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A New Report on Familiar Issues: 
What the Strathmont Evaluation Could Mean for Disability Policy
As you may already know, the South Australian Department for Families and Communities recently released an evaluation report on the Strathmont Centre Redevelopment and Community Living Project.  The project commenced in 2005 to support people living with intellectual disability to move on from a large congregate care facility in Adelaide to purpose-built homes within the community.
[bookmark: _GoBack]There has been a significant number of such initiatives over the years, aimed at giving people a better life than that within a large institutional setting.  A number of those initiatives were evaluated and, like the Strathmont devolution evaluation, reported various improvements in people’s circumstances.  Examples include Kew Cottages in Victoria, the Kimberley Centre in New Zealand, Saint-Julien in Canada, and various hospitals in the United Kingdom.  I observed similar gains via my own direct experiences with the closure of Porirua Hospital in New Zealand.
In the case of the Strathmont evaluation, improvements were reported in health, family contact, privacy, personal control over money, and access to community amenities.  The report also said families were generally positive, often in contrast to their anxieties at the outset, and staff also reported improvements.
This is in line with previous reports elsewhere that generally draw a link between smaller residential services and improvements in the circumstances for people living with disability.
The Strathmont evaluation also reported issues of concern.  Among a range of practical matters, two in particular stood out for us here at Purple Orange.  First, the report says the people being supported had little or no engagement in personal relationships, there was not much by way of meaningful activity, and they had little opportunity to spend time with non-disabled people as part of ordinary community life.  
Second, the report says the individual planning came up short, with insufficient attention to personal capacity-building or a range of lifestyle domains, and with a lack of clarity about how goals were to be achieved.
What this means is that such changes in housing and daily support arrangements can bring important benefits to the person, but by themselves might not deliver everything necessary for a person to move into an ordinary valued life.
Opportunities for improvement have been signalled in the report and in the accompanying paper prepared by the Department for Families and Communities.  These improvements include more individualised planning for the people concerned, more training for staff (including on the methodology known as Active Support), a greater focus on supporting people to link into community life, greater access to individualised funding options, and more family connection and involvement.
These are all potentially useful elements, and will likely be more helpful within a clearly articulated context.  At Purple Orange, we believe the context is that support arrangements should advance and uphold a person’s personal authority (the person’s authorship of her/his own life and the choices s/he makes), and the person’s citizenhood (the person’s valued place in the life of our community).
This demands a much deeper individual connection with the person being supported. For us, it raises six critical questions for public policy on disability support:
1. How is the person supported to build a personal vision of an ordinary valued life, characterised by personal authority and active citizenhood?
1. How do we support our communities to deepen their understanding of society and citizenhood, so that people living with disability are assumed to be part and parcel of community life, rather than as a pod of passive recipients who are cared for by someone else somewhere else?
1. If there are formal agencies involved in a person’s life, how are those agencies routinely advancing and upholding the person’s personal authority and active citizenhood?
1. How is information made available to the person to make an informed choice, including how we move the language of disability support away from a clinical focus towards a life focus?
1. How is the person supported to access material resources, not just specialist material resources such as Individualised Funding but also mainstream material resources such as local schools, public transport, fair pay, and community amenities?
1. How is the person supported to make connections into community life, to meet people and build a diverse social network?
We believe these are important areas for all of us, and therefore no less so for people who happen to live with disability.  
For a further look at the debate about institutions and communities, we invite you to view the latest posting on our blog.
Robbi Williams
Chief Executive Officer
Julia Farr Association
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Purple Orange is committed to meaningful dialogue with a wide range of stakeholders about these critical questions.  We invite anyone with an interest in this discussion to contact Robbi Williams via email at robbiw@juliafarr.org.au or by calling (08) 8373 8333.




Useful Links
Evaluation Report: Strathmont Centre Redevelopment and Community Living Project
http://www.dfc.sa.gov.au/pub/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=b4kGue9JNc0%3d&tabid=607
Accompanying Document: Strathmont Centre Redevelopment and Community Living Project
http://www.dfc.sa.gov.au/pub/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=KEdzEssY-cc%3d&tabid=607
Purple Orange Blog
http://juliafarrrobbi.blogspot.com/
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