, and enforcing WHS laws to ensure safe and healthy workplaces. Comcare also provides guidance and education to support agencies in meeting their obligations under the WHS framework.[footnoteRef:16] 
In recent years, Comcare has placed increased emphasis on managing psychosocial hazards – factors that can impact workers’ psychological health and safety. The Commonwealth Work Health and Safety (Managing Psychosocial Hazards at Work) Code of Practice 2024 outlines 
17 psychosocial hazards, including bullying, job demands, and poor workplace relationships, 
and provides practical guidance on identifying and managing these risks.[footnoteRef:17] For all organisations, compliance with WHS obligations extends beyond physical safety to encompass the cultivation of a positive workplace culture that prioritises psychological wellbeing. This includes proactive leadership, effective communication, and inclusive practices that support a safe and respectful work environment. [16:  	Comcare. (26 June 2024). Comcare’s role under the WHS Act. Commonwealth of Australia. < https://www.comcare.gov.au/scheme-legislation/whs-act/comcare-role-whs-act>]  [17:  	Work Health and Safety (Managing Psychosocial Hazards at Work) Code of Practice 2024. (27 October 2024). Federal Register of Legislation. https://www.legislation.gov.au/F2024L01380/latest/text] 

With respect to anti-discrimination frameworks, a key recent development is the introduction 
of a positive duty under the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth), which requires organisations to take “reasonable and proportionate” action to prevent workplace sexual harassment, sex-based harassment, and hostile work environments. This reflects a proactive shift, mandating that businesses take active and robust measures. This legislation now recognises that responding 
to alleged incidents of sexual and sex-based harassment is critical but insufficient, and that preventative action is also necessary to create safe, respectful and inclusive workplaces. 
The Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) further requires the provision of reasonable adjustments and the removal of systemic barriers to participation for employees with disability. This intersects directly with the NDIS Commission’s purpose: to uphold the rights 
of people with disability. 
These obligations are complemented by the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth) and Age Discrimination Act 2004 (Cth), which require organisations to eliminate discrimination across the employee lifecycle and on the basis of age and race. Together, these laws form a omprehensive legal frame-work for safe, respectful, inclusive and psychologically safe workplaces, free from discrimination.
[bookmark: _Toc203578596]2.4	A healthy and positive culture drives organizational 
performance
There is now an unequivocal body of evidence showing that a respectful, inclusive, and psychologically safe workplace is not only a legal and moral imperative — it is also a driver of organisational performance. Cultures that foster trust, inclusion, and wellbeing are more likely 
to attract and retain high-performing staff, build resilience during disruption, and deliver better outcomes for the community. These benefits are particularly important in high-accountability public institutions like the NDIS Commission.
Research across sectors confirms that inclusive workplace culture contributes directly to organisational success. A study by McKinsey & Company found that organisations in the 
top quartile for gender and ethnic diversity on executive teams are significantly more likely to outperform their peers on profitability and value creation.[footnoteRef:18] In Australia, in 2021, Diversity Council  Australia found that workers in inclusive teams are ten times more likely to be very satisfied 
with their job and eleven times more likely to report high team effectiveness.[footnoteRef:19] These effects 
are magnified in public-facing institutions, where culture also shapes client/participant service experience, and community trust. [18:  	McKinsey & Company. (May 19 2020). Diversity Wins: How Inclusion Matters. https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/diversity-and-inclusion/diversity-wins-how-inclusion-matters]  [19:  	Diversity Council Australia. (8 December 2021). Inclusion@Work Index 2021–2022. https://www.dca.org.au/research/project/inclusionwork-index-2021-2022] 

The inverse is also true. Toxic cultures — those marked by exclusion, bullying, burnout, 
or leadership misconduct — are powerful predictors of staff attrition and reputational risk. 
A 2022 study by MIT Sloan found that workplace culture was ten times more predictive of employee turnover than compensation.[footnoteRef:20] Poor culture can hold back innovation, delay risk escalation, and drive disengagement — all of which are deeply damaging to organisational performance. [20:  	Sull, D., Sull, C. & Zweig, B. (January 11 2022). Toxic Culture is Driving the Great Resignation. MIT Sloan Management Review. https://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/toxic-culture-is-driving-the-great-resignation/] 

Overall, a strong, inclusive culture allows public institutions to retain talent, prevent harm, and deliver better outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578597]2.5	Modelling disability inclusiveness 
For many people with disabilities and their families and allies, the NDIS Commission represents an essential safeguard in the operations of the NDIS, ensuring the provision of safe, high-quality services and compliance with the requirements of the scheme. As such, the Commission is 
a very complex undertaking with a distinct obligation — both ethical and strategic — to model disability inclusion in its own workforce. At its core, disability inclusion reflects a commitment 
to human rights, dignity, and equal access to opportunity. 
As outlined earlier, the legal and policy foundations for disability inclusion in Australia are strong. The Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth) prohibits discrimination against people with disability in employment, education and service provision, and imposes obligations on employers to provide reasonable adjustments.[footnoteRef:21] The National Disability Insurance Scheme Act 2013 (Cth)
places participants at the centre of decisions, reinforcing choice, control and inclusion.[footnoteRef:22] Internationally, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities (2006) affirms the right of persons with disabilities to work on an equal basis with others, including the right to safe and inclusive workplaces.[footnoteRef:23]  [21:  	Disability Discrimination Act 1992 (Cth). (19 April 2018). Federal Register of Legislation. https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2004A04426/2018-04-12/text]  [22:  	National Disability Insurance Scheme Act 2013 (Cth). (21 February 2025). Federal Register of Legislation. https://www.legislation.gov.au/C2013A00020/latest/text]  [23:  	United Nations. (n.d.). Convention On The Rights of Persons With Disabilities (CPRD). https://www.un.org/development/desa/disabilities/convention-on-the-rights-of-persons-with-disabilities.html] 

Despite progress, people with disability continue to face barriers to full participation in employment. In 2023, 10.9% of Australian Public Service (APS) employees reported having an ongoing disability in the APS Employee Census,[footnoteRef:24] compared to 21.4% of the general Australian population.[footnoteRef:25] While this reflects an increase from 8.5% in 2020, a significant gap remains, highlighting ongoing challenges for public institutions to reflect the diversity of the communities they serve.[footnoteRef:26] Official employment data shows that only 5.1% of APS employees reported having 
a disability, suggesting that many employees may be reluctant to disclose their disability status
to employers, possibly due to concerns about stigma or discrimination.[footnoteRef:27],[footnoteRef:28] [24:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (2023). State of the Service Report 2022–23. Commonwealth of Australia. p42. https://www.apsc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-11/APSC%20-%202022-23%20State%20of%20the%20Service%20Report.pdf]  [25:  	Australian Bureau of Statistics. (4 July 2024). Disability, Ageing and Carers, Australia: Summary of Findings. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/health/disability/disability-ageing-and-carers-australia-summary-findings/latest-release]  [26:  	Australian Bureau of Statistics. (4 July 2024). Disability, Ageing and Carers, Australia: Summary of Findings. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.abs.gov.au/statistics/health/disability/disability-ageing-and-carers-australia-summary-findings/latest-release]  [27:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (2023). State of the Service Report 2022–23. Commonwealth of Australia. p42. https://www.apsc.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-11/APSC%20-%202022-23%20State%20of%20the%20Service%20Report.pdf]  [28:  	It should be noted that the NDIS Commission has a higher proportion of employees with disability than the APS average, with some 16% of staff identifying as having a disability in the 2024 APS Census survey.] 

The APS Disability Employment Strategy 2020–2025 sets out a clear roadmap for change. 
It calls for more inclusive recruitment practices, timely and effective adjustments, greater representation of people with disability in leadership roles, and a stronger focus on cultural safety and employee voice.[footnoteRef:29] The strategy also highlights that senior leaders must be held accountable for fostering inclusive teams and removing structural barriers to advancement. Inclusion is not 
a matter of goodwill — it is a governance and performance responsibility. [29:  	Australian Public Service Commission (3 December 2020). APS Disability Employment Strategy 2020–25. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/publication/aps-disability-employment-strategy-2020-25] 

States and territories have implemented similar initiatives. The NSW Public Service Commission’s Disability Employment resources and Supporting Staff with Disability guidance provide practical support for managers in creating accessible workplaces.[footnoteRef:30] These resources include advice on flexible work arrangements, training for supervisors, and programs designed 
to support staff with disabilities.  [30:  	NSW Public Service Commission. (2023). Disability Employment. NSW Government. https://www.psc.nsw.gov.au/culture-and-inclusion/disability-employment ] 

Such training is essential in fostering an inclusive environment where individuals feel empowered to fully participate in the workforce without fear of marginalisation. 
The broader business case for disability inclusion is also well established. Research by Accenture found that organisations that lead on disability inclusion outperform their peers, achieving 28% higher revenue, double the net income, and 30% higher economic profit margins.[footnoteRef:31] Additionally, companies that improved their disability inclusion practices over time were four times more likely to achieve total shareholder returns that outperformed their peers.[footnoteRef:32]  [31:  	Accenture (2018). Getting to equal: The disability inclusion advantage. p6. https://www.accenture.com/content/dam/accenture/final/a-com-migration/pdf/pdf-89/accenture-disability-inclusion-research-report.pdf]  [32:  	Accenture (2018). Getting to equal: The disability inclusion advantage. p7. https://www.accenture.com/content/dam/accenture/final/a-com-migration/pdf/pdf-89/accenture-disability-inclusion-research-report.pdf] 

The Diversity Council Australia emphasises that disability inclusion is not only a social responsibility but also a strategic business imperative. Employees in inclusive teams are 
11 times more likely to be highly effective, 10 times more likely to innovate, and 6 times more likely to provide excellent customer service.[footnoteRef:33],[footnoteRef:34] [33:  	Diversity Council Australia. (2021). Inclusion@Work Index 2021–2022: Infographic. https://www.dca.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2023/05/infographic_2021-22_inclusionwork_0.pdf]  [34:  	Diversity Council Australia. (n.d.). Disability & Accessibility: The Case for Action. https://www.dca.org.au/resources/disability-accessibility] 

For the NDIS Commission, the imperative is even clearer. As a regulator tasked with protecting and promoting the rights of people with disability, it is expected to lead by example. That means fostering a workplace where staff with disability can thrive — where their voices are heard, their access needs are met, and their lived experience is seen as crucial expertise. It also means embedding accountability, resourcing inclusive recruitment, and actively addressing barriers to disclosure, progression and belonging.
[bookmark: _Toc203578598]2.6	Building on the strong foundations of cultural change
The level of engagement in the Review indicates that people at the NDIS Commission are deeply invested in cultural change. There are also strong foundations for cultural change — a shared sense of purpose, personal connection to the Commission’s mission, deep commitment to human rights, and a diverse, values-driven workforce. These foundations offer a powerful platform for change. 
Many employees spoke about the significance of the Commission’s mission, not just as a professional obligation, but as a deeply personal commitment. They described feeling united 
by a common purpose — one rooted in justice, dignity, and support for people with disability.
Quote removed
Lived experience of disability (whether personal or familial) and a professional commitment to 
the human rights of people with disability were frequently highlighted as unifying forces across the Commission.
Quote removed
Staff also pointed to the Commission’s diversity — across both identity and professional background — as a strength that enriches culture and collaboration.
Quote removed
While cultural challenges persist, many employees described positive experiences at the team and local office level, reflecting the value of proximity, support and connection in daily work.
Quote removed
Some staff spoke specifically about positive cultures in their local offices, underscoring 
the potential of small-scale leadership, team cohesion, and in-person interaction to foster psychological safety and connection.
Quote removed
Others spoke about early signs of positive change in the last six months, especially in relation 
to wellbeing and leadership responsiveness.
Quote removed
Finally, many staff expressed a sense of hope in the leadership of the new Commissioner and Associate Commissioner, seeing this as a moment of opportunity for cultural renewal.
Quote removed
These cultural strengths — visible in the passion of the workforce, the diversity of lived experience, and the optimism surrounding new leadership — are a lever for change. The opportunity now is to elevate what is strong in the culture of the Commission and ensure it becomes the norm, not the exception.
[bookmark: _Toc203578599]2.7	Conclusion
The evidence presented in this chapter reinforces a compelling case for cultural transformation 
at the NDIS Commission. Legislative mandates, APS-wide reform priorities, and research all point to the inextricable link between workplace culture, organisational performance, and public accountability. As a regulator operating within a human rights framework, the Commission is uniquely positioned to lead by example. Prioritising healthy workplace relationships, inclusion, psychological safety, and strong leadership is not only essential for staff retention but fulfilling 
its statutory duties for the community it serves. 
There is a unique opportunity to define the next phase of the NDIS Commission’s journey 
with a focus on cultural reform including investment in leadership and systems to ensure its continuing effectiveness.

[bookmark: _Toc203578600]3.	What we heard
[bookmark: _Toc203578601]3.1	Introduction
This chapter outlines the key themes that emerged from the Review’s engagement with 
staff regarding their experiences of workplace culture at the NDIS Commission. It draws on information gathered through confidential listening sessions, individual interviews, written submissions, and the staff survey. The findings reflect a broad cross-section of views across 
role levels, locations and identity groups. While experiences varied, a number of consistent themes were identified in relation to people leadership, trust and psychological safety, performance management and workload, diversity and inclusion, and harmful workplace behaviours. This chapter presents a summary of those themes, supported by both qualitative insights and quantitative survey data, to provide a comprehensive picture of how culture is currently experienced across the Commission. All quotes have been de-identified to protect 
the confidentiality of those employees who participated in the Review.*

This Review was conducted between September 2024 and June 2025, at a time of leadership transition for the Commission, with Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade appointed in October 2024. There has been a considerable focus 
on workplace culture and inclusion in the period that the Review was undertaken. The insights and experiences of employees reflected in this report from the listening sessions and online survey largely reflect the experience of workplace culture from the past under previous Commissioners. However, acknowledging these experiences and learning from them – positive and negative – is vital for the organisation to move forward with continued cultural change.










*refer to the front-page statement on the removal of quotes. 

[bookmark: _Toc203578602]3.2	People leadership
[bookmark: _Toc203578603]3.2.1	Introduction	
Strong leadership is a key driver of positive change in the Australian Public Service (APS). Within APS agencies, leaders are responsible for setting vision and values, providing direction and clarity to staff, and creating organisational cultures which enable both high-performance 
and staff wellbeing.[footnoteRef:35] When leaders champion reforms and model the right behaviours, they create a ripple effect that improves performance, accountability, and public trust. [35:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (8 November 2024). Capability Review Framework. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/initiatives-and-programs/workforce-information/research-analysis-and-publications/capability-review-program/capability-review-framework] 

Leaders play a particularly important role in newly established agencies, given the imperative 
to design and create culture, processes, systems and accountabilities. Once these foundations are established, leaders are then responsible for guiding the agency through the transition 
from start-up phase to a mature, stable organisation. This transformation is not only about scaling operations but also about embedding systems, values and culture that supports long-term outcomes. 
The APS Leadership Capability Framework defines the approach required for effective leadership in the APS.
SES are expected to lead by motivating and organising people to produce outcomes 
that make a difference to the nation. It is not just about what they deliver, but also how they deliver through their teams and networks. This includes engaging others 
to innovate, collaborate, and create change.[footnoteRef:36]  [36:  	Australian Public Service Commission. (30 July 2021). Leadership Capabilities. Commonwealth of Australia. https://www.apsc.gov.au/initiatives-and-programs/learning-and-development/leadership-capabilities] 

In practice, this means creating an environment that empowers staff, encourages continuous improvement, and maintains the trust of the community.
People across the Commission agreed that there is potential for leaders to truly make a difference at the Commission, and that they look to leaders to be champions of both the mission of the agency (that is, improving the quality of services provided to people with disability via the NDIS) and champions of staff wellbeing. 
Quote removed
There is not, however, a singular experience of, or approach to, leadership within the Commission. Some people who participated in the Review described largely positive experiences of leaders and felt that their line manager was successfully creating the conditions for the team to perform and thrive. Many others, however, described negative experiences of both local and more senior leaders, and called for significant change in how leaders take up their roles. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578604]3.2.2	The role of people leaders at the NDIS Commission
3.2.2.1 Survey insights
Survey respondents were asked about their perceptions of leadership including in relation to 
their leadership qualities, their support for people in their teams, and their role in promoting an understanding of appropriate workplace behaviours. The results reveal a somewhat mixed view of leadership across the organisation as detailed in Figure 1. 
When asked about their direct manager / supervisor, survey respondents had differing levels of agreement:
•	My direct manager / supervisor understands the difference between reasonable performance management and bullying (84%), with higher levels of agreement among those from the Complaints and Engagement Division (93% compared to 82% of Regulatory Operations)
•	There is a high degree of openness, trust and respect between me and my direct manager / supervisor (83%)
•	My direct manager / supervisor speaks openly about bullying, sexual harassment and racism 
to our team (54%). 
[image: Figure 1: Perceptions of leadership by gender and division (% agree and strongly agree)  ]
Figure 1: Perceptions of leadership by gender and division (% agree and strongly agree)  
CULTURE. Thinking about your current experience at the NDIS Commission, to what extent do you agree or disagree that…? 
Note: Table displays the proportion of respondents who agreed overall with each statement (agree + strongly agree). 
Base: All respondents (n=566).

When asked about managers more generally, 52% agreed with the statement ‘Managers are skilled in people leadership, including providing feedback and leading change’ with higher levels of agreement among those in the Complaints and Engagement (56%) and Regulatory Operations (58%) Divisions compared to 24% of those in Corporate. 
When asked about SES or EL2 leadership, approximately two thirds of respondents agreed that people in SES or EL2 leadership roles promote and encourage respectful workplace behaviour (68%) and hold themselves and others to the respectful workplace behaviours (64%). 
Three in five (61%) respondents agree that it is difficult to call out unacceptable behaviour when the behaviour comes from someone more senior than them. Further, differing perceptions of equal standards is evident among those surveyed, with less than half (45%) agreeing that everyone is held accountable to the same standards of behaviour.
[bookmark: _Toc203578605]3.2.3	What they told us
Many employees in this Review shared that there is not a homogenous culture within the Commission, nor is there a singular experience of leaders and managers. 
Quote removed
There are undoubtedly pockets of excellence in people leadership, with some people telling EB&Co they have had very positive experiences with managers within the Commission, specifically calling out managers who demonstrated great commitment to the purpose of the Commission, and strong support for their staff and colleagues. 
Quote removed
Some told EB&Co that they respected and appreciated many of the individual leaders that they interact with, calling out the skills and qualities those individuals bring to the workplace.
Quote removed
Others spoke about the mindset and behaviour of specific leaders who they see as living the Commission’s values and enabling staff to do good work. For the most part, this related to line managers, with one person calling out the role played by a more senior leader. 
Quote removed
Some also spoke about individual Commissioners as key change agents within the Commission. 
Quote removed
Leaders themselves were invited to reflect on their observations and experiences of people leadership within the Commission. Some highlighted similar strengths to those outlined above, including their own commitment to leading change within the Commission. 
Quote removed
However, many people also shared negative experiences of leaders across the organisation, with key concerns including: the extent to which leaders model the Commission’s values, the willingness of senior leaders to empower emerging leaders, and a perception that people leadership is not valued within the Commission.
Many people told us that they particularly look to senior leaders to set the tone and model the Commission’s values. Many commented that, rather than positively modelling and leading change, some people experience senior leaders as perpetuating the negative aspects 
of the Commission’s culture.
Quote removed
Some shared a perception that younger managers were looking for opportunities to drive cultural change but felt stymied by more senior leaders. 
Quote removed
Several people also commented that some managers tend to de-prioritise people leadership activities, including building relationships with staff, maintaining connection with team members, and supporting staff experiencing personal crises. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578606]Quote removed
3.2.4	Conclusion
Effective leadership is the cornerstone of a high-performing public service agency. It drives the organisation’s culture, shapes its vision, and turns its mission into tangible outcomes for citizens. By setting direction, modelling ethical behaviour, and adapting through each stage of growth, good leaders keep their organisations resilient and focused on public needs. 
The Review Team welcomes the actions of the current Commission leadership to strengthen 
the accountability of leaders through clearer expectations and regular staff engagement and feedback opportunities. These new initiatives should be continued and expanded.


[bookmark: _Toc203578607]3.3	Psychological safety and trust
[bookmark: _Toc203578608]3.3.1	Introduction
Trust and psychological safety have become a key focus in workplaces in recent years. Workplace safety has long been centred on physical risks, however, there is growing recognition that psychological safety is as important in supporting a healthy and effective work environment. When workers feel safe to speak up, raise concerns, and engage without fear of negative consequences, organisations are better positioned to foster innovation, strengthen team cohesion, and respond to challenges proactively.
Psychological safety is defined as a shared belief that the environment is conducive to taking interpersonal risks without fear of negative consequences.[footnoteRef:37] It is a group culture within a team that supports freedom to express ideas, ask questions, speak up, raise concerns and admit mistakes without fear of ridicule or retribution.[footnoteRef:38]  [37:  	For further information on definitions of psychological safety, please see – McKinsey & Company. (17 July 2023). What is psychological safety? <>; Amy Gallo, ‘What Is Psychological Safety?’ (7 February 2023) Harvard Business Review https://hbr.org/2023/02/what-is-psychological-safety.https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/mckinsey-explainers/what-is-psychological-safety; Gallo, A. What Is Psychological Safety? (16 February 2023). Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2023/02/what-is-psychological-safety]  [38:  	Gallo, A. What Is Psychological Safety? (16 February 2023). Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2023/02/what-is-psychological-safety; Edmondson, A. The Fearless Organization: Creating Psychological Safety in the Workplace for Learning, Innovation, and Growth (Wiley, 2018).] 

Research points to four key elements of psychological safety, including:[footnoteRef:39]  [39:  	Centre for Creative Leadership. (10 April 2024). How Leaders Can Build Psychological Safety at Work. https://www.ccl.org/articles/leading-effectively-articles/what-is-psychological-safety-at-work/] 

•	Stage 1: Inclusion Safety – This is the foundation of psychological safety. It means feeling safe to be yourself and be accepted for who you are. Inclusion safety satisfies the basic human need to connect and belong.
•	Stage 2: Learner Safety – This stage allows team members to feel safe in engaging in 
the learning process. It encourages curiosity and the ability to ask questions without fear 
of ridicule.
•	Stage 3: Contributor Safety – At this stage, individuals feel safe to contribute their own ideas and work. It supports the notion that their contributions are valued by the team.
•	Stage 4: Challenger Safety – The highest level of psychological safety, where team members feel safe to challenge the status quo and each other. It involves speaking up 
about concerns or new ideas without fear of negative consequences.
It is in an organisation’s best interests to prioritise psychological safety in the workplace, 
for workers’ wellbeing and for organisational success. Research supports that a culture of psychological safety leads to high-quality decision making, healthy group dynamics and interpersonal relationships, greater innovation and higher performance in organisations.[footnoteRef:40] 
In the absence of this kind of safety, individuals are less likely to report misconduct or propose change, creating a culture of fear and silence.[footnoteRef:41]  [40:  	Edmondson. A. & Mortensen, M. (19 April 2021). What Psychological Safety Looks Like in a Hybrid Workplace. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2021/04/what-psychological-safety-looks-like-in-a-hybrid-workplace]  [41:  	Edmondson, A. The Fearless Organization: Creating Psychological Safety in the Workplace for Learning, Innovation, and Growth 
(Wiley, 2018).] 

Psychological safety is essential to creating workplace environments where people feel safe 
to challenge harmful behaviours and raise concerns. That is, where workers can engage in 
a ‘speak up’ culture. Willingness to raise concerns openly depends on the environment that leaders create, and the level of psychological safety experienced by the workforce. In workplaces where there is a lack of psychological safety, speaking up can be perceived to have more benefit for the organisation than the individual employee[footnoteRef:42] – ‘it is thus the responsibility of leaders to make speaking up worth employees’ while’.[footnoteRef:43] [42:  	Noonan Hadley, C., Mortensen, M., & Edmonson, A. (April 25 2023). Make It Safe for Employees to Speak Up – Especially in Risky Times. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2023/04/make-it-safe-for-employees-to-speak-up-especially-in-risky-times]  [43:  	Noonan Hadley, C., Mortensen, M., & Edmonson, A. (April 25 2023). Make It Safe for Employees to Speak Up – Especially in Risky Times. Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org/2023/04/make-it-safe-for-employees-to-speak-up-especially-in-risky-times] 

Power dynamics play a key role in whether a workplace or team is psychologically safe. Hierarchy and differences in power and between senior and junior workers can undermine open communication and candid feedback from more junior staff.[footnoteRef:44] Clear leadership on this issue is needed to prioritise and model psychological safety in the workplace to support ‘speaking up’ and effective collaboration across hierarchies within workplaces.  [44:  	Edmondson, A. The Fearless Organization: Creating Psychological Safety in the Workplace for Learning, Innovation, and Growth 
(Wiley, 2018).] 

Creating and maintaining psychological safety requires sustained focus and commitment. It relies on strong leadership and commitment from all members of the organisation. For organisations committed to cultivating respectful, inclusive, and high-performing workplaces, psychological safety must remain a central focus.
[bookmark: _Toc203578609]3.3.2	Experiences and perceptions of psychological safety and trust at the NDIS Commission
3.3.2.1 Survey insights
All respondents were asked about their perception of psychological safety while working at the NDIS Commission. As outlined in Figure 2 below, there was a high level of agreement with most statements relating to psychological safety in their team:
•	85% respondents indicated that in their team there is support for each other even if something doesn’t go to plan
•	79% of respondents agreed with being comfortable voicing their ideas and opinions, 
even if they are different from others 
•	79% of respondents agreed that their team leader understands their role in creating 
a psychologically safe work environment. 
•	73% felt they can make mistakes without fear that their colleagues will hold it against them. 
There was lower agreement (59%) that ‘poor behaviour, issues and/or concerns are called out in their team’, with men more likely to agree with this statement (66%) compared to women (55%). Further, just under one in five (19%) respondents felt it difficult to ask other members of the team for help. 
3.3.2.2 What they told us
Some staff who contributed to the Review described a lack of trust — in leadership, in systems, in processes, and, at times, in one another. While some individuals reported positive experiences, the prevailing theme was one of deep scepticism and fractured confidence. Staff described environments where loyalty was rewarded over merit, where silence was safer than honesty, and where cultural and structural dynamics made speaking up feel risky or futile.
[image: Figure 2: Perceptions of psychological safety by gender and division 
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Figure 2: Perceptions of psychological safety by gender and division (% agree and strongly agree)
CULTURE. Thinking about your current experience at the NDIS Commission, to what extent do you agree or disagree that…? Note: Table displays the proportion of respondents who agreed overall with each statement (agree + strongly agree). 
Base: All respondents (n=566). (*) indicates statistically significant differences between gender columns

The Review Team heard that trust in fairness was eroded when opportunities, recognition, and inclusion appear to hinge on personal relationships rather than merit. Many staff described the existence of “in-crowds” — cliques that shaped everything from day-to-day interactions to career progression — with leaders often perceived to reinforce, rather than challenge, these dynamics.
Quote removed
The Review Team also heard that trust was undermined by perceived favouritism in recruitment and promotion processes based on informal networks. Staff expressed frustration at recruitment practices they viewed as opaque or predetermined, with some believing that genuine merit was routinely overlooked.
Quote removed
For many, the handling of the April 2023 ComCare Improvement Notice was a key moment 
— not because of the issue itself, but because of how it was managed. Responses were seen 
as performative, delayed, or superficial, exacerbating a sense that senior leaders were not genuinely engaged with staff wellbeing.
Quote removed
Participants also described adversarial relationships within teams, and between managers 
and staff, as undermining trust and psychological safety. These dynamics contributed to an atmosphere where staff felt unsupported and leaders felt isolated.
Quote removed
Staff also shared that there were significant barriers to speaking up within the Commission, emphasising the impact of hierarchical dynamics and the lack of psychological safety. While a small number of staff shared positive experiences, most described a workplace where speaking up carried real or perceived risk. Employees shared a fear of repercussions or experiences of retaliation or exclusion if they spoke up.
Many staff reported withholding ideas, concerns or questions for fear of judgment or negative consequences. Meetings were described as unsafe spaces, and many felt that silence was 
the only self-protective strategy available. Staff pointed to leaders creating barriers to raising concerns or sharing ideas.
Quote removed
The Review Team heard that there was a fear of reprisal — formal or informal — for raising concerns or reporting unsafe conditions, largely stemming from the way in which grievances had been dealt with in the past. Staff described being side-lined, ignored or actively targeted after speaking out.
Quote removed
Several people shared the toll of the lack of psychological safety, including physical stress symptoms, emotional exhaustion, and trauma responses directly linked to the workplace environment.
Quote removed
While many of the reflections pointed to a lack of psychological safety, some staff — particularly newer hires — shared positive experiences and recent developments that suggest the groundwork for cultural change is beginning, and that there are some pockets in the organisation where leaders are fostering psychologically safe environments.
[bookmark: _Toc203578610]Quote removed
3.3.3	Conclusion
Trust and psychological safety are critical to the wellbeing of staff and the effectiveness of the NDIS Commission as a regulator. Yet many staff described an environment where speaking 
up carries risk, where decision-making is perceived as inconsistent or unfair, and where trust 
in leadership, systems and processes has been diminished over time.
At the same time, there are growing signs of positive change. Some teams and leaders are beginning to model safe, supportive practices, and a number of newer staff described inclusive, wellbeing-oriented approaches. 
Rebuilding trust will require consistent leadership behaviours, systems that promote fairness 
and accountability, and a cultural shift toward openness and shared responsibility. By investing 
in these areas, the Commission can create a safer, more cohesive workplace — one where staff are able to contribute with confidence, and the organisation is better positioned to meet its purpose and values.
The Review Team welcomes recent efforts to increase transparency in recruitment and promotion processes, and the establishment of anonymous feedback channels. These efforts are strong foundations to build on and should be expanded to continue to build psychological safety.

[bookmark: _Toc203578611]3.4	Performance management and workload
[bookmark: _Toc203578612]3.4.1	Introduction
Performance management and workload are at the heart of both organisational effectiveness and employee wellbeing. In high-stakes, human-facing environments like the NDIS Commission, the alignment of expectations, systems and leadership capacity is critical to ensure sustainable performance. Across the Review, staff shared differing experiences, with many indicating that they feel supported to manage the demands of their role, but others describing widespread fatigue, role ambiguity, and a lack of consistent structures to support performance management. Of particular concern was the high proportion (49%) of EL2 respondents who consider that their health has been negatively impacted as a result of working longer work hours.
These challenges are not new nor unique to the Commission. They are rooted in the Commission’s rapid growth, complex mandate, and evolving identity—from a start-up regulator 
to a maturing organisation. At the same time, they point to opportunities to strengthen clarity, coherence and accountability across the Commission.
[bookmark: _Toc203578613]3.4.2	Performance management and workload at the NDIS Quality 
and Safeguards Commission
3.4.2.1 Survey insights
All respondents were asked about their experiences of workload while working at the NDIS Commission. Approximately four in five respondents agreed with the following statements about work / life balance, clear lines of communication, feeling supported and feeling comfortable voicing concerns: 
•	I'm able to set boundaries between work and life (83%)
•	My manager / supervisor keeps me informed of the work priorities for a matter / project (82%)
•	I am supported to manage my workload when needed (81%)
•	I feel comfortable raising concerns about my workload (78%).
Close to three quarters agreed with statement relating to manageable workloads, clarity around tasks and willingness to help others:
•	My workload is manageable (74%)
•	My manager / supervisor clearly defines the work that I am required to complete so I have clarity about what I need to do (73%), with higher levels of agreement among men 
(82% compared to 70% of women)
•	If someone seems to have a great deal to do, there is always someone willing to help 
out (73%).
One quarter (25%) agreed that their health has been negatively impacted as a result of working longer work hours. Close to one in five (17%) agreed that if they don't work above their contracted hours they will be excluded from promotions or growth opportunities, with higher levels of agreement among males (20% compared to 12% of women).
Differences were recorded among other subgroups for some statements:
•	Seniority: 
–	‘I'm able to set boundaries between work and life’, with higher levels of agreement among those in APS5 (88%) and APS6 (84%) compared to EL2 (60%). 
–	‘My workload is manageable’, with higher levels of agreement among those in APS3 and APS4 (80%), APS5 (84%) and those in APS6 (73%) compared to 49% of those in EL2. 
–	‘My manager / supervisor clearly defines the work that I am required to complete so I have clarity about what I need to do’, with higher levels of agreement among those in APS5 (83%) compared to 61% in EL1 and 58% in EL2. Further, those in APS6 (78%) were more likely to agree compared to 61% in EL1.
–	‘My health has been negatively impacted as a result of working longer work hours’, with higher levels of agreement among those in EL2 (49%) compared to 15% of those in APS3 and APS4, 18% of those in APS5 and 25% of those in APS6.
•	Tenure: 
–	‘I am supported to manage my workload when needed’, with higher levels of agreement among those employed for less than 6 months (94%), those employed for 6 months to 
1 year (87%), and those employed for 1 year to less than 2 years (88%) compared to 70% of those employed for 2 years to less than 5 years and 61% those employed for more 
than 5 years. 
–	‘I feel comfortable raising concerns about my workload’, with higher levels of agreement among those employed for 6 months to 1 year (80%) compared to 58% of those employed for more than 5 years. Further, those employed for 1 year to less than 2 years (86%) compared to 72% of those employed for 2 years to less than 5 years and 58% of those employed for more than 5 years.
–	‘My workload is manageable’, with higher levels of agreement among those employed 
for less than 6 months (88%), those employed for 6 months to 1 year (82%), and those employed for 1 year to less than 2 years (78%) compared to 61% of those employed 
for 2 years to less than 5 years and 53% of those employed for more than 5 years.
–	‘My manager / supervisor clearly defines the work that I am required to complete so I have clarity about what I need to do’, with higher levels of agreement among those employed 
for 1 year to less than 2 years (79%) compared to 63% of those employed for 2 years to less than 5 years.
–	‘If someone seems to have a great deal to do, there is always someone willing to help 
out’, with higher levels of agreement among those employed for less than 6 months (88%) 
and those employed for 6 months to 1 year (79%) compared to 64% those employed 
for 2 years to less than 5 years and 60% of those employed for more than 5 years.
–	‘My health has been negatively impacted as a result of working longer work hours’, 
with higher levels of agreement among those employed for 6 months to 1 year (21%) compared to 4% of those employed for less than 6 months. Further, those employed 
for 2 years to less than 5 years (39%) and those employed for more than 5 years (51%) compared to 4% of those employed for less than 6 months, 21% of those employed 
for 6 months to 1 year, and 16% of those employed for 1 year to less than 2 years.
•	Location: 
–	‘I feel comfortable raising concerns about my workload’, with higher levels of agreement among those in Adelaide (91%) and Canberra (91%) compared to 69% of those in Penrith 
and 69% of those in Perth. 

3.4.2.2	 What they told us
Several staff who participated in group listening sessions described overwhelming workloads 
and a mismatch between the expectations placed upon them and the capacity of existing systems. Reflecting the survey data, the sense of overwork and burnout was most pronounced among staff who had a longer tenure with the organisation. This misalignment was viewed as contributing to staff apathy, burnout and disengagement.
Quote removed
Some people commented that leaders lack understanding of the work performed and the stresses experienced by staff. One person commented that this lack of understanding – and lack of empathy – impacts both staff performance and wellbeing.  
Quote removed
A recurring theme across all levels was the lack of role clarity and absence of structured processes. Many staff who had a longer tenure in the organisation reported starting their 
roles without a position description, while others described having to learn by observation 
or repetition. This lack of process was seen as undermining accountability and fairness.
Quote removed
Many staff told the Review Team that the performance of teams was hindered by a lack of cohesion due to the rapid expansion bringing together staff from diverse disciplinary and professional backgrounds. Many described challenges in building a sense of common purpose across these groups.
Quote removed
Several people commented that one of the key factors hampering cohesion is that the Commission has not been able to create a shared vision and shared culture between those 
with different professional experience.
Quote removed
The lack of confidence and trust in performance management systems was also a consistent theme. Staff reported experiences of erratic feedback and unprofessional behaviour from leaders, with some describing being publicly criticised, excluded from critical information, or mismanaged entirely.
Quote removed
The capability of leaders to manage performance varied significantly. Some staff described leaders lacking emotional intelligence, others noted the absence of constructive feedback and the presence of belittling behaviours.
Quote removed
Many noted that training for both staff and leaders is inadequate. Some reported being bullied 
for not knowing how to do their job—despite never having received training and inadequate induction and support.
Quote removed
[bookmark: _Toc203578614]3.4.3	Conclusion
The findings across the Review make clear that the current systems to manage performance 
and workload require strengthening. There is a need for greater clarity, consistency and capability — not only in the form of job descriptions and performance agreements, but in leadership behaviours, feedback processes, training and accountability structures.
The Review Team welcomes the recent efforts to improve workload and performance management in the organisation, including through a thorough review to ensure all roles in 
the organisation have a position description, leadership capability development, strengthened performance management processes and improved induction and training processes. These efforts should be continued and expanded.


[bookmark: _Toc203578615]3.5	Diversity and inclusion
[bookmark: _Toc203578616]3.5.1	Introduction
Diversity and inclusion are fundamental components of a thriving workplace culture, essential 
for fostering innovation, enhancing employee engagement and driving organisational success.[footnoteRef:45] 
In the context of the modern workplace, diversity refers to the presence of differences within 
a given setting including diversity of thought and encompassing a wide range of characteristics, such as race, gender, age, sexual orientation, disability and cultural background. Inclusion, on the other hand, involves creating an environment where all individuals feel valued, respected 
and empowered to contribute their unique perspectives and talents. [45:  	Leuhery, F. et al. (October 2024). ‘Workplace Diversity and Inclusion: Strategies for Effective Implementation and Benefits to Organizational Culture’, Dinasti International Journal of Economics Finance & Accounting, 5(4): 4647-4653, doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.38035/dijefa.v5i4.337] 

An inclusive culture supports fairness, equity and belonging, and enables employees to participate meaningfully in the life of the organisation. When inclusion is present, teams are 
more likely to collaborate effectively, adapt to change, and deliver improved outcomes.[footnoteRef:46] Genuine inclusion requires active effort to remove systemic barriers and to ensure that people are not only present but able to thrive. Inclusive leadership involves personal accountability, cultural humility, and a commitment to embedding inclusive practice across all levels of the organisation — not just through symbolic gestures but through sustained structural change. When inclusion is absent, the effects can include disengagement, reduced wellbeing and diminished organisational performance. [46:  	McKinsey & Company. (May 19 2020). Diversity Wins: How Inclusion Matters. https://www.mckinsey.com/featured-insights/diversity-and-inclusion/diversity-wins-how-inclusion-matters] 

Disability inclusion is a central element of inclusive practice at the Commission. It encompasses both ensuring accessibility and a culture that supports inclusion. It includes the provision of reasonable adjustments, inclusive systems and policies, and a work environment in which staff with disability feel safe to disclose their disability, access support and contribute their expertise. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578617]3.5.2	Experiences of inclusion at the NDIS Commission
3.5.2.1	Overall experiences of diversity and inclusion
3.5.2.1.1 Survey insights
The survey asked employees about their perceptions of workplace diversity, culture and inclusion. Overall, there was a high level of agreement with positive statements about workplace, culture and diversity. 80% of respondents agreed with the statement ‘It is a diverse and inclusive environment’, and 70% agreed ‘Diversity is not just accepted, it is celebrated’. Further, 68% agreed ’I can be my whole self at work’ and 67% ‘I feel a sense of belonging’. Close to four in five (77%) agreed their colleagues behaved in a respectful manner towards others.  
3.5.2.1.2 What they told us
Many staff described the NDIS Commission as a diverse and respectful workplace. These individuals emphasised the richness of backgrounds, cultures, and working styles represented across the organisation, and shared that they experienced inclusion as part of their day-to-day interactions.
Quote removed
Staff also shared with the Review Team examples of inclusive team dynamics and positive interpersonal relationships, particularly within certain divisions or locations. Flexibility, support and mutual respect were seen as important enablers of inclusion.
Quote removed
Alongside these positive reflections, other staff described exclusionary behaviours and 
cultural dynamics that signalled a lack of safety or belonging — particularly for individuals 
from underrepresented or marginalised groups. Some staff noted that leadership behaviour, language, or silence in response to exclusionary conduct could have a profound impact on workplace culture.
Language was frequently raised as a key area where inclusion could be improved. Gendered 
or casual language was cited as exclusionary, even when not intentionally harmful.
Quote removed
Others emphasised the impact of personal and unconscious bias, and called for stronger tools, capability and accountability for leaders to foster inclusive environments.
Quote removed
These insights suggest that while many employees experience the Commission as inclusive, others encounter barriers that limit their sense of belonging. Staff identified a need for more visible leadership commitment, more inclusive language, and greater capability to recognise 
and address bias.
While many staff described day-to-day experiences of inclusion across teams and locations, others noted that these experiences were not consistent across all identity groups. In particular, staff with disability described a range of barriers — both structural and cultural — that shaped their sense of safety and belonging in the workplace. The following section explores the specific dynamics of disability inclusion at the Commission, including both enabling factors and ongoing challenges.
3.5.2.2	 Experiences of people with disability
3.5.2.2.1 Survey insights
Overall 81% of survey respondents agreed with the statement ‘It is inclusive of people with a disability’. However, agreement was lower for those who identified as having a disability (70%) compared to those who did not identify as having a disability (84%). Survey respondents who identified as having a disability also had lower levels of agreement with other statements relating to diversity and inclusion including:
•	‘It is a diverse and inclusive environment’ (58% of those with disability agreed compared 
to 86% of those without a disability)
•	‘I rarely feel excluded’ (63% of those with a disability agreed compared to 77% of those 
without a disability)
•	‘Diversity is not just accepted, it is celebrated’ (57% of those with a disability agreed compared to 73% of those without a disability
•	‘I can be my whole self at work’ (53% of those with a disability agreed compared to 72% 
of those without a disability). 
Additionally, survey participants who identified as having a disability were more likely to report they had experienced bullying in the last five years (38%) and 12 months (33%) compared to those who do not have a disability (24% and 17% respectively).
3.5.2.2.2 What they told us
Several staff with a disability shared positive experiences of inclusion, describing environments where they felt respected, supported and able to contribute meaningfully. For some, inclusion was experienced through everyday acts of assistance, openness from colleagues, and a shared commitment to the purpose of the Commission. 
Quote removed
Inclusion was also experienced through a shared purpose. Many employees spoke about the importance of their personal or family connection to disability and how this connection shaped their professional identity. For these individuals, the mission of the Commission resonated strongly and contributed to a sense of belonging and meaning at work. The role of the Associate Commissioner, and her visibility in decision-making, was also seen as important for the future culture of inclusion at the Commission. 
Many staff also pointed to the new co-leadership model as a visible action prioritising inclusion.
Quote removed
Alongside positive experiences, many staff highlighted significant structural and cultural barriers to disability inclusion. These included inaccessible systems, a lack of formal processes for adjustments, and workplaces which did not consistently meet the needs of people with disability. Several staff described experiences of physical inaccessibility, slow or denied adjustments, and a lack of awareness across leadership.
Quote removed
These comments illustrate a disconnect between the organisation’s mission and the systems 
and processes available to staff. While some improvements are underway, many described 
day-to-day barriers that affected their ability to participate fully and equitably.
A consistent theme across the Review was the experience of people with invisible or non-apparent disabilities, including neurodivergence and psychosocial disability. Many described 
the stigma of disclosure, being misunderstood or excluded by managers and colleagues, or needing to over-explain their conditions. The emotional labour of having to advocate repeatedly for adjustments or understanding was widely described.
Quote removed
These reflections underscore that stigma and lack of awareness can make the workplace particularly challenging for people with invisible disabilities. Disclosure can carry risk, and support is often inconsistent or dependent on the attitudes of individual leaders.
Many staff with disability shared with the Review Team experiences in which a lack of understanding or support had directly impacted their career progression or work participation. These included performance management actions following adjustment requests, withdrawn 
job offers, and perceptions that career growth was out of reach for those requiring flexibility.
Quote removed
These accounts reveal the cumulative effect of exclusion — not just on access to adjustments, but on people’s confidence, aspirations and sense of belonging in the workplace.
Staff also emphasised the role of leadership and organisational culture in shaping disability inclusion. Many called for greater investment in education, accountability and structural reform 
— rather than reliance on the unpaid labour of staff with disability to raise and resolve problems. 
Quote removed
Several noted a recent shift in tone and respect for lived experience since recent leadership changes.
Quote removed
Employees consistently described the need for institutional accountability, resourcing and leadership modelling to embed disability inclusion — rather than relying on individual goodwill or isolated improvements.
These reflections on disability inclusion illustrate the critical role of leadership, systems design and organisational culture in shaping experiences of equity and participation. Similar themes were raised by other marginalised groups within the Commission. The following section outlines the perspectives of First Nations, culturally diverse, and LGBTIQ+ staff, focusing on what’s working well and where systemic change is still needed.
3.5.2.3	 Experiences of inclusion for First Nations, culturally diverse and 
 LGBTIQ+ staff
3.5.2.3.1 Survey insights
The survey asked respondents about their perceptions of inclusion for First Nations, culturally diverse and LGBTIQ+ staff. Analysis of the data relating to the lived experience of these groups was limited due to the small sample size resulting in few statistically significant differences between the cohorts. However, the survey found that overall, there were high levels of agreement among survey respondents with these statements:
•	78% agreed with the statement ‘It is inclusive of people from Aboriginal and / or Torres Strait Islander and / or Māori backgrounds’
•	78% agreed ‘It is inclusive of people from non-English speaking backgrounds’
•	80% agreed ‘It is inclusive of people with diverse religious beliefs’
•	86% agreed ‘It is inclusive of people from different ethnic backgrounds’
•	83% agreed ‘It is inclusive of people who identify as being part of the LGBTIQ+ community’. 
Additionally, 92% of survey respondents agreed with the statement ‘Homophobic jokes and comments are rare in my workplace’ and 84% agreed with the statement ‘Homophobia is not tolerated’. There were no statistically significant differences recorded for the LGBTIQ+ community. 
3.5.2.3.2 What they told us
Some staff shared positive experiences of cultural recognition and community-building through workplace practices and staff networks. The First Nations Network, in particular, was seen as a culturally safe space for connection, support and professional development.
Quote removed
However, other staff expressed concern about the limited representation of First Nations 
people in leadership positions. Some raised concerns about exclusionary comments or regional assumptions that overlooked the diversity and breadth of First Nations presence across 
the country.
Quote removed
These reflections suggest that while there are foundations of cultural safety and peer connection, there is a need for greater understanding of the contribution and needs of First Nations staff, stronger representation in senior roles, and inclusive and culturally safe practices at all levels 
of the Commission.
Many staff spoke positively about the Commission’s multicultural workforce, describing local office cultures — particularly in Western Sydney — as inclusive, respectful and diverse. 
Informal inclusion practices, cultural celebrations and diverse teams were seen as meaningful contributors to workplace wellbeing.
Quote removed
While these reflections point to a day-to-day experience of inclusion for many staff, others 
from culturally diverse backgrounds raised concerns about systemic inequities in access 
to opportunity, representation and cultural safety. These concerns — including stereotyping, exclusion from leadership, and racial bias in decision-making — are explored in the following section on racism at the Commission.
Many LGBTIQ+ staff shared positive experiences of inclusion at the Commission. Individuals spoke about feeling safe to be themselves, supported by colleagues, and connected through 
the Rainbow Network and staff social initiatives.
Despite these strong affirmations of inclusion, some staff noted a history of limited formal support for employee networks and low visible allyship. 
Quote removed
These reflections show that while many LGBTIQ+ staff feel safe and supported in their day-to-day roles, meaningful inclusion also depends on systemic action — from leadership commitment to inclusive systems, processes and accountability for decision-making.
[bookmark: _Toc203578618]3.5.3	Conclusion
Experiences of diversity and inclusion at the NDIS Commission are varied. While many staff described a respectful and inclusive environment — particularly within teams and local offices 
— others reported exclusionary behaviours, barriers to participation, and inconsistent leadership commitment. Staff with a disability, in particular, highlighted both structural and cultural challenges that impact disclosure, access to adjustments, and a sense of belonging. The findings indicate that while the Commission has taken steps to promote inclusion, further work is needed to embed inclusive practice across all areas of the organisation. 
The Review Team particularly welcomes recent efforts to establish an Inclusion team and specific actions to improve disability inclusion and the support for employee networks. Expanding on these actions and deepening the work on inclusion will be important in creating a workplace where all employees can thrive.


[bookmark: _Toc203578619]3.6	 Harmful behaviours
[bookmark: _Toc203578620]3.6.1	Introduction
Harmful behaviours in the workplace, such as bullying, sexual harassment, and discrimination, challenge organisational health and employee wellbeing. These behaviours not only undermine the dignity and respect of individuals but also erode trust, morale and productivity within the workplace. 
Proactively understanding and addressing harmful behaviours is essential for organisations committed to creating safe and respectful environments. Recognising the scope and impact 
of these behaviours empowers leaders to implement targeted strategies that prevent incidents from happening in the first place or reoccurring. This approach not only boosts employee satisfaction and retention but also enhances the organisation’s reputation and effectiveness. Building a culture of respect and inclusivity isn’t just about words on a page – it’s a fundamental driver for sustainable organisational success, enabling high performance and the positive wellbeing of all team members.
[bookmark: _Toc203578621]3.6.2	Bullying
Workplace bullying is a pervasive issue that can have significant adverse consequences for employees’ psychological health and wellbeing. Bullying occurs globally, across various sectors and occupational groups, manifesting in various forms such as verbal abuse, social exclusion and intimidation, and can occur from colleagues, managers and clients or customers.[footnoteRef:47] Various studies estimate that bullying impacts between 10% and 50% of workers.[footnoteRef:48]   [47:  	Einarsen, S., Nielsen, M. B., & Hoel, H., (2011), ‘What is workplace bullying?’ in Bullying and Harassment in the Workplace: Theory, Research, and Practice, 3-39 (CRC Press) https://doi.org/10.1201/9780429462528.
]  [48:  	Nielsen, M. B., Einarsen, S. V., Matthiesen, S. B., & Skogstad, A. (2020), ‘Prevalence and occupational outcomes of workplace bullying in a national sample of Norwegian employees: A comparative study’, European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 29(5), 738-753.] 

The pervasiveness of workplace bullying significantly impacts both individuals and organisations. At the individual level, it includes physical and psychological harm, reduced job satisfaction 
and increased stress levels. Bullying has also been linked to significant health issues, including depression, anxiety and post-traumatic stress disorder, alongside being a risk factor in cardiovascular disease.[footnoteRef:49]   [49:  	Kivimäki, M., Kawachi, I., & Jokela, M. (2015), ‘Workplace bullying as a risk factor for cardiovascular disease and mental health’, Journal of the American Medical Association, 314(19), 2021-2022.] 

Within an organisation, bullying can lead to decreased productivity, increased absenteeism and higher turnover rates. The organisational consequences can also include damaged reputation, decreased employee engagement and increased legal and financial risks.[footnoteRef:50]  [50:  	International Labour Organization. (2020). Safe and healthy working environments free from violence and harassment. https://www.ilo.org/sites/default/files/wcmsp5/groups/public/@ed_protect/@protrav/@safework/documents/publication/wcms_751832.pdf] 

Workplace bullying includes a range of behaviours and can be experienced verbally, physically and/or through body language. Bullying can be identified in both direct action and a lack 
of action. 

Bullying includes: 
•	repeated hurtful remarks or attacks
•	making fun of someone’s work or someone as a person (including any aspect of their identity)
•	excluding someone or stopping them from working with people or taking part in activities 
that relate to their work 
•	psychological harassment, including intimidation, belittling or humiliating comments
•	holding back information which someone needs in order to do their work properly
•	pushing, shoving, tripping or grabbing someone
•	initiation or hazing – making someone do humiliating or inappropriate things in order 
to be accepted
•	physical, verbal or written abuse, including via email or social media 
•	continued dismissal of someone’s contributions 
•	limiting someone’s career progression, despite strong work performance, or failing to appropriately recognise someone’s contributions 
•	aggressive conduct towards someone, including threats or attacks 
•	victimisation or retaliatory action, including for making reports about wider bullying behaviour. 

Recent studies have identified that poor people management processes significantly increase the risk of bullying at both an individual and team level within an organisation. 
3.6.2.1	Survey insights
Overall, only 60% of employees agreed with the statement ‘bullying is not tolerated’ with lower levels of agreement among:
•	more senior employees (51% of EL1 and 39% of EL2 compared to 74% of APS 3 and APS 4 
and 71% of APS 5)
•	those with longer tenure (70% of those employed for less than 6 months, 68% of those employed for 6 months to 1 year, and 65% of those employed for 1 year to less than 2 years agreed, compared to 44% of those employed for 1 years to less than 5 years and 47% of those employed for more than 5 years) 
As shown in Figure 3, when survey respondents were asked about their direct experiences of bullying, more than a quarter (27%) of respondents reported experiencing bullying in the last five years and just over one in five (21%) in the last 12 months. 
There were no significant differences recorded between gender and divisions for this measure.
Survey respondents who reported they had experienced bullying were asked about the types of bullying behaviour they had experienced. 
Almost seven in ten (69%) respondents who reported experiencing bullying in the last five years indicated they were subjected to psychological harassment including intimidation and belittling or humiliating comments. 
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Figure 3: Incidence of bullying by gender (%)
B_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced bullying while working or engaging in work-related activities for 
the NDIS Commission? BB_12M. Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? 
Base: All respondents (n=566). 

[image: Figure 4: Incidence of bullying by division (%)]
Figure 4: Incidence of bullying by division (%)
B_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced bullying while working or engaging in work-related activities for 
the NDIS Commission? BB_12M. Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? 
Base: All respondents (n=566). 

Other common forms of bullying related directly to work performance, including:
•	Limiting career progression despite strong work performance (57%)
•	Continued dismissal of their contributions (55%)
•	Deliberately holding back information they need for getting their work done properly (52%)
•	Excluding them or stopping them from working with people or taking part in activities that relate to their work (48%).
More than two in five reported that the perpetrator was making vexatious allegations against them (45%) and that there were repeated hurtful remarks or attacks or making fun of their work or them as a person (including any aspect of your identity) (42%). 
Other forms of bullying experienced were:
•	Spreading offensive and/or inaccurate rumours about them (38%)
•	Verbal or written abuse, including via email or social media (32%)
•	Victimisation and retaliation, including for making reports about the behaviour (31%)
•	Aggressive conduct including threats or attacks (26%). 
A small portion of respondents reported initiation or hazing – being made to do humiliating or inappropriate things in order to be accepted (6%) and pushing, shoving, tripping or grabbing (1%).
Similar patterns were observed in relation to behaviours experienced in the last 12 months.
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Figure 5: Incidence of specific bullying behaviours in the last five years by gender (%) 
BB_5Y. Which of the following types of behaviour have you experienced while working at the NDIS Commission or while engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission in the last 5 years? (Multiple response). Base: Respondents who experienced bullying in the last five years (n=178).
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Figure 6: Incidence of specific bullying behaviours in the last 12 months by gender (%) 
BB_12M. Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response) 
Base: Respondents who experienced bullying in the last 12 months (n=172).

In addition to these direct experiences of bullying, survey respondents were also asked about whether they had witnessed or heard about bullying while working at the Commission in the last five years. 
Overall, more than half (53%) of the employees surveyed had witnessed or heard about bullying while working at the Commission in the last five years, with this more common among women (57% compared to 45% of men). The specific interactions with bullying included:
•	Hearing about an incident or incidents directly from a person who was bullied (35%), with 
this more likely among females (41% compared to 26% of males)
•	Hearing about an incident or incidents from people other than the person who was bullied (33%)
•	Observing or witnessing another person being bullied by someone working at the NDIS Commission (27%).
3.6.2.2	 What they told us
While many staff shared concerning accounts of bullying as described below, others reported that they had not observed this behaviour in their immediate teams. Aligned with the survey data outlined above, some expressed surprise at the prevalence of bullying identified in participant sessions, suggesting that experiences may vary across teams, locations or visibility.
Quote removed
A number of staff described bullying behaviours that involved public humiliation, verbal abuse or intimidation. These included managers reprimanding junior staff in front of others, inappropriate or aggressive language from senior leaders, and ongoing fear or anxiety in the workplace. 
For some, the impact extended beyond work, affecting their wellbeing and family life.
Quote removed
Employees also described patterns of top-down disrespect, unprofessional communication, and harmful leadership behaviours that shaped team dynamics. Several staff shared that inappropriate language, shouting, and exclusionary behaviours were normalised in some teams, as a legacy of previous cultures, and that complaints were not meaningfully addressed.
Quote removed
These insights suggest that, in some areas, bullying behaviours are enabled by a lack 
of accountability, inconsistent leadership expectations, and a tolerance for poor conduct 
under pressure.
In addition to concerns about management conduct, several staff described experiences of bullying from peers or more junior team members — often referred to as “multi-directional” bullying. Others noted a culture of gossip, judgement and informal exclusion that contributed 
to a disrespectful or unsafe environment.
Quote removed
These comments reflect the need for clear behavioural expectations, support for managers in addressing team dynamics, and attention to the cultural conditions that enable bullying to persist across hierarchies.
[bookmark: _Toc203578622]3.6.3	Sexual harassment
Workplace sexual harassment and its impact can be profoundly damaging, to individuals, 
teams and to the broader organisational culture. When such instances occur, they not only violate personal boundaries but also erode trust, safety and morale within the workplace. 
For those affected, the consequences are often far-reaching, resulting in emotional distress, disrupted careers, and a loss of confidence in their professional environment.
In Australia, there are both federal and state/territory laws that prohibit sexual harassment 
in the workplace or in connection with work. Importantly, some types of sexual harassment 
(for example, sexual assault, indecent exposure, stalking, coercion into performing sexual acts 
or obscene communications) may also be criminal offences. 
Under the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth), a positive duty was introduced in 2022 that imposes a legal obligation on organisations and businesses to take proactive and meaningful action to prevent unlawful conduct from occurring in the workplace or in connection to work. 
This important change required businesses to shift their focus to take ‘reasonable and proportionate steps’ to ‘actively prevent’ sexual harassment, rather than only responding after 
it occurs.[footnoteRef:51]   [51:  	Australian Human Rights Commission (n.d.) The Positive Duty in the Sex Discrimination Act. 
https://humanrights.gov.au/our-work/sex-discrimination/positive-duty-sex-discrimination-act#:~:text=It%20imposes%20a%20legal%20obligation,safe%2C%20respectful%20and%20inclusive%20workplaces] 

Sexual harassment can take many forms. It is not always obvious, repeated or continuous. 
It can include one-off incidents, or it can include a pattern of behaviour that makes the working environment uncomfortable or threatening in a sexually hostile way. 

Examples of sexual harassment include: 
•	inappropriate physical contact
•	intrusive questions about a person’s private life or physical appearance
•	sharing or threatening to share intimate images or film without consent
•	unwelcome touching, hugging, cornering, or kissing 
•	repeated or inappropriate invitations to go out on dates 
•	experiences of harmful behaviours, sexually suggestive comments or jokes that offend 
or intimidate 
•	requests or pressure for sex or other sexual acts 
•	sexually explicit pictures, posters or gifts 
•	actual or attempted rape or sexual assault
•	being followed, watched or someone loitering; sexually explicit comments made in person 
or in writing, or indecent messages (SMS, social media), phone calls or emails – including 
the use of emojis with sexual connotations 
•	sexual gestures 
•	indecent exposure or inappropriate display of the body 
•	unwelcome conduct of a sexual nature that occurs online or via some form of technology 
– including on virtual meetings 
•	inappropriate staring or leering
•	repeated or inappropriate advances on email or other online social technologies.[footnoteRef:52] [52:  	Australian Human Rights Commission. (August 2023). Information Guide on the Positive Duty under the Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth): Relevant Unlawful Conduct, Drivers, Risk Factors and Impacts. https://humanrights.gov.au/sites/default/files/2023-08/information_guide_on_the_positive_duty_2023.pdf] 

3.6.3.1	Survey insights
Overall, 86% of survey respondents agreed that ‘sexual harassment is not tolerated’, 91% agreed that ‘sexualised conversation and sexualised banter are rare in my workplace’, and 89% agreed that ‘sexist comments and jokes are rare in my workplace’. 
When asked about their experience of sexual harassment, as shown in Figure 7, less than one 
in ten (8%) respondents indicated they had experienced sexual harassment in the last five years, while fewer again (6%) experienced sexual harassment in the last 12 months. 
There were no statistically significant differences by gender or division. 
Location differences were evident with those in Brisbane (14%) and Penrith (12%) more likely 
to report experiencing sexual harassment in the last five years compared to those Canberra (0%); and similarly in the last 12 months for Brisbane (14%) and Penrith (12%) compared to those in Canberra (0%). 
Survey respondents were asked about the kinds of sexual harassment behaviours they had experienced in the last five years. As outlined in Figure 9, the most common behaviour survey respondents reported experiencing was ‘intrusive questions about your private life or comments on your physical appearance that made you feel offended’. Women were more likely to report they had experienced ‘unwelcome touching, hugging, cornering, or kissing’ (2%) comparted to men (0%). There were no statistically significant difference in the behaviours experienced by division or other subgroup.
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Figure 7: Incidence of sexual harassment by gender (%) 
SH_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced sexual harassment while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? SHB_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following behaviours in a way that was unwelcome while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? SHB_12M. Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? 
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Figure 8: Incidence of sexual harassment by division (%)  
SH_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced sexual harassment while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? SHB_5Y. In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following behaviours in a way that was unwelcome while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? SHB_12M. Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission?
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Figure 9: Incidence of specific sexual harassment behaviours in the last five years by gender and division 
SHB_5Y In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following behaviours in a way that was unwelcome while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response) Base: All respondents n=(566). 

Survey respondents were also asked about whether they had witnessed or heard about sexual harassment taking place by someone working at the NDIS Commission. Overall, around one in ten (11%) of the employees surveyed had witnessed or heard about sexual harassment while working at the NDIS Commission in the last five years. The specific interactions with sexual harassment included:
•	Hearing about an incident or incidents from people other than the person who was sexually harassed (7%), with this more likely among women (8% compared to 4% of men)
•	Hearing about it directly from a person who was sexually harassed (5%)
•	Observing or witnessing another person being sexually harassed by someone working 
at the NDIS Commission (3%).
3.6.3.2	 What they told us
Reflecting the survey data, sexual harassment was not widely reported by staff in the group listening sessions or confidential interviews. However, some staff shared serious concerns regarding incidents of sexual harassment. These included both direct experiences and witnessing harm experienced by others. Common themes included a lack of support from leadership and HR, fear of retaliation, and an absence of clear, trusted reporting pathways.
One theme was that when sexual harassment was reported, the organisational response was either passive or inadequate. In some cases, the response was described as protective of the organisation rather than supportive of the person who had experienced harm.
Quote removed
Some staff described a culture in which concerns about sexual harassment were not openly discussed, and where there was little confidence that reporting would result in meaningful change. This included concerns about gender dynamics, geographic distance from managers, and fears of not being believed or of facing reprisal.
Quote removed
These reflections suggest that in addition to individual incidents, cultural and structural barriers may be limiting the organisation’s ability to address and prevent sexual harassment. Staff described low confidence in reporting pathways, lack of proximity or trust in managers, and the risk of being seen as a problem rather than being supported.
[bookmark: _Toc203578623]3.6.4	Racism
Creating a workplace free from racism is fundamental to fostering a truly diverse and inclusive environment, where every individual feels respected, safe and empowered to contribute fully. Recent global movements, such as Black Lives Matter, have underscored the pervasive impact 
of racism across all sectors of society, including within all workplaces.
In Australia, racial discrimination and racial hatred are prohibited under the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth). These laws align with the principles of the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination, which defines racial discrimination:
Any distinction, exclusion, restriction, or preference based on race, colour, 
descent, or national or ethnic origin that undermines equal enjoyment of human rights and freedoms in any area of public life, including political, economic, 
social, and cultural domains.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  	United Nations. (n.d.). International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination. United Nations Human Rights Office of the High Commissioner. https://www.ohchr.org/en/instruments-mechanisms/instruments/international-convention-elimination-all-forms-racial] 

Understanding and addressing racism in the workplace is not only a legal responsibility but a critical component in building a culture of equality and respect, benefiting individuals and the organisation as a whole.
Racism in the workplace can take many forms, such as jokes or comments that cause offence 
or hurt, name-calling or verbal abuse, harassment or intimidation, and commentary that reinforces negative stereotypes or inflames hostility towards racialised groups that are marginalised. Racism can be intentional, or unintentional, conscious or unconscious. Racism can also take 
the form of unfair treatment of people on the grounds of race.[footnoteRef:54] [54:  Australian Human Rights Commission (n.d.) Racism. https://humanrights.gov.au/quick-guide/12083] 

3.6.4.1	 Survey insights
Overall, 86% of survey respondent agreed with the statement ‘racism is not tolerated’ and 91% agreed with the statement ‘racist jokes and comments are rare in my workplace’. 
When asked about the direct experiences of racism, less than one in ten (7%) respondents experienced racism in the last five years and 5% experienced racism in the last 12 months as shown in Figure 10. 
There were no statistically significant differences by gender or division. 
Those who speak a language other than English were more likely report experiencing racism 
in the last five years (18%) compared to those who do not (5%).
A range of racist behaviours had been experienced by a small proportion of respondents in 
the past five years. The most common behaviours were:
•	Having racist language used to insult or abuse them (2%)
•	Appointment to a role or capability for the role was questioned because of their ethnic or cultural background (2%).
There were no statistically significant differences by gender or division.
For others, this behaviour had been reoccurring, including:
•	Two times (5%)
•	Three to five times (23%)
•	Eleven or more times (3%).
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Figure 10: Incidence of racism by gender (%)
R_5Y In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced racism while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? RB_5Y In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following whilst working or while engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? RB_12M Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? Base: All respondents (n=566).
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Figure 11: Incidence of racism by division (%)
R_5Y In the last 5 years, have you personally experienced racism while working or engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? RB_5Y In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following whilst working or while engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? RB_12M Did any of these behaviours occur in the last 12 months at the NDIS Commission? Base: All respondents (n=566). 
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Figure 12: Incidence of specific racism behaviours in the last five years by gender and division (%) 
RB_5Y In the last 5 years, have you experienced any of the following whilst working or while engaging in work-related activities for the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response) Base: All respondents (n=566). 

In addition to these direct experiences of racism, survey respondents were also asked about whether they had witnessed or heard about racism while working at the Commission in the last five years. 
Overall, more than one in ten (12%) of the employees surveyed had witnessed or heard about racism while working at the Commission in the last five years.
The specific interactions with racism included:
•	Observing or witnessing another person experiencing racism by someone working at 
the NDIS Commission (5%)
•	Hearing about an incident or incidents directly from a person who experienced racism (5%)
•	Hearing about an incident or incidents from people other than the person who experienced racism (5%).
3.6.4.2 What they told us
Several staff described experiencing racism or racial bias within the Commission. These included both interpersonal behaviours and structural barriers to progression. While not universal, those who experienced racism described its effects as persistent, cumulative, and deeply harmful to confidence, trust and belonging.
Some staff reported being subjected to assumptions about their communication style, capability, or professionalism based on their cultural background or language. These experiences often took the form of microaggressions — subtle, indirect messages that questioned their legitimacy or competence.
Quote removed
Staff also described patterns of structural disadvantage — including assumptions about capability, informal hiring practices, and a lack of culturally diverse representation in leadership. These experiences undermined confidence in equality and inclusion at the organisational level.

Quote removed
One participant specifically referenced racism in relation to First Nations staff, signalling broader concerns about exclusion and workplace misconduct:
Quote removed
These reflections emphasise the importance of not only addressing interpersonal behaviour, but also examining systems of recruitment, recognition and communication that can reinforce exclusion and inequity over time.
[bookmark: _Toc203578624]3.6.5	Complaints, reporting and resolution of harmful behaviours
The extent to which people feel safe to report harmful behaviours — and believe those reports will be handled fairly — is a key measure of organisational culture. A strong reporting culture is critical to the ongoing monitoring of safety, both physical and psychological. A strong reporting culture is also central to enabling continuous learning, the correction of deficits, the mitigation of risk and the prevention of more serious incidents occurring in the future. 
Effective reporting systems support safety and accountability. An effective and trusted reporting system is one that empowers workers to report their experiences of harm; access support; feel confident that their report will be treated seriously; and protects people from retribution. Where processes lack transparency, or trust is eroded, people are less likely to speak up. 
This chapter examines perceptions and experiences of reporting across the NDIS Commission, drawing on both survey data and staff testimony.
3.6.5.1	 What the survey told us
Survey respondents were asked about their perceptions of the reporting process and their confidence in making a report. Survey respondents who had experienced or witnessed bullying, sexual harassment or racism were also asked about their lived experience of the reporting process and the outcomes. 
The section details this data and shows the disconnect between perceptions of the reporting process and experience. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578625]3.6.6	Perceptions of reporting
All respondents were asked about their perceptions of reporting culture while working at 
the Commission.
Confidence in recognising when a behaviour is bullying, sexual harassment or racism was 
high, with almost all (97%) of those surveyed agreeing they could recognise these types of behaviours. 
Fewer respondents felt safe and supported to speak up about any of these behaviours, whether they were happening to someone else (71%) or themselves (67%).
Around half (50%) of those surveyed agreed with the statement ‘complaints about bullying, sexual harassment and racism are taken seriously’ (noting  27% were unsure), with higher levels of agreement among men (57% compared to 46% of women). 
Approximately one third (35%) of respondents agree that ‘reasonable and swift action is taken against anyone who engages in bullying, sexual harassment or racism, regardless of their seniority or status’ (noting that 33% were unsure). 
There were lower levels of agreement among survey respondents in relation to how complaints about bullying, sexual harassment and racism are addressed, with 50% agreeing with the statement ‘complaints about bullying, sexual harassment and racism are taken seriously’ (noting 27% were unsure). Overall, a higher proportion of men (57%) agreed with this statement than women (46%).
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Figure 13: Perceptions of reporting culture by gender and division (% agree and strongly agree)
CULTURE.  Thinking about your current experience at the NDIS Commission, to what extent do you agree or disagree that…? Note: Table displays the proportion of respondents who agreed overall with each statement (agree + strongly agree). Base: All respondents (n=566). (*) indicates statistically significant differences between gender columns. 

[image: Figure 14: Confidence in making a report or complaint in relation to bullying, sexual harassment or racism by gender and division (%)]
Figure 14: Confidence in making a report or complaint in relation to bullying, sexual harassment or racism by gender and division (%)
TE_CONF. Who would you have the most confidence in making a report or complaint to?Base: All respondents (n=566). 

[bookmark: _Toc203578626]3.6.7	Confidence in reporting
Respondents were asked if they would be more confident making a report or complaint to 
a person or group inside or related to the Commission or a person or organisation external / independent to the Commission. Well over half (58%) of the employees surveyed felt confident making a report or complaint within the Commission, while 33% would have more confidence with an external or independent person or organisation.
Respondents who indicated they would be more confident in making a report or complaint 
to a person or group inside or related to the Commission were asked which person or group 
they would have most confidence in. The majority (85%) of these respondents would be most confident in going to their supervisor, while half (52%) nominated a trusted colleague. 
Other groups, although named by smaller proportions, included:
•	People Services (33%)
•	Another person in their reporting line (31%)
•	Health and Safety Representative (30%)
•	Workplace Health and Safety (27%)
•	Internal Integrity Unity (22%)
•	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commissioner (14%).
Those surveyed who had more confidence in making a report or complaint to an external / independent organisation or person were then asked who they would have most confidence in making this report or complaint to. More than one third (35%) of these respondents identified Comcare, while 17% named the Fair Work Commission or Fair Work Ombudsman.
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Figure 15: The person or group inside or related to the NDIS Commission respondents have the most confidence with making a report by gender (%)
TE_IN. Who is the person or group inside or related to the NDIS Commission you would have the most confidence making a complaint or report to? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who have the most confidence in making a report or complaint to a person or group inside or related to the NDIS Commission (n=309). 
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Figure 16: The person or group outside or independent of the NDIS Commission respondents have the most confidence with making a report by gender (%)
TE_OUT Who is the person or group outside or independent of the NDIS Commission you would have the most confidence making a complaint or report to? Base: Respondents who have the most confidence in making a report or complaint to a person or group outside or independent of the NDIS Commission (n=201). 

To explore perceptions around the reporting/complaints process for bullying, sexual harassment and racism, all surveyed employees were asked to rate their level of agreement with statements about reporting or complaining to a more senior staff member or leader at the Commission.
More than half of those surveyed indicated they thought it would be likely (either very likely or extremely likely) that a more senior staff member or leader would:
•	Take the report seriously (60%)
•	Support the person making the report (54%)
•	Protect the safety of the person making the report (53%)
•	Take action to address factors that may have led to the bullying, sexual harassment or racism (52%).
Fewer respondents thought it would be likely that action would be taken against the person who engaged in the bullying, sexual harassment or racism (39%).
Close to one in five (17%) of the surveyed employees indicated it would be likely there would retaliation or victimisation towards the person making the report or complaint. 
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Figure 17: Perceived response to a report or complaint to a more senior staff member or leader at the NDIS Commission by gender and division (% extremely likely / very likely) 
TE_ATTS. If someone were to report or make a report or complaint about bullying, sexual harassment or racism to a more senior staff member or leader at the NDIS Commission, how likely is it that…? (Multiple response)Note: Table displays the proportion of respondents who selected likely overall with each statement (extremely likely + very likely).Base: Respondents who have the most confidence in making a report or complaint to a person or group outside or independent of the NDIS Commission (n=566). 

[bookmark: _Toc203578627]3.6.8	Experiences of the reporting process
Survey respondents who said they had experienced bullying, sexual harassment or racism in 
the last five years were also asked whether they made a complaint or report about their most recent experience. 
3.6.8.1	Bullying
In relation to bullying, of the survey respondents who said they had experienced bullying in the last five years, approximately half (51%) reported their most recent incident of bullying. Of these, the majority reported it informally (34%), while 9% made a formal complaint, and 9% made a formal and informal complaint. 
These respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying were asked how satisfied they were with the overall process of dealing with their complaint or report. The majority (70%) of these respondents were dissatisfied overall with the process of how their complaint or report was dealt with, either very dissatisfied (46%) or dissatisfied (24%).
Those who had their report or complaint finalised were asked how satisfied they were with the action taken to address their bullying complaint. Close to two thirds (64%) of these respondents were dissatisfied with the action taken, either very dissatisfied (35%) or dissatisfied (29%).
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Figure 18: Reporting the most recent bullying incident by gender (%) 
B_REPORT. Did you make a complaint or report about the incident of bullying you most recently experienced at the NDIS Commission? Base: Respondents who experienced bullying in the last five years (n=178).
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Figure 19: Satisfaction with the overall process of dealing with the bullying complaint or report (%)
B_REP_SAT. How satisfied were you with the overall process of dealing with your complaint or report?Base: respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying (n=95). 
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Figure 20: Satisfaction with the action taken to address the complaint / report about bullying (%) 
B_ACTION_SAT. How satisfied were you with the action taken to address your complaint about bullying at the NDIS Commission? Base: Respondents whose report or complaint has been finalised (n=32). 

[image: Figure 21: Reasons for not making a complaint or report for the most recent incident of bullying ]
Figure 21: Reasons for not making a complaint or report for the most recent incident of bullying (%) 
B_NOTREP. People decide not to make a complaint or report for many different reasons. Which, if any, of the following were reasons why you did not make a complaint or report the most recent incident of bullying at the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who did not make a complaint or report for their most recent incident of bullying at the NDIS Commission (n=74). 

Those surveyed who experienced bullying but did not make a complaint or report were asked what prevented them from doing so. As outlined in Figure 21, for many (59%) they did not think making a complaint or report would change anything, whereas other common barriers were related to concern about negative outcomes, such as:
•	Thinking their reputation or career would be damaged (57%)
•	Thinking it would make the situation worse (57%).
Around half (52%) felt it would be easier to keep quiet, and 40% thought people would think they were over-reacting. Other barriers included concerns around privacy, such as:
•	A lack of confidentiality and how many people would find out (43%)
•	That it would get back to the person or people who bullied them (41%).




[bookmark: _Toc203578628]3.6.8.2	 Sexual harassment
Those who had experienced sexual harassment in the last five years were asked if they made 
a complaint or report about the most recent incident experienced. As detailed in Figure 22, more than one quarter (28%) of these respondents had reported the incident, including an informal (15%) and formal (13%) report. However, the majority (61%) of these respondents did not make a report or complaint.
Respondents who made a report (either formally and / or informally) were asked a series of questions about the complaints process and outcome. As less than 30 respondents had made 
a report or complaint, only high-level information has been discussed below. This is to ensure anonymity and privacy of respondents. 
Among those who made a report or complaint, satisfaction levels were mixed towards the overall process of how their complaint or report was dealt with. 
Those who had their report or complaint finalised tended to be dissatisfied with the action taken to address their complaint about sexual harassment at the NDIS Commission.
Those surveyed who experienced sexual harassment but did not make a complaint or report were asked what prevented them from doing so.
For many, they did not think the incident was serious enough (59%) and / or they felt others would think they were over-reacting (58%). 
Other barriers to reporting or complaining included:
•	Thinking it would make the situation worse (36%)
•	It was easier to keep quiet (34%)
•	Thinking their reputation or career would be damaged (26%)
•	Thinking it would not change things, or nothing would be done (24%).
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Figure 22: Reporting the most recent sexual harassment incident (%)
SH_REPORT. Did you make a complaint or report about the incident of sexual harassment you most recently experienced 
at the NDIS Commission? Base: Respondents who experienced sexual harassment in the last five years (n=54). 
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Figure 23: Reasons for not making a complaint or report for the most recent incident of sexual harassment (%) 
SH_NOTREP. People decide not to make a complaint or report for many different reasons. Which, if any, of the following 
were reasons why you did not make a complaint or report about the most recent incident of sexual harassment at the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response) Base: Respondents who did not make a complaint or report for their most recent incident 
of sexual harassment at the NDIS Commission (n=33).

[bookmark: _Toc203578629]3.6.8.3 Racism
Those who had experienced racism in the last five years were asked if they made a complaint 
or report about the most recent incident experienced.
Approximately one in five (21%) had reported the incident, either through an informal report (9%), a formal and informal report (6%) or a formal report (5%). The majority (69%) of these respondents did not make a report or complaint.
Respondents who made a report (either formally and / or informally) were asked a series of questions about the complaints process and outcome. As less than 30 respondents had made 
a report or complaint, only high-level information has been discussed below. This is to ensure anonymity and privacy of respondents. 
Among those who made a report or complaint, they were either dissatisfied or indifferent towards the overall process of how their complaint or report was dealt with. 
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Figure 24: Reporting the most recent racism incident (%) 
B_NOTREP. People decide not to make a complaint or report for many different reasons. Which, if any, of the following were reasons why you did not make a complaint or report the most recent incident of racism at the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who did not make a complaint or report for their most recent incident of racism at the NDIS Commission (n=74). 

[image: Figure 25: Reasons for not making a complaint or report for the most recent incident of racism (%) ]
Figure 25: Reasons for not making a complaint or report for the most recent incident of racism (%) 
R_NOTREP People decide not to seek support or make a complaint for many different reasons. What are the reasons you d
id not report the racism? (Multiple response)Base: respondents who did not report the racism incident (n=33). 

A similar sentiment was noted for the action taken to address their complaint about racism at the Commission. Those surveyed who experienced racism but did not make a complaint or report were asked what prevented them from doing so. For more than two in five (44%), they thought it would not change things or nothing would be done, while 34% felt others would think they were over-reacting. Other barriers to reporting or complaining included:
•	It was easier to keep quiet (25%)
•	Thinking it would make the situation worse (23%)
•	Thinking their reputation or career would be damaged (20%)
•	Thinking that making a report would be embarrassing or difficult (20%)
•	Being concerned about lack of confidentiality and how many people would find out (19%).
3.6.8.4	 Action taken after witnessing bullying, sexual harassment and racism
Those who had witnessed or observed more than one unacceptable behaviour at the NDIS Commission in the last five years were asked which behaviour they had seen most recently. For almost two thirds (65%) of these respondents, bullying was the most recent behaviour witnessed or observed, followed by racism (14%) and sexual harassment (8%). 
Respondents who had witnessed or heard about bullying, sexual harassment or racism were asked if they took any action in response to the most recent incident. Close to two in five (38%) indicated they took action, while 54% did not. Of those who took action, 71% indicated they talked with or listened to the victim about the incident, 54% reported the incident to a leader 
and /or offered advice to the victim (50%). 
Those who took action were then asked if they experienced any outcomes or consequences 
as a result of taking this action. 
[image: Figure 26: Barriers to taking action after witnessing or hearing about the most recent incident of inappropriate behaviour by gender (%)]
Figure 26: Barriers to taking action after witnessing or hearing about the most recent incident of inappropriate behaviour by gender (%)
WITNS_NO_ACT. People may decide not to take action after witnessing or hearing about racism, sexual harassment or bullying for many different reasons. Which of the following were reasons why you decided not to take any action about the most recent incident you witnessed at the NDIS Commission? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who did not take action after their most recent incident of witnessing bullying, sexual harassment and racism. (n=185). (*) indicates statistically significant differences between gender columns.

For many (56%), they did not experience any outcomes or consequences for the action they took. Smaller proportions did experience:
•	Receiving positive feedback for making the complaint (12%)
•	Being labelled a troublemaker (10%).
Those who did not take action in response to the most recent incident they witnessed or heard about what may have stopped them from taking any action.Close to two in five (39%) indicated they knew that other people were supporting and assisting the person. There were a range of other barriers identified, including:
•	The person being bullied/sexually harassed/treated in a racist way dealt with it themselves (22%)
•	Not wanting to make things worse for the person who was being bullied/sexually harassed/treated in a racist way (18%)
•	Not thinking it would make a difference (17%)
•	Being worried about the negative impact that taking action might have on them, such as their career or safety (16%)
•	The person being bullied/sexually harassed/treated in a racist way asked them not to take any action (16%)
•	They didn’t want to get involved (12%).
3.6.5.2	 What they told us
In the listening sessions, employees shared their experiences with and perceptions of the complaints and reporting systems. While some described trust in their immediate manager, 
many felt the overall system lacked transparency, safety and effectiveness.
Quote removed
Employees described confusion and apprehension about where to go and what steps to take when reporting harmful behaviour.
Quote removed
Some staff felt safe to raise issues with their manager, but not with broader HR or complaints processes. Contractors, in particularly, expressed heightened vulnerability and fear of reprisal.
Quote removed
While some staff shared that they could imagine raising a concern, many expressed reservations and a fear of the process. A lack of confidence in privacy and discretion was frequently cited as a reason for not reporting.
Quote removed
Employees shared concerns about repeated inaction in response to reports, especially when complaints involved senior staff.
Quote removed
In the absence of trust in internal systems, some staff turned to the Internal Integrity Unit (IIU) 
or Comcare. These avenues were seen as more formal and independent, but not always accessible or well-resourced. 
The IIU advised the Review Team it had received and assessed 35 public interest disclosures between 31 March 2023 and December 2024, nearly half of which related to SES employees or their divisions.
Quote removed
Some middle and senior managers expressed concern that complaints processes – particularly external reporting mechanisms such as Comcare – have been weaponised by disgruntled staff. 
Quote removed
[bookmark: _Toc203578630]3.6.9	Conclusion
The findings in this chapter indicate that harmful behaviours — including bullying, harassment, and exclusion — have been experienced by staff across different levels and business areas 
of the Commission. While not universal, harmful behaviours have had a significant impact on individual wellbeing, team dynamics and overall trust in the organisation. 
Many staff described low confidence in current reporting systems, with concerns about inconsistent responses, fear of reprisal, poor protection of confidentiality, and limited accountability. These patterns point to the need for stronger systems, clearer behavioural expectations, and consistent, fair responses to complaints. 
The Review Team welcomes recent efforts to strengthen reporting, complaints and resolution processes, including the establishment of anonymous reporting channels. Monitoring the effectiveness of reporting pathways and building confidence in reporting and resolution processes will be essential to building a respectful and accountable workplace culture.


[bookmark: _Toc203578631]4.	Enabling environment: systems, policies and processes
[bookmark: _Toc203578632]4.1	Introduction
Systems, policies, and processes are key drivers of organisational culture, shaping how individuals and teams work, interact, and make decisions. They play a vital role in guiding behaviour through their role in defining expectations of conduct and translating values into 
day-to-day norms and practices. Well-defined processes also contribute to consistency and stability, reducing uncertainty and building trust across the organisation. When systems are efficient and supportive, they enhance employee engagement and morale by making people feel empowered and enabling innovation; conversely, poorly designed policies can lead to frustration and disengagement. 
This chapter examines the current policy and systems environment of the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission and the extent to which core systems — including change management, operational processes, human resources policies, technology, and professional 
development — support or hinder staff in delivering on the Commission’s mission. The chapter draws on information provided by the Commission, staff experiences through the listening sessions, and available data to understand how the enabling environment is functioning in practice, and what this means for organisational culture.
[bookmark: _Toc203578633]4.2	Operational and systems maturity 
The Review Team heard consistently that the culture of the Commission is significantly impacted by weaknesses and limitations in its operations and systems, stemming from its rapid growth and change and limited capacity within Corporate Services to build culture and infrastructure. These weaknesses included unclear reporting hierarchies and responsibilities, inefficient and often duplicated operational processes, poor documentation and process standardisation, inadequate resource allocation systems and limited cross-departmental coordination mechanisms. One employee described the challenges for the Commission in positive terms, emphasising the opportunity to create something new. 
Quote removed
For most employees however, the pressures of performing their role in the absence of enabling systems and processes was overwhelming. 
Quote removed
Many employees highlighted an absence of basic policies, procedures and regulatory tools. Some employees referred to the Commission as being in a ‘start-up’ phase while others expressed frustration that the Commissions ‘newness’ was used as an excuse. 
Many employees felt the Commission’s development was short of where it should be by this stage of its life.
Quote removed
The absence of policies and procedures includes regulatory tools to support decision-making in relation to compliance matters and complaints. Many employees expressed concern about the quality of complaints handlings and the pressure to close cases. 
Quote removed
Employees expressed frustration at not having the technologies to do their work well, but shared positive feedback about the transformation possibility of the Data and Regulatory Transformation Program (DART).[footnoteRef:55]  [55:  More information on DART is available in the Commission’s Corporate Plan 2024-2025: https://www.ndis.gov.au/about-us/publications/corporate-plan] 

Quote removed
Employees’ shared frustration that the Commission’s response to these challenges often exacerbated the problems. The findings of this Review echo issues raised in focus groups conducted in April 2024[footnoteRef:56], in which employees described frequent and arbitrary changes, with new structures and processes being implemented and abandoned. Employees felt there was 
a lot of change, but often limited perceivable change in their working conditions and workload and expressed particular concern about the pace of change. [56:  These focus groups were conducted by The Change Executive in response to a recommendation from the People at Work survey.] 

Quote removed
Some employees reflected that too much change, too quickly, can contribute to poor implementation. 
Quote removed
Many employees described an experience of too much consultation and too little effective action, leading to a loss of confidence in the ability of the Commission’s leadership to bring about positive changes that last. Employees highlighted they had shared their experiences and perceptions of the Commission through a variety of mechanisms, including the annual APS Census, external reviews led by Change Executive and Scyne Advisory, as well as this review, each of which involved extensive consultation with employees. Whilst an action plan was developed by the Commission to address key findings from earlier reviews and the APS Census, it is not clear whether this Action Plan has been implemented, or whether implementation activities have in fact strengthened the enabling environment. 

[bookmark: _Toc203578634]4.3	People 
Most employees highlighted the limited investment in the Commission’s People function as 
a historic barrier to the organisation’s maturation, and a key contributor to workplace culture challenges. From establishment to 2024, the Commission has had a hybrid human resource model with limited internal human resource capacity and some functions outsourced to Department of Social Services. Past internal and external reviews had highlighted the importance of bolstering and elevating the People and Culture function. 
Several employees acknowledged that there had been an effort to improve the HR function 
and how it is delivered across the organisation.
Quote removed
Elevating the People and Culture function has been an early priority for Commissioner Glanville. In early 2025, the Commissioner established a standalone people and culture division led by 
a Deputy Commissioner People and Culture, to provide strategic focus on staff experience, engagement and performance. 
Three new leadership roles have also been appointed in the division, including the Executive Director, People and Culture, Director of Inclusion and Diversity, and Director of Wellbeing, Health and Safety. The creation of this new senior position, and the strengthening of the capacity of the Human Resources team, are important steps in accelerating cultural change and building organisational processes and systems.
Reflecting on past experiences, however, staff shared many examples of how the absence of an effective internal human resources function has affected their employee experience and the Commission’s effectiveness. 
Quote removed
Several staff also shared that the lean internal HR capacity has left managers and team members to deal with matters, including harmful behaviours, without support. Staff also pointed to the significant human toll of the lack of adequate HR support. Many managers also reported feeling overwhelmed by the responsibilities delegated to them. Several managers reported handling complex staff wellbeing or misconduct issues without training or support, leading to 
a sense of vulnerability and burnout.
Quote removed
Overall, the Review Team heard that efforts to foster a positive culture at the Commission have been historically hampered by limited internal human resources capacity which has impeded its ability to carry out core functions such as corporate policy development, recruitment, onboarding, learning and development, workforce planning, and diversity and inclusion. 
The Review Team commends Commissioner Glanville for elevating the role of People and Culture. Looking to the future, a key priority will be ensuring the function is resourced effectively to fulfil its role and address the ongoing impact of historical underinvestment in processes 
and systems. 
[bookmark: _Toc203578635]4.4	Organisational policies
Effective policies are fundamental to creating work environments where all individuals feel safe, respected and valued. While policies are often perceived primarily as tools for regulatory or legal compliance, their true potential lies in shaping the behavioural norms and cultural fabric of an organisation. They establish standards, deepen awareness, and provide accessible pathways for support, ensuring that everyone understands how to report issues, seek assistance and get appropriate wellbeing support when issues arise.
As part of the Review, EB&Co analysed several policy documents to assess the extent to which they align with best practice. From the review of the policies, and the data from the survey on the knowledge of policies and respectful workplace training, it is evident that there are opportunities for the policies to be strengthened in several areas. This is also indicated in the 2024 APS Census data. In 2024, only 50% of Commission employees reported being satisfied with the policies and practices in place to help manage their health and wellbeing. This marks an improvement from 37%  in 2023 but remains 18 percentage points below the APS-wide average — a clear signal that more consistent, systemic reform is still needed.
[bookmark: _Toc203578636]4.4.1	Work health and safety
The Commission’s health and safety intranet page provides employees with access to work health and safety policies and procedures, including:
•	Work Health and Safety (WHS) Policy
•	Positive Workplace Behaviours Policy (under review)
•	Issue Resolution Procedure
•	WHS Hazard Identification and Risk Management Procedure.
Additional WHS-relevant policies are listed on the HR intranet page, including:
•	NDIS Commission Code of Conduct
•	APS Code of Conduct – Procedures
•	Reasonable Adjustment Policy
•	Support for Employee Representatives.

The Commission has also shared a Mental Health and Wellbeing Plan 2024–2025 with the Review Team. The WHS Policy, published in June 2024, outlines obligations and consultation mechanisms for WHS matters and acknowledges the Commission’s positive duty under the 
Sex Discrimination Act 1984 (Cth) to prevent workplace sexual harassment, sex discrimination, and other unlawful conduct. However, the policy does not explain how these obligations will 
be achieved. Instead, it refers to the Positive Workplace Behaviours Policy and the Issue Resolution Procedure.
In relation to racial discrimination, the Commission’s Code of Conduct, WHS Policy and 
Positive Workplace Behaviours Policy do not address explicitly racism or racial harassment. 
The Commission’s Code of Conduct, WHS Policy and Positive Workplace Behaviours Policy 
do not address explicitly racism or racial harassment. Although the Review Team was advised that racism is covered in training, training is only one component of a broader duty to eliminate racism in the workplace. Strengthening the policy framework, including recognition of racism 
as a psychosocial hazard and specific strategies to prevent and address racism will bring the Commission into closer alignment with the Racial Discrimination Act 1975 (Cth) and the Work Health and Safety Act 2011 (Cth).
With respect to WHS obligations, participants in this Review identified a range of concerns, including the Commission’s response to the 2023 Comcare Improvement Notice, 
(see Chapter 3).
Despite these concerns, some employees described emerging signs of improvement in the 
WHS environment:

Quote removed
In the 2023–24 end-of-year check-in survey, the top three initiatives employees said would improve wellbeing in 2024 were:
•	Developing and implementing a Wellbeing Strategy
•	A Time Off in Lieu (TOIL) Policy to provide consistency across the Commission
•	Maintaining flexible working arrangements.
The Review Team welcomes several initiatives that have been introduced by the Commission during the period in which the Review has taken place to strengthen WHS policies and practice. As of September 2024, two dedicated psychosocial wellbeing programs have been made available to all staff – ‘Psychosocial Health and Wellbeing for Leaders’ and ‘Psychosocial Health and Wellbeing at Work’. Additionally, from May 2025, a series of wellbeing programs have been offered to staff working in environments with increased psychosocial risk, addressing vicarious trauma and understanding and responding to unreasonable conduct. Three new modules were also integrated into the mandatory training suite in February 2025. These include ‘Introduction 
to Work Health and Safety Risk Management’, ‘Introduction to Psychological Health and Safety in the Workplace’ and ‘Early Intervention: An Overview for Managers and Supervisors’. 
The Review Team notes that as of June 2025 the TOIL Policy and flexible working policy had been reviewed and republished.
[bookmark: _Toc203578637]4.4.2	Harassment, bullying and discrimination 
Harassment, bulling and discrimination are addressed by the Commission’s: 
•	Positive workplace behaviours to prevent bulling and harassment policy
•	Issue resolution procedure. 
The review of the ‘Positive Workplace Behaviours Policy’ found that it offers limited guidance 
on the behaviours expected of Commission employees or that are regarded as inappropriate 
or harmful. 
The policy defines positive behaviours, and advises employees to treat others with respect. It does not, however, set out the specific behaviours that would constitute respect or disrespect, nor does it describe/define harmful behaviours. 
A definition is provided for bullying, but not harassment. The policy does not discuss harassment or discrimination in relation to legally protected attributes such as age, disability, race, sex, intersex status, gender identity, sexual orientation and marital status. The Commission shared an APS bullying and harassment training module with the Review Team, although it is not tailored to the Commission’s context. 
Strengthening the policy framework to address critical gaps will align the Commission’s policy and practice with expected standards of discrimination, harassment and bullying policies. Similarly, the Code of Conduct should also be reviewed with a view to strengthening its guidance on the Commission’s expectations of its employee’s workplace behaviours. 4
4.4.2.1	 Survey insights
The survey insights show that while staff can recognise harmful behaviours, their knowledge 
of policies is limited. Nearly all survey respondents (97%) agreed with the statement ‘I can recognise when behaviour is bullying, sexual harassment or racism’. 
To explore self-reported knowledge, those surveyed were asked how knowledgeable they were on the policies, processes and practices at the Commission in relation to bullying, sexual harassment and racism. 
As detailed in Figure 27, knowledge was limited among many respondents, with 62% reporting some knowledge of these policies, processes and practices. Only 19% reported knowing a lot about these policies, processes and practices. 
The following Divisions are more likely to report a lot of knowledge (compared to 6% of those from Practice Quality):
•	Complaints and Engagement (24%)
•	Corporate (22%)
•	Regulatory Operations (20%)
•	Regulatory Policy, Insights and Review (21%).
More than one in ten (13%) knew very little about these policies, processes and practices. 
[image: Figure 27: Knowledge of policies, processes, and practices by Division (%) ]
Figure 27: Knowledge of policies, processes, and practices by Division (%) 
TE_KNOW. How knowledgeable are you about the policies, processes and practices at the NDIS Commission in relation to bullying, sexual harassment or racism?Base: All respondents (n=566). 

[bookmark: _Toc203578638]4.4.3	Diversity and inclusion 
At present, the Commission does not have a Diversity and Inclusion policy or framework. However, the Commission has introduced several initiatives recently to strengthen its focus 
on diversity and inclusion, particularly disability inclusion. This includes establishing an Inclusion team to elevate and lead diversity, equity and inclusion work for the Commission. Other actions include implementation of a Disability Leave Policy, commencing the development of an inaugural Disability Action Plan and mandatory training on disability awareness for managers through the Australian Disability Network. 
The Commission currently has five employee diversity networks:
•	Rainbow Network (LGBTIQA+)
•	Enable Network (people with disability and carers)
•	First Nations Network 
•	Young Professional Network
•	CALD Network (Culturally and Linguistically Diverse).
These networks are employee-led and host online social events, provide peer connection 
and offer spaces for discussion, skills development and mentoring as well as promoting days 
of celebration such as Harmony Day and IDAHOBIT Day. As noted in Chapter 3 on Inclusion, 
the employee networks play a critical role in advancing diversity and inclusion and should be elevated and properly funded. The Review Team welcomes recent efforts by the Commission 
to strengthen support for the employee networks, including by appointing an Executive Management Group dedicated sponsor attached to each network.
As noted in the disability inclusion section (see Chapter 3), there is a great urgency for the Commission to review its policy and practice in relation to disability discrimination and inclusion. Similarly, fully harnessing the diversity of the Commission will require an intentional focus on inclusion through a specific strategy that is championed by senior leadership across the board.
[bookmark: _Toc203578639]4.5	Training
Over the last two years, the Commission has made a range of training available to support individual wellbeing and organisational culture. Those initiatives are at varying stages of development/roll-out and include:
•	change management training (due by 23 December 2024); 
•	“due diligence and safety culture training” facilitated by Comcare for SES employees (completed); 
•	sexual harassment and psychosocial risk management training facilitated by Comcare for SES and EL employees (completed); 
•	training in the use of an electronic hazard and incident reporting system (substantively completed);
•	coaching and development framework training 
(substantively completed);
•	tailored mental health training for NDIS Commission employees (substantively completed);
•	resources and training to support “compassionate, inclusive and accessible employment arrangements for people with disability within the NDIS Commission” (due by 1 October 2024); and  
•	training to support the implementation of the Performance Management Policy (completed). 
Some staff recognised that important progress is being made to provide training to improve culture and performance. Since early 2025, the Commissioner and Associate Commissioner alternate and attend every corporate induction program to welcome and meet with all new staff.
Quote removed
Bullying and harassment training is mandatory for all Commission employees. Information shared by the Commission in October 2024 indicates 92% of employees had completed the training at that time.  
When survey participants were asked about whether they have received training or education on prevention and/or responding to workplace bullying, sexual harassment or racism, the majority (83%) of respondents reported they had received training and education on workplace bullying, but only 67% said they had received training on workplace sexual harassment, and only 54% had received training on workplace racism. 
Despite these efforts, many employees reported that training and professional development remains poorly embedded in everyday practice. Many employees felt the Commission did not prioritise learning and professional development, and that training and support for new employees was particularly limited. 
Quote removed
Employees shared concerns at being required to perform regulatory roles with limited guidance.
Quote removed
Many employees expressed concern that Commission has no training disability training available for employees, mandatory or otherwise.
Quote removed
[bookmark: _Toc203578640]4.6	Support 
The Review Team sought information from the NDIS Commission about the strategies it had implemented in the past two years to address harmful behaviours. The Commission highlighted its first Mental Health and Wellbeing Plan 2024-2025 which describes current and proposed supports, including the important role of its Employee Assistance Program (EAP).[footnoteRef:57] [57:  	NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission. (8 July 2024). Mental Health and Wellbeing Plan 2024-2025. Commonwealth of Australia.] 

Previous reviews of culture at the Commission have identified concerns about access to EAP services, recommending that the Commission re-assess the suitability of its EAP provider to meet employees’ needs. 
A de-identified report provided to the Commission by its EAP provider for the July to September 2024 period indicates a high utilisation rate by Commission employees, with one-quarter (24.9%) accessing the service in the past 12 months, three times higher than other government agencies accessing the service (8.3%). 
Data collected through the EAP provider identified harmful behaviours and psychosocial hazards as a key concern for NDIS Commission staff. The most common work issues raised by employees included bullying, aggression or violence, job control and workplace relationships. Each of these hazards was more frequently raised by Commission employees 
than by employees of other government agencies: 

	
	Percentage of 
work issues
	Comparison with 
similar agencies

	Bullying
	48.2%
	29.3%

	Aggression or violence
	11.1%
	5.9%

	Job control
	14.8%
	5.7%

	Workplace relationships
	37.0%
	28.3%




[bookmark: _Toc203578641]4.7	Conclusion
The NDIS Commission is driven by a powerful mission and a committed workforce, yet its internal systems, policies, and people infrastructure remain underdeveloped. As outlined in early chapters of this report, employees report feeling inspired by the purpose of their work but hampered by unclear processes, inadequate training, and inconsistent policy implementation. Despite positive intent, the Commission’s enabling environment is often experienced as fragmented and lean, contributing to staff frustration, burnout, and diminished trust in leadership.
There are, however, early signs of progress — including elevating the People and Culture function, improvements in HR responsiveness, the review and revision of policies,
investments in diversity and inclusion, investment in leadership development, and promising system upgrades like the DART program. These must be consolidated through a sustained focus on building mature, inclusive and transparent systems that enable people to do their best work. Strengthening this foundation is critical not only for workplace culture but for the Commission’s credibility and effectiveness as a national regulator.

[bookmark: _Toc203578642]5.	Conclusion and Framework for Action
[bookmark: _Toc203578643]5.1	Introduction
EB&Co commends the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission for initiating this independent external review and for allowing the Review Team full access to the Commission’s people and data. This detailed Report offers the Commission independent, evidence-based insights into 
the lived experience of its people.
Many people told EB&Co that they were drawn to the Commission’s purpose and are passionate about contributing to better outcomes for people with disability through the Commission’s work. As the qualitative and quantitative data show, there is great pride in the importance of the Commission and a shared desire to be part of strengthening the Commission for the future.
That pride notwithstanding, this Report identifies several areas that need focus and investment in the coming years. To keep progressing with cultural change, there is a need for the Commission to heal the impacts of the harm of the past and build confidence in change across the workforce. This need is reflected in the survey data. In this Review, survey participants were asked about their confidence that the NDIS Commission will make meaningful change in the next two years 
in relation to work demands, bullying, sexual harassment and racism. Less than half (45%) 
of those surveyed were confident in the NDIS Commission making meaningful change towards sexual harassment, while 43% were confident in meaningful change for racism. Approximately one third (33%) were confident meaningful change would occur around bullying, while 24%
 felt this way about work demands. Addressing these issues will improve the wellbeing of the Commission’s people, strengthen the performance of the Commission and consolidate the Commission’s mandate. 
The findings and recommendations in this Report are drawn largely from the insights generated by staff within the NDIS Quality and Safeguards Commission – their lived experiences, their observations, views and opinions. As noted earlier in this report, the insights from staff largely reflect past experiences under previous leaders. 
Acknowledging and understanding these dynamics and experiences is critical for the organisation and staff to heal from past harm and move forward with efforts to strengthen culture in the future. They are also drawn from the advice of leaders within the organisation, relevant documents and data, as well as evidence-based and promising practices from other contexts.
The recommendations seek to build on the work that has occurred in the Commission since the commencement of the Review. Commissioner Glanville and Associate Commissioner Wade have instigated a range of initiatives, established to address immediate challenges, and to create the conditions for long-term improvements in the culture of the Commission. 
For example, in the last six months the Commission has strengthened its WHS management system, reasonable adjustment policy and accessibility passport, performance management framework, as well as aligning position descriptions with APS standards. The Commission 
has also strengthened its internal complaints and feedback processes by adding an anonymous 
and confidential reporting tool for staff to report. The new Deputy Commissioner People and Culture has also introduced monthly all staff ‘Culture Conversations’ to share feedback, themes and activities to build a positive, safe culture and invite open conversation and questions. 
The recommendations in this report are designed to complement and deepen that work.
The focus should be on six key areas
•	Strong and consistent people-centred leadership and accountability 
•	A shared purpose based in shared values and shared mission
•	Systems and processes that enable performance and wellbeing 
•	A positive culture of inclusion 
•	A psychologically safe workplace which prevents harmful behaviours and ensures accountability
•	Monitor cultural change. 


[bookmark: _Toc203578644]Area A
[bookmark: _Toc203578645]Strong and consistent people-centred leadership and accountability
	Rational
	Recommendations

	Leaders play a 
pivotal role in shaping workplace culture
There is variable leadership capability among middle and 
senior leaders 
Senior leaders are perceived as having enabled or contributed 
to some of the cultural challenges 
	A1. Strengthen collective commitment across the 
       Senior Executive Service
•	Strengthen collective commitment across the Senior Executive Service to building a culture which enables performance and 
staff wellbeing within the Senior Executive Service, through activities which:
–	Continue to build collaboration and trust between SES members
–	Strengthen shared accountability for culture, including shared understanding of the impact of deficits in organisational 
culture in the past.

	There has been limited investment in building the capability of leadership across the Commission
	A2. Strengthen individual mindset and capability
•	Reset expectations of individual leaders and build self-awareness through:
–	Embedding people leadership into ongoing performance feedback, individual development plans and annual performance assessment
–	Offering the Leadership Shadow to all SES members, 
to assist them to better understand the impact their leadership style has on those working with and for them.[footnoteRef:58] [58:  	The Leadership Shadow, developed by Champions of Change Coalition and Chief Executive Women, is a simple management model to reflect on personal leadership on inclusion across four quadrants: What I say; How I act; What I prioritise; and What I measure. See Champions of Change Coalition 2014 It Starts With Us: The Leadership Shadow at: https://championsofchangecoalition.org/the-leadership-shadow/.] 


	

	A3. Invest in capability development for leaders
•	Strengthen people leadership capability across the SES and Executive Leadership cohorts through providing leadership training programs and individual coaching in line with the APSC Leadership Capability Framework. Particular focus should be on creating an enabling environment, providing clear direction, working with diverse perspectives, and leading change management and adaptation.and those who have been working at the Commission for five-plus years.


[bookmark: _Toc203578646][bookmark: _Toc203578647]
Area B
A shared purpose based in shared values and shared mission
	Rational
	Recommendations

	The Commission 
has staff from 
diverse disciplines 
and backgrounds
There are differing views about the 
core purpose of the Commission, impacting coherence and collaboration, and creating conflict
	B1. Embed core values to shape culture
•	Review and refresh organisational values as the foundation 
for organisational culture and strategy.
•	Develop an implementation guide on the Commission’s values, defining signature values that exemplify a healthy, respectful, inclusive culture. 
•	Embed those values in the Commission’s approach to people leadership and management, including performance management.
•	Highlight promising practice and positive stories of the Commission’s culture and celebrate examples of the values 
being fully lived in the Commission.

	This has been exacerbated by periods of rapid growth and limited investment in building culture and cohesion 
The organisation has had limited opportunity to heal from past cultural challenges
	B2. Strengthen mutual respect and collaboration 
•	Strengthen understanding of the moral and business case for diversity and inclusion, in order to build shared recognition of 
the ways in which having staff from diverse backgrounds and disciplines enable innovation and improvement in the Commission.
•	Strengthen skills in collaboration, including working across difference and addressing emerging conflict, for all staff across
the Commission.
•	Strengthen communication and transparency regarding cultural transformation, key Commission initiatives and emerging issues.

	

	B3. Strengthen support and organisational healing
•	Review leadership and management supports in place for staff, recognising the importance of each staff member having access 
to a local leader (that is, someone in their local office) for support.
•	Develop a strategy to help the organisation heal and move forward. 
It is only by healing the past that the Commission can deliver 
on its mission to deliver a sustainable regulatory environment 
for the NDIS and people with disability, and create a supportive environment for staff. The strategy must recognise the long-term impacts of previous human harm in relation to culture. This should include strategies for both collective and individual healing, with 
a particular focus on employees with disability, EL1 and EL2s, 
and those who have been working at the Commission for 
five-plus years.




[bookmark: _Toc203578648]Area C
[bookmark: _Toc203578649]Systems and processes that enable performance 
and wellbeing

	Rational
	Recommendations

	Historically, the Commission has not had sufficient internal capacity to create policies and systems 
to enable collective performance and 
staff wellbeing
 
Staff, middle-managers and senior leaders have all felt under-supported due to this lack of policies and systems
	C1. Maintain a strong People and Culture function within 
       the Commission
•	Elevate and embed the newly created Deputy Commissioner, 
People and Culture function.
•	Ensure sufficient internal People and Culture staffing capacity 
to create the policies and systems needed to enable the Commission’s performance.
•	Modernise and systematise People and Culture processes, with 
a view to the medium-term development of an organisation wide online People and Culture system.
•	Consider renegotiating the respective roles of Services Australia, 
and the Commission, in recruitment and People and Culture functions, with a view to strengthening internal capacity within the Commission and reducing reliance on Services Australia.

	People within the Commission have not considered reporting systems to be safe, human-centred, able 
to deliver a satisfactory outcome

The Commission 
is now at a pivotal 
point of its development, moving from a complaints-based role to a systemic orientation. This will require a further adaptation 
of its structure and processes


	C2. Develop a unified and robust policy framework 
•	Continue to build out a contemporary and holistic suite of policies that:
–	address the overarching commitment to creating a safe, 
healthy organisational culture, and outline the procedures for prevention, early intervention and response to psychosocial hazards and harmful behaviours. Particular areas for development include: clarifying the definition of inappropriate behaviour to create shared understanding; preventing and responding to racism; addressing actual or perceived biases 
in processes, including conflict of interest in recruitment.
•	Strengthen investment in staff training to ensure all current staff 
are provided with information about the revised policy framework. 





	Strengthening organisational systems and processes in service of performance and staff wellbeing will require sustained investment and ongoing organisational commitment


	C3. Embed a trauma-informed and people-centred 
      reporting and resolution process
•	Establish a secure, trauma-informed platform for reporting harmful behaviours, including allowing for anonymous reporting. This platform should provide access to immediate support and clear guidance on resolution options, and should place a strong focus on the safety of and support for the person making the report; and improving communication to all parties in a report.
•	Clarify the respective roles of People and Culture and Internal 
the Integrity Unit in response to the reporting of and responding 
to harmful behaviours. 
•	Develop clear principles on confidentiality and transparency to guide de-identified reporting on the action taken on substantiated cases of bullying, disability discrimination, racism or sexual harassment. 
•	Track and evaluate outcomes for all parties in a report over an eighteen-month period to monitor the impact of the complaint and identify any areas where additional support may be required.





[bookmark: _Toc203578650]Area D
[bookmark: _Toc203578651]A positive culture of inclusion

	Rational
	Recommendations

	Diverse and inclusive workplaces experience greater staff wellbeing, innovation and adaptability 
People with disability working for the Commission do not feel safe, valued or included
This affects individual staff wellbeing 
and is a risk to the Commission’s performance and social licence to regulate 
NDIS providers
	D1. Commit to being a leading employer on disability 
       inclusion
•	Develop a Disability Employment Strategy which provides 
the overarching framework for inclusive employment of people 
with disability, including inclusive recruitment practices, training 
for supervisors, timely and effective adjustments, greater representation of people with disability in leadership roles, 
and a stronger focus on cultural safety and employee voice. 
•	Maintain newly established mechanisms for inclusion including 
the Reasonable Adjustments Policy and Reasonable Adjustments Passport. 
•	Develop a Disability Action Plan that sets short, medium-term 
and long-term priorities for disability inclusion.
•	Explore the potential for the Enable Network to be a lead collaborator on disability inclusion initiatives

	Some other cohorts 
of staff, particularly 
First Nations staff, 
do not feel included 
or valued
	. D2. Strengthen inclusion across the Commission 
•	Develop a Diversity, Access and Inclusions Strategy to 
address systemic barriers to inclusion across the Commission.
•	Support, promote and extend the work of Employee Network Groups.
•	Create and make mandatory a Diversity and Inclusion e-module 
for all incoming staff (including contractors) as part of their onboarding and provide a learning library of other diversity 
and inclusion e-module options, for example invisible disabilities (eg. neurodiversity).
•	Expand the Diversity and Inclusion dataset to include the experiences of staff from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds.
•	Strengthen existing policies to more appropriately include the prevention of and response to racism.





[bookmark: _Toc203578652]Area E
[bookmark: _Toc203578653]A psychologically safe workplace which prevents harmful behaviours and ensures accountability

	Rational
	Recommendations

	A significant 
proportion of staff 
have experienced
bullying at the Commission
 
Psychological safety 
is not strong within 
the Commission, hindering wellbeing 
and performance
	E1. Strengthen primary and secondary prevention 
      within the workplace
•	Continue to develop, embed and implement a strong policy framework to address bullying and other harmful behaviours.
•	Ensure proportionate outcomes for those found to have breached the policy/Code of Conduct. 
•	Target gaps in completion of mandatory Bullying and Harassment training. 
•	Provide advanced training on everyday respect and the APS 
Code of Conduct.

	
	E2. Strengthen wellbeing supports within the Commission 
•	Create a systemic response to vicarious trauma and psychological distress, including advanced training and distress protocols for those with greatest exposure to harms.
•	Strengthen the wellbeing components of the existing Mental 
Health Strategy. 
•	Ensure that all staff have access to mental health training, including Resilience First Aid, Mental Health First Aid and mental health e-learning modules. In the first instance, priority should be given to ensuring access for people leaders, HSR, and Network leaders, with a view to expanding access over time.
•	Provide consistent induction training to all incoming staff (including contractors) to ensure a shared understanding of available supports.

	
	E3. Clarify the distinction between bullying and 
       performance management 
•	Ensure all staff, including senior leaders and middle managers, understand the boundary between reasonable performance management and bullying, and are able to perform their roles in line with the Code of Conduct.





[bookmark: _Toc203578654]Area F
[bookmark: _Toc203578655]Monitor cultural change

	Rational
	Recommendations

	Monitoring and reporting progress builds trust, 
	F1. Commission an independent evaluation two 
       to three years after the completion of this review 
       to assess progress.

	reinforces transparency and can inform efforts to ensure continuous improvements in workplace culture
	F2. Track progress 
•	Identify key indicators to monitor implementation activities, impact and outcome over time.
•	Establish an ongoing mechanism to monitor progress, with a focus 
on strengthening trust, accountability and transparency within the NDIS Commission.




[bookmark: _Toc203578656]Appendix A: 
Additional survey analysis
[bookmark: _Toc203578657]Introduction
This Appendix includes additional analysis of the data generated via the survey, with a focus on providing more granular insights regarding the experiences of specific cohorts (eg staff with disability, staff in particular geographic locations), dynamics related to harmful behaviours in the workplace, and experiences of the reporting system. This data should be used to develop more tailored responses to specific contexts and dynamics within the Commission.
[bookmark: _Toc203578658]A.1. Bullying
[bookmark: _Toc203578659]A.1.1. Experiences of bullying
Survey respondents who had experienced bullying were then asked a series of follow-up questions about the most recent experience of bullying. 
More than half (55%) attributed their most recent experience of bullying to one person, while 37% indicated it was more than one person. 
Respondents were asked about the gender(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent incident of bullying. More than three in five (61%) reported their most recent bullying incident 
as being perpetuated by a woman / all were women. Just over one in ten (11%) reported the perpetrator as a man / all were men, less than one in ten (9%) mainly women (and some men). 
Respondents were asked about the role(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent incident 
of bullying. Similar proportions of those who reported experiencing bullying in the last five years attributed their most recent bullying incident to either somebody more senior (36%) or to their supervisor (35%). 
[image: Figure 28: Gender(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent bullying incident by gender (%)]
Figure 28: Gender(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent bullying incident by gender (%)
B_GEND Thinking about the person/s who bullied you in the most recent incident of bullying at the NDIS Commission, what was / were their gender/s? Base: Respondents who experienced bullying in the last five years (n=178). 
[image: Figure 29: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent bullying incident by gender (%)]
Figure 29: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent bullying incident by gender (%)
B_RELATION. What was / were the roles of the person / people who bullied you in the most recent incident of bullying at the NDIS Commission…? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who experienced bullying in the last five years (n=178). 

[image: Figure 30: Gender(s) of the person(s ) involved in the most recent sexual harassment incident (%)]
Figure 30: Gender(s) of the person(s ) involved in the most recent sexual harassment incident (%)
SH_GEND Thinking about the person/s who sexually harassed you in the most recent incident of sexual harassment at the NDIS Commission, what was / were their gender/s?Base: Respondents who experienced sexual harassment in the last five years (n=54). 

[image: Figure 31: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent sexual harassment incident (%) ]
Figure 31: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent sexual harassment incident (%) 
SH_RELATION What was / were the roles of the person / people who sexually harassed you in the most recent incident of sexual harassment at the NDIS Commission …? (Multiple response) Base: respondents who experienced sexual harassment in the last five years (n=54).
Others reported the perpetrator/s as a team member (26%) or somebody more junior (11%). Differences were evident between role, disability, and carer status: 
•	Somebody more junior was more likely to be identified by those in an EL1 role (22% compared to 0% in APS5)
More than two in five (41%) reported that the perpetrator(s) were a team member, while others identified somebody more senior (19%) or somebody more junior (14%). A small portion of respondents reported the perpetrator(s) as their supervisor (5%) and as an external person/s (5%).
For the majority (70%), this behaviour took place in their workplace, while 20% experienced it online or via electronic / digital means.
Respondents were asked how long their most recent experience of sexual harassment went on for. Less than one month was the most commonly named duration, at 35%. For others, their most recent incident went for longer, including:
•	Between 1 and 3 months (20%)
•	Between 4 and 6 months (13%)
•	Between 7 and 12 months (11%)
•	A year or longer (9%). 
[bookmark: _Toc203578660]A.3. Racism
[bookmark: _Toc203578661]A.3.1. Experiences of racism
Survey respondents who had experienced racism were then asked a series of follow-up questions about the most recent experience of racism. 
Respondents were asked how many people were involved in their most recent incident of racism. Responses were mixed, with 41% indicating it was one person only, while 36% stated there 
was more than one person involved. They were also asked about the gender of the person(s) involved. Approximately two in five (41%) reported that the perpetrator/s was a woman / all were women, while smaller proportions named:
•	Equal numbers of men and women (14%)
•	A man / all were men (11%).
Those who had experienced racism in the last five years were also asked about the ethnic 
or cultural background of the person who was racist towards them. Half (50%) indicated the perpetrator of this incident was of a different cultural or ethnic background to them, while 10% reported them as being of the same ethnic or cultural background.
[image: Figure 32: Gender(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent racism incident (%) ]
Figure 32: Gender(s) of the person(s) involved in the most recent racism incident (%) 
R_GEND Thinking about the person/s who was/were racist towards you in the most recent incident, what was / were their gender/s?Base: Respondents who experienced racism in the last five years (n=46). 
[image: Figure 33: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent racism incident (%) ]
Figure 33: Role(s) of person(s) involved in the most recent racism incident (%) 
R_RELATION What was / were the roles of the person / people who was / were racist towards you in the most recent incident of racism at the NDIS Commission …? (Multiple response)Base: Respondents who experienced racism in the last five years (n=46). 

[bookmark: _Toc203578662]A.4. Reporting
[bookmark: _Toc203578663]A.4.1. Experiences of reporting bullying
Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying were asked whether this 
report was made to a person or group inside or related to the Commission and/or a person or organisation outside or independent of the Commission. Nearly all respondents (99%) made 
the report to a person or group inside or related to the Commission, while 11% reported to a person or organisation outside or independent of the NDIS Commission. Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying internally were asked who they made this report 
to. Many (57%) of these respondents made a report to their supervisor. 

Other avenues for reporting included:
•	A trusted colleague (31%)
•	People Services (30%)
•	Someone else in their reporting line (29%)
•	Internal Integrity Unit (13%)
•	Workplace Health and Safety (12%)
•	NDIS Commissioner (11%).
Respondents who made a report to a person or group outside or independent to the NDIS Commission were asked who they made this report to. As less than 30 respondents had reported or made a complaint externally, only high-level results have been discussed to ensure anonymity and privacy of respondents. The main external organisations these respondents had contacted were a Union, Comcare, and the Fair Work Commission or Fair Work Ombudsman.

[image: Figure 34: Who the bullying was reported to within or related to the NDIS Commission (%) ]
Figure 34: Who the bullying was reported to within or related to the NDIS Commission (%) 
B_REPTO_IN. Who was the person or group inside or related to the NDIS Commission you made a complaint or report to? (Multiple response) Base: Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying to a person or group inside or related to the NDIS Commission (n=94). 

[image: Figure 35: Outcomes for the person/people who perpetrated the bullying following the complaint or report (%)  ]
Figure 35: Outcomes for the person/people who perpetrated the bullying following the complaint or report (%)  
B_REP_OUTCOME. Did any of the following things occur as a result of your complaint or report? (Multiple response) Base: Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying (n=95). 

Of the survey respondents who reported their most recent experience of bullying two in five (40%) of these respondents had not had their complaint finalised, while 33% had been finalised and a further 23% were unsure. Those who said their report or complaint was finalised were asked who made the decision about the outcome of their report. Responses were mixed, with these decisions having been made by:
•	People Services (30%) 
•	Their supervisor (23%) 
•	Someone else in their reporting line (22%)
•	Internal Integrity Unit (13%).
Close to one third (30%) reported the process of finalising their complaint took between 1 and 3 months, while for 24% the process took less than one month. For 16%, the finalisation was complete the same day or next working day.
[image: Figure 36: Outcomes of reporting the most recent incident of bullying (%)  ]
Figure 36: Outcomes of reporting the most recent incident of bullying (%)  
B_REP_OUTCOME. Did any of the following things occur as a result of your complaint or report? (Multiple response) Base: Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying (n=95). 


Respondents who had their report or complaint finalised (33%) were asked about their satisfaction with being kept informed about the progress of their bullying report. Less than one quarter of respondents (23%) were satisfied overall with being kept informed (3% very satisfied and 20% satisfied). Many (61%) of these respondents were dissatisfied overall (46% very dissatisfied and 16% dissatisfied) with how often they were kept informed about the progress 
of their complaint.
Respondents who reported their most recent incident of bullying were asked about the consequences for the bullying perpetrator which arose from making a report. For close to half (46%) of these respondents there were no actions taken /consequences for the perpetrator of their most recent incident of bullying. More than one quarter (27%) did not have this oversight 
on their complaint and were unsure whether anything happened because of their complaint. 
Those who reported their most recent incident of bullying were asked about outcomes that they 
may have experienced personally as a result of this report or complaint. 
Close to one third (34%) of these respondents did not experience any personal outcomes or consequences as a result making their report or complaint. Among those who did experience 
an outcome, the top responses included:
•	Complaint / report was dismissed or not taken seriously (24%)
•	Being labelled a trouble-maker (16%)
•	The bullying stopped (15%)
•	Ostracised, victimised or ignored by colleagues (12%)
•	Being denied workplace opportunities, such as promotion, secondment (11%).

[bookmark: _Toc203578664]A.4.2. Experiences of reporting sexual harassment
Respondents who made a report (either formally 
and / or informally) of sexual harassment were asked a series of questions about the complaints process and outcome. As less than 30 respondents had made a report or complaint about their experience of sexual harassment, only high-level information has been discussed below. This is to ensure anonymity and privacy of respondents. 
All incidents that were reported, were all reported internally within the Commission, mainly to a supervisor. For some, their report or complaint had been finalised, with the decision around the outcome taken by People Services. These reports or complaints tended take between one and six months to finalise. Overwhelmingly, these respondents were dissatisfied with how they were kept informed about the progress of their complaint.
The outcomes for the perpetrators of the sexual harassment were mixed, with some indicating 
no action had been taken, while for others there were informal conversations, apologies, 
the perpetrator was exited from the Commission, or the perpetrator resigned. In terms of 
personal outcomes for the victim, these varied as well, and included there being no outcomes 
or consequences, being informed that action was being taken but not provided with the details, receiving positive feedback for making the complaint, the complaint being dismissed / not taken seriously, the harassment stopped, and being labelled a trouble-maker.
[bookmark: _Toc203578665]A.4.3. Experiences of reporting racism
Respondents who made a report (either formally and / or informally) of racism were asked a series of questions about the complaints process and outcome. As less than 30 respondents 
had made a report or complaint, only high-level information has been discussed below. This is 
to ensure anonymity and privacy of respondents. 
These incidents were all reported internally within the Commission, mainly to a supervisor. For many, their report or complaint had been finalised with the decision around the outcome falling with someone else in their reporting line, their supervisor or another person or organisation. These reports or complaints tended to take between one and three months to finalise, although some were resolved the same day or next working day. These respondents were largely indifferent with how they were kept informed about the progress of their complaint.
The outcome for the perpetrators of racism was mixed, with some indicating the perpetrator 
was exited from the NDIS Commission, while other outcomes were an informal conversation, resignation, a transfer, and being informed of action being taken but not provided with the details. In terms of personal outcomes for the victim, there were either no outcomes or consequences, 
or the complaint was dismissed / not taken seriously.
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