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Introduction

The Think Tank on Accommodation hosted a roundtable on the morning of 23rd June 2006 at the City West Function Centre in West Perth. The purpose of the event was to engage key individuals in dialogue to identify whole of government and community opportunities to improve accommodation support outcomes for people with disabilities and to identify strategies to incorporate innovative thinking in daily practice. 
The outcomes achieved at the roundtable, through debate, discussion and brainstorming included:

· developing, validating and contributing to the discussion paper ‘Innovation in accommodation for West Australians with a Disability’, which will be released for public discussion;

· identifying potential ‘topic areas’ for seeding Think Tank projects for innovation that will be established between June and December 2006; and

· contributing to a final report from the Accommodation Think Tank to the Minister of Disability Services outlining:

· the process and outcomes achieved by the Think Tank;

· examples of innovation in Western Australian Accommodation Services; and

· recommendations for a whole of government approach to result in supporting  innovation in accommodation support services and quality outcomes for people with disabilities;

Participants attending the Think Tank roundtable included: 

	Mr Carlo Calogero 
Dr Ron Chalmers

Dr Judith Cockram

Mr Mike Cubbage

Ms Pip Daly-Smith

Mrs Helen Dullard

Mr Peter Dunn 

Dr Guy Hamilton

Ms Taryn Harvey

Ms Lorraine Hitt

Mr John Knowles


	Mr Russell Murphy

Dr Erik Leipoldt

Dr Greg Lewis

Mr Charlie Rook

Professor Sherry Saggers

Professor Daniela Stehlik

Mr Gordon Trewern
Ms Monique Williamson




Facilitator: Anni Macbeth (annimac)
This paper summarises the discussions held.

Context:

The discussion paper, ‘Innovative Accommodation Support for West Australians with a Disability’, provided to participants for this event, establishes a framework for considering innovation in accommodation support. First, it analyses accommodation support into three key components support, housing and administration. These components each provide an opportunity to develop innovative solutions. They can be considered at the level of service practice and/or at a systemic level across social and government policy. Second, the paper makes some comment on quality in accommodation support, with a view to ensure that future innovation is practiced in a context that does not compromise quality outcomes for people with disabilities. 

Finally, the paper considers opportunities and challenges in providing innovative accommodation support in the West Australian context and proposes questions that require further debate.

In summary, the discussants:

· supported the draft discussion paper

· identified important issues that were strengths and barriers to innovation

· highlighted the need for a ‘whole of field’ approach to innovative practice

· highlighted the urgent need for more detailed research in the area particularly emerging individualised models; and
· recommended several projects for future seeding grants

Quality in an Accommodation Support

Future innovation and developments in accommodation support should be guided by an understanding and agreement of what constitutes quality in accommodation support. This may be different for each individual however is likely to have some common themes such as proposed in the discussion paper. History in disability accommodation service provision suggests that good intentions are not enough to ensure innovation results in positive outcomes, therefore having a framework that identifies what constitutes quality in accommodation services may ensure quality is not compromised.  

The participants at the roundtable were asked ‘what constitutes quality in accommodation support’ and to provide feedback on the concepts included in this section of the paper. Key points from the exchange of ideas include:

· The question of quality is fundamentally a question about ‘what matters’ in accommodation support. The discussion paper, validated by the contribution at the roundtable, suggests that what matters is the intangibles such as having a ‘loving home in a loving community’ rather than the bricks and mortar such as the housing. 

· Quality in accommodation support should be seen in terms of people with a disability having a good life -  ask people “what is the life you would most like to live” and consider if the accommodation support can be built around these expectations.
· The use of the term ‘quality’, in association with service provision, may require further consideration as it can be often associated with quality assurance. Current measures of quality tend to be process driven and mechanistic.  While the tangible and/or non-programmatic side of service provisions can be very easy to measure however they may not reflect the impact of services on people’s lives.  Monitoring quality, i.e. standards monitoring, in practice tends to focus on protecting governments as purchasers of services rather than providing good outcomes for people with disabilities. 
· Perhaps the “quality of service” framework needs to be reconsidered as it draws the focus away from the impact on the individual towards service inputs. Instead a focus on understanding the outcomes achieved for people may better capture the intent of the term quality in this context.  While more difficult to measure it would allow a greater focus on the impact of a service on people’s lives rather than assessing services against an ill defined and non-effective benchmark that focuses more on process. An outcomes framework would also enable the individual to define what quality means for them by articulating the kind of life they would like to lead.  Services would then be considered in terms of how well they enabled the individual to live that life. Just as no one individual may ever achieve their full potential, so such an approach must recognize that there is a limit to how responsible a service provider can be for people failing to reach their aspirations.
· The “quality of service” framework may also put people with a disability in a passive role, establishing inequitable power relationships in the lives of people with a disability.  One of the ways that inequality of power is exemplified is in who has decision making authority in people’s lives.  The concept of ‘dominion’ was suggested to be an important outcome of accommodation support. This was discussed as not necessarily related to ownership but who holds the power in the relationships within a person’s life and particularly accommodation arrangement. The home ownership model is a great model for giving people with disabilities greater decision making powers.  In fact any model that ensures that people have secure tenure is important.
Fostering Innovation in Accommodation Support 

1. Funding Approaches
Under the current funding system the focus is on getting the funding first and then purchasing whatever you can with that funding.  Again, this approach focuses on inputs – what inputs for the money allocated – rather than enabling individuals to articulate what a “good life” means to them.  Instead the funding process could be asking what it is that is important to applicants and targeting resources accordingly. Targeting resources to an individuals aspirations is at the heart of individualized service approaches, whereby key stakeholders consider what it is that is important to the person being served and then available resources are targeted accordingly. The question of ‘how much money from governments is enough?’ was discussed and would more money provide enough support for people. Could existing resources be better utilized to ensure adequate support? Perhaps an area of innovation is to free up funding and allow for greater flexibility in approaches.

2. Housing
It was noted that there is currently funding available for public housing allocation to people with disabilities however there are barriers to this funding being utilized (such as availability of land and people securing sufficient funding for the necessary support). In addition, universal design – which the discussion paper also raises – was identified as a powerful potential for alternative approaches, but one yet under utilized in public housing.

3. Leadership

The disability sector (all stakeholders) must be committed to promoting innovation and quality outcomes for people with disabilities. This includes taking a lead role in shaping the agenda to respond and support innovative approaches. It was suggested that while service providers might support innovation in principle, they will not support the dedication of funds for this purpose at the expense of their ongoing service costs – the “survival paradigm”. Therefore allocating resources to support innovative approaches must not be to the detriment of existing resource allocation.

4. Paradigm Shift

The disability sector has been drawn into the language of governments which evolves around a business model of contracts, service purchasing and industry (even in the use of the word ‘sector’). This tends to have a detrimental impact on people with disabilities who are the human component of human services.  The discussion identified the need for the disability sector (all stakeholders) to redefine itself outside of the most common 'business' paradigm (e.g. stop referring to itself as an industry) and begin to challenge this by the use of the language of relationships and networks. 

5. Safeguards 

The discussion paper highlights some of the challenges of individualized supports including the potential isolation of individuals who are already vulnerable. It is important to ensure adequate safeguards so that individuals can realize the benefits of these models of support with minimum risk. An important safeguard is independent advocacy for people within these arrangements.  Similarly, community development strategies that address social inclusion are likely to safeguard the wellbeing of individuals at a local level.

6. Critical role of persons providing support.

The role of support persons in accommodation arrangements is a critical component that will impact on the outcomes realised by people with disabilities. It was suggested that ‘some carers want to enrich people’s lives, others have a job list’. Finding, preparing and supporting the ‘right’ people to provide support is crucial. Accountability has driven calls for the industrialising and professionalising of support work however this approach might discourage or exclude those who could bring the caring qualities to the role that would enrich people’s lives. The provision of adequate training and support to ensure care workers are skilled to manage the support needs of people with disabilities is a priority in accommodation provision. The links between the demands of new forms of community practice and formal education – both tertiary and professional development – need to be better articulated.

7. Flexibility in Regulations

Flexibility is required in regulations to allow informal support arrangements to be tailored to achieve the best outcomes for individuals. Less formal support arrangements such as host families can be restricted by tension created by regulatory requirements such as requiring fire drills etc. A balance needs to be created between realistic safeguards and an ordinary lifestyle.  

8. Investment in Values to Underpin Service Provision

In the late 1980s and 1990s the Western Australian disability sector made a large investment into values based training, particularly social role valorization (SRV). This ‘values based training’ provided a foundation for service reform and many innovative accommodation models that emerged could be traced back to this training. The principles behind “social role valorization” and “normalization” are still valuable however the commitment to the concepts and formal training are wavering.  SRV (and other values based training) could be given a contemporary feel and an investment of resources into this training could be a critical component to reinvigorate innovative models of support. Importantly service providers must “walk the talk”; they must embody the values they espouse. This also links to intergenerational change within the field – where many of those involved in this training are now leaving the sector, without the sustainability essential to ensure that the values are continually reinvigorated.

9. Alternative Funding of Services 

There was some debate about the role of the corporate sector providing resources in the context of social responsibility, particularly given the current resources boom.  One argument was families would be better off negotiating with the corporate sector which is increasingly looking to improve its civic profile and that as soon as families accept money from the government they become locked into an inequitable relationship.  However, any contribution from the private sector is only going to be marginal and government funding is always likely to be the most significant source of funding.  Furthermore, this is the responsibility of government. It was also recognized that it would be difficult for individual families to negotiate on a ‘one on one’ with corporate sector.

There is also the risk that if the private sector “fills the gap” there will be less onus on government to meet its responsibilities. Similarly families who can afford (and wish to) provide for their family member financially should be supported to do so, such as through the establishment of trusts by parents to safeguard their children’s future.  Perhaps there are ways to encourage families to work cooperatively, such as families establishing pooled trusts.

10. Information for Families 

Families tend not to be well informed on how to make the best use of accommodation funding. A forum that provides families with an understanding of the different opportunities available and the information related to each of the components of accommodation may be helpful.

11. People who are Particularly Vulnerable

It was noted that discussion often tends to focus on people with disabilities who have support needs that are straight forward. Such a focus risks excluding a particularly vulnerable group of people whose needs may be complex including people with a mild intellectual disability who do not have access to necessary supports. It is this group that tends to emerge in the justice system, and with limited access to supports there is a high rate of recidivism. Similarly it can be difficult to design accommodation support for people who have complex medical needs. It is vital that innovative accommodation support consider arrangements for such people.

12. Evidence for Individualised Accommodation Supports

The research into individualised accommodation support arrangements remains scarce despite the promising anecdotal evidence from these models. It is suggested that further research into this form of accommodation is encouraged to ensure there potential is supported. 

13. Universal Design & Environmentally Sustainable Housing

The availability of affordable, universally designed and environmentally responsible housing is a critical component to future innovative opportunities in accommodation support. We need to influence policy development to ensure adequate housing is available through the public and private systems. The Building Code of Australia that is the underpinning legislation for planning at a local government level needs to be responsive to the needs of people with disabilities.

Potential Think Tank Seeding Projects
The Think Tank Coordinating Committee will complete its work in July 06 by providing a report to the Minister for Disability Services. The Coordinating Committee at its final meeting will approve several Think Tank seeding projects to promote innovation in certain areas of accommodation support. These final seeding projects are likely to run over 6 months and will be supported through ACROD with information being circulated to the disability sector. The roundtable participants suggested the following areas for seeding projects:
· Leadership/Information for families to support them to make decisions about how to use their accommodation funding;
· A summit for families to explore the issues identified in the discussion paper from a family view point;
· Assisting family members to establish accommodation support arrangements using alternatives to government funding; and
· Promote accommodation support models that help to build citizenship and promote contribution to societies by people with disabilities.
Concluding Comments

Western Australia has many examples of innovative supports for people with disabilities which should be acknowledged, evaluated and showcased. The Accommodation Think Tank has provided an initial step by commissioning the Case Studies paper (available at www.thinktankwa.net.au ). In addition to innovation, there needs to be recognition of those “things” that are working within the accommodation support system to ensure that they are not lost. 

Finally it is important to acknowledge family who provide the majority of accommodation support to people with disabilities for most of their lives. It is this support that is at the heart of our communities and that accommodation support services aims to complement.

The Think Tank Committee expressed its appreciation to all those who attended the discussion and contributed in a positive and energetic manner to the ideas which emerged. 
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