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G21 Region
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Summary of the process of writing this document
This report represents the culmination of  the first phase of  a process to develop innovative, place-based responses to 
disadvantage in the G21 Region.  The goals of  the phase of  this process were to:
1. Establish a visual map of  the elements required to create coordinated private, public and civic investment and their 

inter-relationships;
2. Engage key stakeholders in the region in filling in this map (either individually and/or through a workshop) with 

current initiatives and opportunities; and 
3. Engage the Addressing Disadvantage Taskforce in a workshop to add value to a localised map and develop a plan 

for promoting the model as a G21 Priority Project.

This report, then, has evolved through feedback from key stakeholders on a visual map of  the elements that make up a 
systemic response to addressing disadvantage, and a workshop where these stakeholders filled out the map with 
current initiatives and opportunities in the G21 region.  Stakeholders included local government representatives, 
service providers, business representative and philanthropists.  In addition, feedback was provided by Give Where You 
Live as they became active participants in the process over the course of  this first phase.  A meeting of  the Addressing 
Disadvantage Taskforce also provided feedback on a plan built from the initial visual map.  

Disclaimer
The materials presented in this report are for information purposes only. The information is provided solely 
on the basis that readers will be responsible for making their own assessments of  the matters discussed and 
are advised to verify all relevant representations, statements and information and obtain independent advice 
before action on any information contained in or in connection with this report. While every effort has been 
made to ensure that the information is accurate, the author and the project partners will not accept any 
liability for any loss or damage which may be incurred by any person action in reliance upon the information.

Written by:  Dr. Ingrid Burkett, July 2013
  Knode
  www.knode.com.au
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Introduction
The G21 region is diverse and innovative, offering many  
opportunities for families, business and communities.  
However, pockets of  disadvantage have persisted across 
the region over time, despite both public and civic 
interventions.  One of  the consistent features of  
disadvantage in this region and in Australia more 
generally, is joblessness.  There is a significant overlap 
between disadvantage and  unemployment; and between 
disadvantage and lower levels of  education and low-
skilled occupations.

In the G21 Region there is already much happening at a 
service level that is focussed on addressing 
disadvantage. However, there are gaps in service 
delivery and in structural responses.  There are also, of  
course,  opportunities to leverage greater outcomes 
from existing work, and generate new approaches that 
have significant social and economic impact across the 
region.  

Persistent locational disadvantage is a complex problem. 
The issues are often multi-causal, multi-sectoral, 
involving a myriad of  stakeholders and enmeshed 
dimensions.  There are no singular, silver-bullet answers.  
Addressing disadvantage takes time, resourcing and 
cross-sectoral engagement.  It requires a systems 
perspective, and the willingness to learn through action 
as the starting point for improving outcomes.  

This report presents an overview of  a systemic regional 
approach to addressing disadvantage, and outlines four 
key strategies that could together form the foundations 
of  a place-based collective impact initiative in the G21 
region, incorporating:
1. A regional commitment to social procurement;
2. A regionally focussed place-based impact investment 

initiative;
3. A regional body to audit, promote and broker 

demand-led employment focussed on the most 
disadvantaged areas; and

4. An agreed upon system for tracking and measuring 
job outcomes and job sustainability in the most 
disadvantaged areas of  the region.  

The recommended strategies are ambitious and 
innovative, draw on the strengths of  the region and 
leverage from the cross-sector capabilities and 
partnerships of  G21.  The recommended strategies 
complement and amplify existing responses to 
disadvantage, and focus on the most critical pathway 
out of  disadvantage, that is, employment.  If  the G21 
Addressing Disadvantage Taskforce takes on all or a 
number of  the strategies recommended in this report 
this region will be leading and pioneering innovative, 
market-based responses to disadvantage in Australia and 
internationally.  

1  SEIFA (Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas), is a product developed by the ABS that ranks areas in Australia according to relative socio-economic 
advantage and disadvantaged at a given point in time, based on Census information.   The SEIFA indexes indicate the average socio-economic 
characteristics of individuals, families and households living in an area.  A score for a collection district (CD) is created by adding together the weighted 
characteristics of that CD. The scores for all CDs are then standardised to a distribution where the average equals 1000 and roughly two-thirds of the 
scores lie between 900 and 1100. Source:  http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/seifa 3

Disadvantage in the G21 Region
Seven key areas in the G21 Region are identified as 
‘decile 1’ on the SEIFA Index of  Relative Socio-
Economic Disadvantage1 - that is, they are considered as 
‘most disadvantaged’.  These areas are:

- Corio 
- Norlane
- Thomson
- Colac (particularly Central and East)
- Whittington
- Bell Park
- Part of  St. Leonards

There are also other areas, such as Winchelsea, 
Breakwater, Newcomb, and the Central West of  Golden 
Plains Shire (between Linton and Berringa), that 
experience higher levels of  disadvantage, and are 
identified as ‘decile 2‘ on the SEIFA Index.    

The following two pages provide a snapshot of  
disadvantage in these areas across the G21 Region.  It is 
evident from the data that unemployment, lower levels of  
education, and higher levels of  low-skilled occupations 
all contribute to disadvantage and lower household 
incomes in these areas particularly.    Joblessness does 
not, however, provide the whole picture of  persistent 
disadvantage in these areas, as age profiles also suggest 
that some of  these areas have a higher population of  
low-income retired people. Indeed, the overall population 
in the G21 region is older than that of  Melbourne, and 
the dependency ratio in the region is forecast to increase 
(G21 Growth Plan, 2012). 

In the G21 Region, disadvantage is not only place-based, 
but also associated with particular populations - for 
example, youth unemployment is higher than the State 
average.  Further, the joblessness picture is complicated 
by other factors, such as, for example, in many 
disadvantaged areas there are higher populations of  
people who have low levels of  English language 
proficiency than is the case across the region (for 
example, across the G21 Region in the 2011 Census, 
1.3% of  the population spoke another language and 
English not well or not at all.  In Corio this was 3.8%; 
Bell Park, 7.4%; Norlane 5.6%).  There are also higher 
populations of  people with disabilities, needing 
assistance with core activities (in the G21 Region 5.4% of 
people needed assistance with core activities according to 
the 2011 Census - in Bell Park this was 11.7%; Norlane, 
9.6%; Thomson, 7.6%; Corio, 6.2%; Whittington, 7.0%).  

It is internationally recognised that “employment is the 
route out of  disadvantage for most people of  working 
age” (McLaughlin et al, 2013; p2).  In the G21 Region, 
understanding the gaps and opportunities that exist for 
generating and targeting employment at a systemic level 
is a critical part of  addressing disadvantage, particularly 
in the areas identified.  This is covered in the next section 
of  this report.  

http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/seifa
http://www.abs.gov.au/websitedbs/censushome.nsf/home/seifa


A Snapshot of Disadvantage in the G21 Region

There are seven key areas in the G21 Region that are identified as ‘decile 1’ on the SEIFA Index (source: ABS SEIFA, 2011).  These are 
identified on the map above, along with Winchelsea, and the Central West of Golden Plains Shire (between Linton and Berringa) which, while 
they are identified as Decile 2, also experience high levels of disadvantage. 
  
All these areas have SEIFA scores below 880, with some as low as 630.  The reasons for disadvantage are complex, but in many of these 
areas disadvantage is closely linked to high levels of unemployment, and low levels of education.  Other indicators of disadvantage include 
high rates of people on a low income, high rates of single parent families, high proportions of people with poor English proficiency.  For some 
of these areas there are gradual improvements in underlying indicators of disadvantage over time.  For example, the percentage of people 
without a post-school qualification is slowly decreasing (though in many of these localities the starting point is significantly higher than either 
the regional or State averages).  However, in some of the localities unemployment has either remained at higher than average regional levels, 
or it has increased over time.  
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Unemployment Figures 2006 and 2011, 
Source:  ABS, 2006, 2011 and www.id.com

Unemployment

% of population without a post-school qualification 
Source:  ABS, 2011

Educational Attainment

Youth Unemployment

http://www.id.com
http://www.id.com


Research shows that people with limited or no educational qualifications and those who have not completed school, are at significantly higher risk 
of recurrent disadvantage over their lifetimes (see for example, Tomlinson and Walker, 2010).  In the most disadvantaged areas across G21, 
school completion rates are significantly lower than regional averages.  

Household Income
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School Completion Rates

Social Housing

% of population in the lowest equivalised household income quartile
(equivalised household income assumes all households were the same size, allowing comparisons between areas and over time.  In 2011 the lowest 
quartile households received between $0 to $430 per week).  Source:  ABS, 2006 and 2011, and www.id.com  

% of population living in social housing
Source:  ABS, 2011, and www.id.com

Occupations

% of employed persons who are labourers
In Norlane, almost one quarter of employed people are labourers (24.1%).  

In Corio (21.1%), Colac Central (19.8% ), Colac East (22.7%) and Whittington (22.3%) - so over one fifth of 
employed people are labourers.  

Research shows that unskilled workers occupy a much more precarious position in an economy such as Australia’s, with less security, lower 
incomes, fewer entitlements, higher levels of financial exclusion, and fewer opportunities in life (see for example, Payne, 2009; Warhurst et al, 
2012).  A significant number of employed people in disadvantaged areas across G21 are in unskilled occupations.  

Source: ABS, 2011

Source: ABS, 2011

In more urban areas of the region levels of disadvantage correlate significantly with high levels of social housing.  This is not the 
case in more rural disadvantaged areas of the region (such as in Central West of Golden Plans Shire).  

http://www.id.com
http://www.id.com
http://www.id.com
http://www.id.com


Mapping Systemic Approaches to 
Place-based Disadvantage
Addressing disadvantage is no simple matter.  As the 
Productivity Commission recently highlighted:  

“Disadvantage has its roots in a complex interplay of  factors.  
Many of  these factors, when combined, can have a 
compounding effect.  The probability that any one person will 
experience disadvantage is influenced by: their personal 
capabilities and family circumstances; the support they receive; 
the community where they live (and the opportunities it offers); 
life events; and the broader economic and social  
environment” (McLaughlin et al, 2013;p2).

Nevertheless, Australian and international research 
indicates that employment offers critical pathways out 
of  disadvantage, and importantly, to keeping people out 
of  poverty.  For example, Smith and Middleton (2007;p.
10) from the UK argue:

“The single most common event to trigger an exit from poverty 
is an increase in the household head’s earnings, including 
movement from unemployment to employment or increases in 
working hours or pay. Increases in the earnings of  other 
household members are also important. ... Employment is also 
the most robust factor for keeping people out of  poverty”.

Job creation and economic growth are therefore key to 
addressing disadvantage in the G21 region.  However, 
research also suggests that regional or national 
economic growth does not necessarily provide ‘trickle 
down’ benefits for disadvantaged communities.  In 
other words, addressing disadvantaged requires the 
creation of  systemic ‘job biases’ aimed directly at those 
areas where disadvantage is concentrated, rather than 
general stimulation of  jobs growth at a regional level 
(see for example,  Gregory and Hunter (2003)).  This 
requires an understanding of  the various elements that 
support systemic and integrated responses in a region.  

The map on the following page provides an overview of 
elements that together could support systemic, 
integrated and cross-sector regional approaches to 
addressing disadvantage in the G21 Region. The map 
incorporates the elements cited in national and 
international research, and which are relevant to the 
G21 region.  These elements have been tested with and 
modified by local stakeholders.   The map itself  does 
not point to the possible innovations that could help to 
address disadvantage, but it can help stakeholders to 
visualise innovative and systemic responses.    
   
The purpose of  the map is to: 

• provide a conceptual basis for building a shared 
understanding of  what needs to be coordinated or 
enhanced to create integrated private, public and 
civic investment focussed on addressing 
disadvantage in the G21 region;

• provide a mechanism through which organisations 
working to address disadvantage in the region can 
locate the nature, purpose and intention of  their 
work, in relation to other organisations working in 
and across the system.    
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‘Investment’ in this context could have two meanings.  
At a more general level, it could refer to how the work 
of  addressing disadvantage can be better resourced in 
the region (ie. how it can be more effectively funded, 
financed, and supported).  At a more literal level, it 
could also refer to attracting and investing capital into 
the region (for financial and social return) in ways that 
stimulate and grow local businesses - thus expanding 
employment opportunities and thereby reducing 
disadvantage associated with joblessness.  The first 
meaning underpins this report.  The second meaning is 
used in relation to one of  the four recommended 
strategies, that of  building a regional  Place-based 
Impact Investment initiative (explored in more detail 
later in the report).        

The basic map outlines five rings of  responses to 
disadvantage in the G21 region.  

The first ring, (central to all responses) are the people 
who are experiencing disadvantage themselves.  
Recognising that people are central to any interventions, 
both as participants in co-creating positive futures and 
as the focus of  all the responses that take place in the 
system is critical if  any responses are to succeed.  

The second ring focusses on those responses that are 
‘people-based’ - that is, their focus is working to ensure 
the well-being of  people experiencing disadvantage, and 
in so doing, ultimately to alleviate or ameliorate this 
disadvantage. 

The third ring focusses on place-based responses, 
essentially those activities that tackle disadvantage 
through a place lens, focussing particularly on 
community level activities.  

The fourth ring focusses on region-wide integration 
and innovation.  These responses tackle the issues from 
a bigger picture perspective, but also tackle the 
relationships between disadvantage and a range of  other 
influencing factors.  Region-wide responses are often 
not identified in research and literature about 
disadvantage, and yet they are critical if  we are to tackle 
entrenched locational disadvantage.   

The fifth ring point to some broad goals underpinning 
responses to locational disadvantage, based loosely on 
Amartya Sen’s (1999) core framework that links human 
agency with social and economic opportunities.  This 
ring is included to indicate that all the responses to 
disadvantage share some broad goals of  opening 
opportunities for and with those experiencing 
disadvantage and ensuring that these opportunities can 
actually be realised.  Including a broad purpose can also 
help to identify and concretise gaps in the system.  

The three blue arrows represent three critical flows into, 
around and out of  disadvantaged communities - capital, 
people and impacts.  They cut across each of  the inner 
response rings as understanding and engaging with 
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these is key to any and all responses.  These ‘flows’ are 
recognised in the research as critical to developing 
effective systemic responses to disadvantage.  These 
arrows refer to:

1.  Capital flows:  how we financially resource 
responses to disadvantage, and how we ensure that 
the limited resources we have in systems is used to 
maximum effectiveness and efficiency in generating 
impact.  Very often in discussions about 
disadvantage capital is assumed to mean funding by 
governments, and/or grants via philanthropic bodies.  
However, this is limited both in effect and scope.  
We need to consider how to attract in other forms of  
capital for social impact, and how to more effectively 
spend the capital we can attract for maximum 
benefit.  Further, it is important to understand where 
capital flows in the system.  Much of  the capital that 
flows into regions (through investment, spending, 
funding etc), actually flows around rather than into 

or through disadvantaged areas.  One of  the 
challenges of  addressing disadvantage is to ensure 
that capital is directed into disadvantaged areas, and 
is retained in those areas (through, for example, 
localised job creation, local economic development 
and spending that generates multiplier effects in 
disadvantaged areas).  Capital flows point to the 
importance of  understanding different forms of  
capital that could flow into and around the system, 
and what strategies could slow its leakage out of  the 
system.  

2. People flows:  recent research consistently points to 
the importance of  understanding the mobility of  
people in and out of  disadvantaged localities.  The 
basic message is that we cannot understand impact if  
we do not understand the flow of  people into and 
out of  a disadvantaged area.   Research suggests that 
people whose situation improves (for example, by 
gaining employment) do not necessarily stay in a 

Figure One:  A systems overview of responses to addressing disadvantage
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disadvantaged area.  As upwardly mobile people 
move out of  an area there may be other more 
disadvantaged families attracted into the area because 
of, for example,  cheaper rents.  Therefore, mobility 
of  people can mask or distort the relationship 
between individual impacts and place impacts, as 
Byron (2010;p.27) highlights:

“Given the high rate of  mobility, even across highly 
disadvantaged locations, any comparison of  area level 
statistics over time are likely to, at least in part, be 
comparing outcomes for a different group of  people”.

3. Impact flows:  research increasingly argues that we 
need to develop more effective means for assessing 
and evaluating the impacts of  our interventions and 
responses to addressing disadvantage, and to ensure 
that the outcomes we are seeking are actually 
embedded into the way we design responses. What is 
also highlighted in the research is the need to 
understand the integration between different levels 
of  responses, such as people and place-based 
responses as well as targeted and mainstream service 
responses.  Finally, research suggests that the success 
of  interventions depends at least in part on a 
broader public understanding that the impacts that 
flow from interventions benefit not just people 

experiencing disadvantage, but ultimately the whole 
community and region. 

In preliminary testing of  this map with local 
stakeholders in the G21 region, the following initiatives 
(in the yellow boxes in figure two) were highlighted as 
representing some of  the major recent service 
responses to addressing disadvantage in the region.  The 
major gaps at a systems level that were identified by 
stakeholders included: linking economic and social 
investments (and capital flows) to address disadvantage; 
coordinating data and impact measurement frameworks; 
and integrating/coordinating / planning and 
intervening across the different levels of  the system.  
Stakeholders also supported a role for G21 which offers 
innovative, complementary additions to the system, and 
engages existing initiatives (rather than one which 
replicates or competes within the system).  

A focus on capital flows, linking economic and social 
investments is an innovative, complementary addition to  
the existing system and will be explored as a option for 
consideration by the G21 Addressing Disadvantage 
Taskforce in the following section.  

Figure Two:  Key recent initiatives in the G21 Region that are focussed on addressing disadvantage



Growing Jobs in Place:  Focussing 
Capital Flows in Disadvantaged Places
Addressing disadvantage is often considered a ‘social’ 
responsibility distinct from economic development.  
Certainly there are many social dimensions to addressing 
disadvantage, as can be seen from the systems map 
above.  However, without a clear and present focus on 
the intersections between social development and 
economic development strategies, it is unlikely that 
persistent locational disadvantage can effectively be 
addressed at a regional level.  Research in Australia and 
the UK has highlighted a need to develop specifically 
economic and market-based strategies alongside place 
and people-centred strategies if  we are to significantly 
impact recurrent poverty and disadvantage - as is 
highlighted by Tomlinson and Walker (2010;p.30):

“structural factors, opportunities presented by the labour 
market, are as important as, and often more important than, 
personal attributes and circumstances in determining the risk 
of  recurrent poverty”.  

Such strategies actively focus on strengthening those 
parts of  the regional economy that are most likely to 
grow jobs, and ensuring there are adequate pathways in 
place so that disadvantaged job-seekers may reach these 
jobs.  The strategies recommended in this report thus 
focus on stimulating opportunities in the labour market, 
and then ensuring that those opportunities are directly 
accessible to people who are most disadvantaged in the 
region.

There are already significant and comprehensive plans 
underway to address key infrastructure in some of  G21s 
most disadvantaged communities (eg. Corio-Norlane 
Structure Plan).  The strategies recommended here will 
complement and strengthen some of  these (eg. 
Principles 4 & 5 in the Corio-Norlane Structure Plan in 
particular could be strengthened by linking them to 
these strategies, and/or these strategies could directly 
inform the implementation of  these principles).  

Focussing on capital flows will be most effective at a 
regional level, as this region has sufficient scale and 
economic diversity to make it attractive from both a 
financial and an impact perspective.  Further, such a 
focus could draw in a range of  stakeholders who are not 
traditionally involved in addressing disadvantage 
(including the small business sector and entrepreneurs) 
and therefore strengthen the potential impacts of  the 
system as a whole. 

While people-based responses can focus on ensuring 
that people have the agency and the capabilities to 
access job opportunities (ie. they have access to training, 
skills development and are supported to apply for jobs), 
it is not always the case that there are suitable jobs 
available, nor that the training is necessarily geared 
towards jobs that are available.  This is particularly the 
case in and around disadvantaged areas that have 
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experienced economic restructuring, and where 
commercial activity and investment is low.  
Certainly focussing on particular place-based responses 
could open pathways for people to engage with, for 
example, intermediate labour market social enterprises, 
focussed on linking training to supported work 
experience.   However, it is unrealistic to assume that 
sufficient social enterprises can be developed in the G21 
region to absorb all the people who are jobless, even as 
an intermediate labour market strategy.  

So then the question becomes, ‘how do we extend the scope 
and diversity of  job opportunities in the region’ (ie. find ways to 
create more jobs, and, of  course, retain existing jobs) and 
‘how do we develop flexible and diverse pathways for realising 
opportunities, particularly for those people living in the more 
disadvantaged areas of  the region’ (ie. more effectively link 
demand for jobs with supply of  jobs).  

Research suggests that the majority of  new jobs in 
OECD countries are created in SMEs (Hall, 2010) rather 
than in big business or in the social economy.  SMEs also 
play a major role in regional innovation (Zhan, 2013), 
and local economic development (see for example, FSB, 
2013).  Strengthening SMEs has significant potential for 
growing jobs and thereby reducing joblessness in the 
G21 region.   

The temptation is to assume, however, that a broad focus 
on generating jobs in the region will automatically lead to 
a trickling down of  opportunities into the more 
disadvantaged areas of  G21.  Whilst it is important to 
maintain a push for jobs growth in the region as a whole, 
all the research on addressing disadvantage suggests that 
there is little ‘trickle-down’ of  opportunity into more 
disadvantaged areas from such strategies.  There are two 
core reasons for this:

(a) without intentional action, investment focussed 
on generating jobs actually flows around 
disadvantaged communities and towards people 
and localities that are already more advantaged;

(b)there are significant issues in current supply-led 
training and employment frameworks that will not 
be addressed through simple ‘more jobs’ policies.  
For training and jobs to be effective strategies for 
addressing disadvantage, there needs to be greater 
attention paid to effectively linking demand and 
supply of  jobs; creating quality jobs (living 
wages and benefits, with prospects for 
development, rather than insecure, peripheral jobs); 
and targeting and tracking of  job opportunities 
directly to disadvantaged areas.  
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Figure Three:  An overview of the Proposed Collective Impact Strategies for Addressing Disadvantage in the G21 Region



Based on the research and stakeholder input, this report 
focusses on four core strategies that could grow and 
target jobs in G21 and on this basis, contribute 
significantly to addressing disadvantage in the region.
 

1.  Focussed and efficient use of  current capital and 
resource flows through implementing a regional 
commitment to social procurement;

2. A regionally focussed approach to harnessing and 
leverage new capital that can directly build 
investment in retaining and growing SMEs 
through a place-based impact investment 
initiative;

3. Establishing a regional body that can audit, 
promote and broker linkages from 
employment demand to supply across the 
region.

4.  The above strategies would need to supported 
with a system that enabled a tracking and 
measurement of  job outcomes and job 
sustainability in the most disadvantaged areas  
in the G21 Region.  

The adoption of  these strategies in the G21 region is an 
ambitious and innovative undertaking and will require 
the cooperation and engagement of  stakeholders from 
across sectors.  It will also need to be resourced through 
contributions from each of  the sectors.  In addition, if  
the region is to undertake these strategies, it will need to 
do so using a framework than can help to organise and 
structure action across a diversity of  stakeholders.  
Therefore it is recommended that the strategies be 
implemented through a collective impact model 
(outlined later in the report).  

The four strategies are summarised in Figure Three and 
further outlined below.  

Strategy One:
Social Procurement:  Generating Social Value 
from Existing Capital Flows in the Region
There are numbers of  significant projects and large 
amounts of  capital set to flow into and through the 
G21 region over coming years.  Large infrastructure 
programs and initiatives are already underway (Geelong 
City Centre Reactivation program; NDIS headquarters; 
housing developments such as New Norlane, and 
others associated with the Corio Norlane Structure 
Plan; transport infrastructure projects focussed on road, 

rail, port facilities, and aviation;  research and health 
initiatives; and tourism projects), and G21 has been 
instrumental in accessing regional development funds 
and funding linked to industry restructure and closure.  

The funds and projects represent significant capital 
flows into the G21 region, and this in turn represents an 
unprecedented opportunity to ensure that this capital 
results in impacts for the regions most disadvantaged 
areas.  However, evidence and experience of  other 
places attempting to use such initiatives for addressing 
disadvantage has been that unless it is very carefully 
targeted such inflows of  capital have little or no 
economic impact for most disadvantaged areas.  

The first strategy recommendation therefore is 
centred on a formalised regional commitment 
across all sectors (public, private and social) to 
implement and report on social procurement 
policies and initiatives.   

This would mean that all appropriate contracts across 
the region would include social benefit requirements 
and clauses that were aimed at increasing training and 
employment opportunities and strengthening local jobs 
growth in the region.   This strategy has some 
precedents in the G21 region - the contracts for the 
New Norlane Housing initiative, for example, included 
social clauses to ensure that contractors (working with 
local support agencies) provide full-time employment 
for two or more local people to be trained and work on 
the project.  In addition, some G21 Councils, such as 
Geelong City Council already have procurement policies 
that potentially support training and employment and 
social value generation.  

A strategic and region-wide social procurement compact 
could amplify and strengthen job creation, particularly 
in and around the most disadvantaged areas in the 
region (see case studies below that illustrate how a 
strategic approach to social procurement can deliver 
substantial outcomes for addressing disadvantage).  A 
social procurement compact also has the potential to 
build and strengthen a cross-sectoral commitment to 
growing jobs as a strategy for addressing disadvantage.  

Social procurement is a strategic approach to ensuring 
that existing capital flows in a region generate social 
value alongside and as part of  ensuring value for money. 

The Nowra Jail project generated over 90 Indigenous employment positions. Managed by NSW Public Works on behalf  
of  Corrective Services NSW, the contract for this project required tenderers to submit an Aboriginal Participation Plan 
(APP) as part of  their bid. Members of  the local Indigenous community had significant input at all stages of  the project 
and early supplier education and engagement processes and the provision of  an employment broker, funded by 
Department of  Education, Employment and Workplace Relations (DEEWR), all assisted in the success of  the project. 
The outcomes of  the contract exceeded the original goals set and have led to sustained benefits for those employed and 
the broader community. 
For more information on this project, see ‘Social Procurement in NSW’, available at:  http://www.socialenterprises.com.au/social-
procurement 
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The Department of  Human Services Victoria (DHS) provides public and social housing for those most in need in the 
community, delivering an integrated service that offers stable housing along with the opportunity and support for 
residents to thrive in the local community. The DHS Housing and Community Building Division adds social clauses into 
many of  its contracts, stating that contractors employ a certain number of  public housing tenants (with numbers of  
tenant employees varying according to the size of  the contract) as a key deliverable. This clause covers a range of  
contracts, from basic services such as cleaning, landscaping and security, to more complex services such as construction.  
The social clauses are supported by the Public Tenant Employment Program (PTEP), a State Government funded 
program that assists contractors through the provision of  recruitment services, including sourcing tenant recruits and 
ensuring that all necessary checks and qualifying certifications have been undertaken.
The benefits of  the PTEP and the inclusion of  the social clauses in procurement contracts include:

• providing tenants with a pathway out of  poverty
• lowering the turnover of  tenants due to stable employment
• providing tenants with training opportunities they would not have otherwise received.

The PTEP represents a cost effective strategy for DHS, having led to almost 650 jobs and over 1300 training 
opportunities for public housing tenants over the past five years.
For more information about this example, see Social Procurement: A Guide for Victorian Local Government, available at:  http://
www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/local-government-reform/procurement/social-procurement

Generating social value within public and private 
procurement processes is increasingly internationally 
recognised as a key way in which governments, 
corporations and non-profits can ensure that their 
purchasing power maximises opportunities to generate 
positive outcomes and benefits for the communities 
they operate in and serve.  

Strategy Two:
Place-Based Impact Investment: Growing and 
Retaining Jobs in SMEs 
International research indicates that a thriving and 
diverse SME sector has significant impacts on regional 
economic development, and particularly jobs growth.  
Further, research also suggests that the job losses from 
economic restructuring are actually greater in the SME 
supply chains of  companies who close branches or 
factories (see for example Report of  the Non-
Government Members to The Prime Ministers 
Manufacturing Taskforce, 2012).  This is of  critical 
importance in the G21 region in the face of  recent 
industry restructures and the announcement of  job 
losses in larger businesses (for example by Ford and 
Target).  SMEs in the supply chains of  these changing 
industries may be forced to reorient their business 
models and/or consider downsizing in the wake of  
restructures.  

According to the ABS (2013) there are around 23,000 
SMEs across all industry sectors in the G21 region 
(including very small enterprises), suggesting that this is 
already an significantly entrepreneurial region. 
Maintaining and strengthening SMEs is key to ensuring 
economic diversity and innovation in the region, and to 
creating jobs.  Indeed, substantial jobs could be created 
and retained in the G21 region if  SMEs can be 
supported to innovate  and/or grow.   Therefore, one 
way to create more jobs and address disadvantage is to 
support SME development and growth in the region.  

A key element to SME growth is ensuring access to 
finance, particularly to debt funding.  Growth of  social 
economy businesses and social enterprises, who can add 
diversity to the local economy, and provide pathways 
into employment particularly in disadvantaged areas, 
also depend on unlocking capital.  

The second strategy recommendation, therefore, is 
the establishment of  place-based impact 
investment initiatives, initially focussing existing 
investment towards considering their role in 
addressing disadvantage, but ultimately building 
an investment fund specifically focussed on 
investment in local SMEs with employment growth 
potential.  

In the first instance this may involve ensuring that any 
‘investment funds’ (such as, for example, regional 
investment funds) bringing investment capital into the 
G21 region incorporate proactive ways to channel 
capital into local SMEs, and target growing employment 
in the most disadvantaged areas.  This could be begun 
by incorporating job growth potential assessments into 
loan / investment processes, and actively encouraging 
applicants to demonstrate how they would utilise 
monies to engage with and employ people from 
disadvantaged areas in the region.  

Existing SME support and investment services could 
also be engaged to explore opportunities for reaching 
out to SMEs who have employment growth potential 
particularly in relation to disadvantaged areas of  the 
region.  For example, G21 could engage with innovative 
investment platforms such as the Australian Small Scale 
Offerings Board (see inset box) to explore deepening 
regional connections to such platforms, particularly for 
those SMEs considered to represent high potential for 
employment generation in the region.  

http://www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/local-government-reform/procurement/social-procurement
http://www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/local-government-reform/procurement/social-procurement
http://www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/local-government-reform/procurement/social-procurement
http://www.dpcd.vic.gov.au/localgovernment/local-government-reform/procurement/social-procurement
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Bridges Ventures
Bridges Ventures Community Development 
Fund in the UK manages two venture funds 
(totaling £115 million) that invest in businesses 
located in the most disadvantaged 25% of  the 
UK, and in businesses operating in sustainable 
sectors. Through these investments they have 
generated and retained almost 1400 jobs in these 
communities, and generated £4.10 in additional 
spending in target areas for each £1 invested. 
Exit returns to date range from 29–165% IRR.

Pacific Community Ventures
Pacific Community Ventures manages three 
venture funds totaling US$60 million that invest 
in mid to later stage businesses with growth 
potential, capacity to create jobs and potential to 
contribute to economic growth predominantly in 
underserved communities in California, US. Over 
the last decade they have created 5000+ jobs 
through their investments, with 2/3 of  
employees of  invested companies residing in 
underserved areas. PCVs second fund realised a 
gross IRR of  28.3%. 

Seedco Financial
Seedco Financial is a Community Development 
Financial Institution with over $70 million in 
assets under management. They operate a small 
business loan fund that lends to businesses 
employing people in underserved areas in 
Alabama, New York and Louisiana. They also 
offer technical assistance to SMEs in these areas. 
In 2010 their investments created around 600 
jobs and retained 250 existing jobs in 
underserved areas. Investors include banks, 
financial institutions, foundations and 
government. 

CEI
Coastal Enterprises Inc (CEI) manage a $10 
million venture fund that invests in growth-
oriented businesses located in underserved areas 
of  Maine, USA. Through these investments they 
create quality employment opportunities for 
people on low incomes, promote progressive 
management practices, support socially beneficial 
products and services, enrich distressed 
communities and foster environmental 
sustainability. Historically CEI have generated 
returns of  between 11% and 20%. 

Four Brief Place-based Impact Investment 
case studies
for more information, see Burkett, 2012a & b

It should be recognised that most mainstream 
investors / investment funds do not consider social 
impact as part of  investment decision-making, so there 
will be cultural and mindset differences to contend with.  
However, opening up an impact investment 
conversation in the region, and linking in with existing 
impact investment intermediaries in Australia (such as 
Foresters Community Finance) could support 
innovative approaches to applying investment to 
addressing disadvantage (see inset box below).  

In the longer term, G21 should consider the 
establishment of  Australia’s first Place-Based Impact 
Investment fund, which could invest (debt and equity - 
and generating both financial and social returns) in 
SMEs who have growth potential and could grow 
‘bricks and mortar’ jobs in the region.  This is a strategy 
that has successfully been applied in the UK and US for 
strengthening SMEs in regions and growing quality jobs 
particularly in disadvantaged areas (see examples in the 
inset boxes).  

This is an investment and business-focussed strategy for 
addressing disadvantage which, given the range and size 
of  SMEs in the G21 region, and the existing 
commitment to growing and supporting SMEs 
(through, for example, Enterprise Geelong), has more 
potential in this region than perhaps anywhere else in 
Australia.  A place-based impact investment initiative 
could complement initiatives such as Enterprise 
Geelong, and also ensure that jobs and investment flow 
directly into more disadvantaged areas of  G21 rather 
than flowing around these areas.  

In order to progress this three important gaps would 
need to be addressed:
- any impact investment strategy needs to start from a 

deep understanding of  the ‘demand-side’, the need that 
attracting investment into the system aims to address. 
Questions may include: What kinds of  barriers exist to 
employment? What kinds of  jobs are most accessible 
to people experiencing disadvantage?  Who is most 
likely to be able to create these jobs, under what 
conditions?  Understanding the demand side shapes 
the sort of  investment that is needed and the targets 
of  that investment (both from an asset perspective 
and an impact perspective).  

- then there is a need to unpack the ‘supply-side’ of  the 
investment proposition - the key question here being, 
who are the likely investors going to be and what sorts 
of  investment are they looking for (including their 
motivations, expectations and whether they are 
financial-first (seeking a market-based return as their 
core motivation) or impact-first investors (seeking 
impact before financial returns, with more 
philanthropic than investment motivations).

- finally there is a need to more closely understand how the 
current people-centred responses could and would need to support 
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The Australian Small Scale Offerings Board
The Australian Small Scale Offerings Board (ASSOB) was conceived as a way for small businesses to gain access 
to growth capital, without the prohibitive expenses of  listing on a stock exchange. ASSOB was designed as a 
mechanism for SMEs to move beyond bank loans as sources of  capital for development and growth and to 
access equity-based growth capital in the form of  unlisted securities. ASSOB has class order exemption from 
ASIC, making it possible to raise up to $5 million instead of  the usual $2 million permitted under regulations, and 
also reducing the requirements for full disclosure documents, making it much more accessible and affordable for 
SMEs. 

ASSOB is a essentially a capital raising platform for unlisted companies, and ‘facilitates the origination, 
aggregation and sale of  securities’, both through primary issues and secondary sales [Ling Hui, 2009;p.2]. It 
operates as a ‘Business Introduction Service’, connecting SMEs looking to raise equity capital, with potential 
investors. The ASSOB process involves companies linking with an authorised ASSOB sponsor, who provides 
business and governance advice, ensures the company has an appropriate share capital structure and financial 
credentials and writes a compliant offer document. 

ASSOB is a compliant, affordable and effective way of  addressing the ‘equity gap’ that SMEs in Australia face in 
their growth and development. For many SMEs it is a stepping stone for growth prior to listing on a stock 
exchange. 

If  Place-based Impact Investment in the G21 region is to develop around approaches to investing in established 
high-growth SMEs who could expand employment, there may be some merit in exploring the possibilities of  
connecting with ASSOB as an established mechanism for accessing growth capital for unlisted companies. 

Impact Investment Intermediaries
Impact investment is about more than adding capital 
to social impact and stirring.  It requires specialist 
intermediaries who can ensure that investments 
generate both financial returns and social impacts.  

Specialist intermediaries develop relationships, build 
understandings and collate data about the demand-
side of  the investment market, which in this case 
would be SMEs in the region who have growth 
potential.  They then apply this information directly 
to product development so that financial services 
focussed on meeting the financial and investment 
needs of  this markets can generate social impacts 
(like growing jobs in the region) and, importantly, 
can demonstrate commercial soundness.  Over time 
this reduces risk, promotes confidence, and ensures 
impact.  

There are relatively few impact investment 
intermediaries in Australia, and none of  them 
currently focus on place-based impact investment.  

However, it is an area that has received a great deal 
of  interest in recent years and a number of  impact 
investment intermediaries are open to exploring 
such initiatives.  For more information, see Foresters 
Community Finance (www.foresters.org.au).  

any impact investment strategy, and particularly, how 
training services and employment services could be 
linked directly to employers to ensure that 
strengthening SMEs does actually lead to employment 
outcomes.  This is particularly critical as SMEs often 
do not have the mindsets nor the support structures 
to put in extra efforts to recruit disadvantaged 
jobseekers.  The third strategy of  developing a 
demand-led employment brokerage service could 
provide a foundation for such linkages.  

A place-based impact investment strategy is ambitious, 
no doubt.  However, in the long term there will be real 
needs to ensure that the economy of  G21 remains 
diverse and vibrant and SMEs need to be a critical part 
of  this future.  A proactive approach to ensuring that 
the SMEs of  the region have access to investment 
capital that can help to strengthen their capacities to 
employ local people will go a long way to securing 
ongoing jobs growth, and if  this is targeted, to 
addressing disadvantage in the region.  

Strategy Three:
Demand-led Employment Brokerage: Building 
Effective Pathways into Jobs
One of  the most critical challenges involved in ensuring 
that jobs growth actually starts to address disadvantage 
centres on matching the demand for employees with the 
supply of  job-seekers, and more particularly, with 
building the capacities and job-readiness of  
disadvantaged job-seekers.  Demand-led employment 
approaches aim to develop sustainable matches between 
employers and people who are unemployed.  Such 
approaches start with the needs of  employers for skills, 
and then: 

http://www.foresters.org.au
http://www.foresters.org.au
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“work backwards to meet the needs of  individual job 
seekers...involving employers in the design of  training...and 
using their hiring requirements to define training content and 
job readiness” (Wren, 2011;p.5).  

Currently many employment programs focus on job-
seekers as ‘the client’, and are predominantly ‘supply-
driven’, training jobseekers independently of  actual jobs, 
and then focussing on availability in terms of  work 
placements.  In disadvantaged areas this can lead to a 
mismatch between training and market demand for job-
seekers, and in the longer term it can actually further 
entrench disadvantage.  Increasingly research suggests 
that a demand-led approach (not independently of  
supply sensitivity of  course) can lead to more effective 
outcomes for addressing disadvantage - as Adams 
(2011;p.4) highlights:

“The evidence shows that technical and vocational education is 
more effective when focused on skills closely linked to market 
demand. This has encouraged a reform movement away from 
supply-driven training systems to ones more closely connected to 
markets (Adams, 2011;p. 4)

A number of  employment service providers and non-
profits in the G21 region are operating using demand-
led approaches.  For example: 

- Northern Futures in the Northern suburbs of  
Geelong has partnered with the Brotherhood of  St 
Laurence to operate the  Geelong Work and Learning 
Centre, matching the recruitment needs of  employers 
with job-ready job seekers;

- The LLENs (Learning and Employment Networks) in 
the Geelong Region and the South West (including 
Colac-Otway Shire) are focussed on connecting 
employers with local groups to improve education, 
training and employment options for young people 
(aged 10-19).  

What is evident, however, is that without some kind of  
regional demand-focussed process, neither the social 
procurement nor place-based investment initiatives will 
necessarily result in more jobs for job-seekers in the 
regions most disadvantaged areas.  There is a need for a 
group or an entity to play a leadership role in auditing, 
promoting and brokering linkages between employer 
demands for skills with service providers who are 
focussed on supporting disadvantaged job seekers.  The 
need for greater integration between employment 
demand and supply in the region was highlighted 
recently by one of  the Local Learning and Employment 
Networks:

“There still appears to be little formal engagement between 
industry, Local Government and the stakeholders who deal 
with those seeking ongoing education and employment 
opportunities” (GRLLEN Environmental Scan, 2013;p. 
50).  

The third strategy recommendation, then, is the 
establishment of  a regional entity that is focussed 
on auditing, promoting and brokering sustainable 
pathways between employers and job-seekers 
(particularly those from disadvantaged areas).  

The role of  this entity would be at a regional level (ie. 
not competing but complementing existing demand-led 
initiatives such as those mentioned above).  The role 
would not be to directly match employers with job-
seekers, but to play the role at a regional level of  
promoting demand-led approaches and brokering 
partnerships between employers and employment 
service providers who could deliver on-the-ground job 
matchmaking.  

The role would be to:
- promote the benefits of  local employment and 

partnerships between employers and employment 
service providers in addressing disadvantage and 
filling regional skills gaps;

- promote a culture of  partnership and directly 
broker partnerships between employers and 
service providers focussed on disadvantaged job 
seekers;

- audit upcoming contracts and tenders looking 
for opportunities that could benefit from the 
addition of  social objectives, and then broker 
support relationships between potential suppliers 
and local employment service providers;

- actively audit employer needs across the 
region, and broker appropriate partnerships with 
training providers who could co-design workplace 
training for and with employers;

- encourage and support SMEs in the region to 
partner with employment service providers, 
and broker additional support and investment 
needed for SMEs to engage disadvantaged job-
seekers.  

The entity could be in the form of  a regional work and 
skills partnership board (made up of  key agencies, 
industry employers, public sector employers and local 
government).  Alternatively, it could be in the form of  a 
business unit inside G21 or one of  the LLENs and, in 
collaboration with other key stakeholders, staffed by 1 
or 2 people specifically focussed on the roles outlined 
above.  Obviously this latter option (ie. a business unit) 
would be more resource intensive, however it may also 
be more effective in the long-term, particularly if  this 
unit was also to be responsible for tracking and 
measuring job outcomes (the next strategy).  



Strategy Four:
Tracking and Measuring Job Outcomes: Seeing 
the Difference thatʼs Been Made
There are a number of  key initiatives currently focussed 
on addressing disadvantage and generating jobs in the 
G21 region, and employment is a focus in both the G21 
Growth Plan, and in the draft G21 Economic 
Development Plan.  If  the G21 Disadvantage Taskforce 
takes on the recommendations of  this report further 
initiatives to stimulate employment, particularly in the 
region’s disadvantaged areas, will be added to existing 
approaches.  

Despite all that is happening, and all the data that is 
available highlighting the characteristics of  disadvantage 
in the region, there is little available data on outcomes 
of  initiatives or programs designed to address 
disadvantage.  Stakeholders in the workshop run as part 
of  the writing of  this report identified the lack of  an 
agreed frame of  measurement as a significant gap in the 
current system of  addressing disadvantage.  A lack of  
data and common measurement frameworks means that 
it is difficult to establish whether and which 
interventions are working at a regional level.  

The fourth and final recommended strategy, then, 
is that any adoption of  strategies from this report 
be combined with the promotion and enactment of 
an agreed upon tracking and outcome 
measurement framework.  

Measuring outcomes will not only assist in evaluating 
the initiatives in terms of  their effectiveness, it will also 
help to promote the work of  G21 more broadly, leading 
to profile and potential funding benefits for further 
initiatives.  Shared measurement frameworks are also 
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Outcomes Sought Sample indicators for measuring outcomes in relation to each initiative
Employment of people living in 
disadvantaged areas (eg. in Decile 1 
according to SEIFA).  

- Total number of people employed full-time as a result of each initiative 
- Number of people from disadvantaged areas employed full-time 
- Number of people employed part-time and casually from disadvantaged areas
- Number of people employed from disadvantaged areas who were previously unemployed
- Number of people from disadvantaged areas still employed after 1yr, 2yr, 5yrs
- Number of young people, women, Indigenous people, people with a disability and people 

from CALD groups employed

Increased wages for low-income 
people residing in disadvantaged 
areas

- Value of wages paid to previously excluded people residing in disadvantaged areas.

Training of people living in 
disadvantaged areas

- Number of trainees from disadvantaged areas
- Number of trainees from disadvantaged areas who have progressed to employment
- Level of qualification development (from baseline to end of training period)

Table 1:  Simple outcomes and indicators for measurement that could be included in agreed measurement frameworks 
(for example purposes only).

important for consolidating and leveraging stakeholder 
commitment as most investors in processes like to 
know that their efforts are actually making a difference. 
Simple visual ways of  representing and sharing progress  
measurements, and thereby building momentum and 
transparency is recommended.  
  
Baseline measurement in relation to the various 
initiatives is also recommended.  So, for example, in the 
case of  social procurement, it would be good to include 
baseline measures of  supplier’s employment of  people 
living in disadvantaged areas as part of  the information 
sought in the tender process.  

There are a number of  ‘off  the shelf ’ measurement 
frameworks and models available - including Social 
Return on Investment (SROI) and Results-Based 
Accountability (RBA).  These may be useful to consider 
in the longer term, however they can be resource-
intensive in the short-term.  A more basic, bespoke 
measurement framework that is co-designed and agreed 
across stakeholders may be more appropriate in the 
early stages of  initiatives such as social procurement, 
place-based impact investment and the brokerage 
service.  Table 1 outlines some of  the key outcomes all 
these initiatives would seek, and some sample indicators 
for measuring these outcomes.  



Collective Impact Case Study:  
Memphis Fast Forward
Memphis Fast Forward is an example of  a cross-sector 
collective impact approach that developed a strategic 
agenda to address economic growth and quality of  life in 
the Memphis region.  This started as a five-year 
collaboration between local government, business and 
non-profit leaders to develop an 

“ambitious roadmap to create jobs, make our 
community safer, produce a better-educated workforce, 
and create more efficient local government”.   

The five-year plan that was developed in 2005 and has 
been implemented since then was: 

“data-driven and measurable, engag(ing) experts, 
practitioners and citizenry in the planning and 
implementation, and emphasis(ing) the interlocking 
relationship between public safety, education, 
government efficiency, quality of  life and economic 
growth”.  

Their initial plans have focussed on ‘basic building blocks’ 
for improving quality of  life in the region:  good jobs, an 
educated workforce, safe neighborhoods, healthy citizens 
and government fiscal strength.  In the first five years, 
Memphis Fast Forward has achieved remarkable results: 
more than 15,000 new, quality jobs; new capital investment 
of  $4.2billion generated; increased levels of  innovation 
and entrepreneurship; a new investment firm for startups 
and high growth ventures, amongst many other 
achievements.  For more information see:  
www.memphisfastforward.com
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Together, these four strategies have the potential to 
complement existing services, bring universal benefits to 
the region, and play a significant part in addressing 
locality-based disadvantage rooted in joblessness.  In 
order to pursue these strategies, an implementation 
model is needed that can frame what is an ambitious 
regional, cross-sector agenda.  ‘Collective Impact’ is such 
a model, and has been used in a number of  regional 
contexts around the world to frame action seeking to 
address significant social challenges.  This model and its 
potential for framing these strategies in the G21 region 
is explored below.  

Implementation through a Collective 
Impact Model
“Collective Impact” is a model of  social change that was 
first developed in the US (see Kania and Kramer, 2011), 
and has since spread internationally as a methodology 
for achieving substantial impacts on complex and large-
scale social problems, such as place-based disadvantage.  
Collective impact is a model that is based on structured 
collaborative efforts across multiple and often cross-
sector stakeholders, which is different to models of  
‘isolated impact’, whereby many individual organisations 
are funded to solve issues on their own, using different 
methods and measurement frameworks (see 
Hanleybrown et al, 2012).  

The model would draw together and build from 
initiatives underway, but add a structured framework of  
collaboration and measurement to these initiative so that 
they are more likely to achieve real change in relation to 
agreed upon impact targets.  

Collective Impact is focussed on five key conditions 
(which together distinguish collective impact from other 
forms of  collaboration).  These are outlined below (the 
bold quotes are taken from Hanleybrown et al, 2012;p1):

1.  Common Agenda
“All participants have a shared vision for change including a 
common understanding of the problem and a joint approach to 
solving it through agreed upon actions”.
In the G21 initiative, a common agenda across 
stakeholders who are directly and indirectly engaged in 
addressing disadvantage will be a significant part of  
ensuring that the impact that is envisioned will be 
achieved.  In practice this will not mean that ALL 
stakeholders will get on board from the beginning, but it 
will be important to build engagement into the next and 
all proceeding phases of  the work.  Importantly, it is also  
key that people experiencing joblessness and 
disadvantage are included and engaged.    
 
2. Shared Measurement System
“Collecting data and measuring results consistently across all
participants ensures efforts remain aligned and participants hold 
each other accountable”.
In the G21 initiative, clear, concise and relatively easy to 
measure outcomes will provide a tangible and motivating 
measurement framework for the project.  The 
framework could be about creating a particular number 
of  quality jobs in the most disadvantaged areas (eg. 

Collective Impact Case Study:  Opportunity Chicago
Opportunity Chicago was a collaboration between 
government, philanthropists, non-profit organisations and 
employers which aimed to create 5,000 jobs in five years for 
public housing residents in Chicago.  The initiative cost $27.5 
million and was focussed on connecting low-skilled public 
housing residents to real, quality jobs and training programs 
that led to jobs.  In the process they aimed to redefine how 
Chicago’s public workforce development system serviced 
disadvantaged jobseekers.  The initiative ran from 2005 to 
2010 and exceeded it’s goals.  Some of  the key achievements 
are outlined below:

• 5,185 residents placed in jobs
• 54 percent retained employment for two or more years
• 23 percent of  those placed in jobs had not worked in 

the two years prior to accessing Opportunity Chicago 
programs

• 926 residents completed certificate and degree 
programs through City Colleges of  Chicago

• 345 participated in Industry Skills Training
• 1,260 participated in a Transitional Job and 80 percent 

transitioned into unsubsidized employment
• $27.5 million invested over 5 years
• Over 85 percent of  funding spent on funding work 

readiness, skills training, and job placement
For more information see:  www.cjc.net/opportunity-
chicago/

http://www.memphisfastforward.com
http://www.memphisfastforward.com
http://www.cjc.net/opportunity-chicago/
http://www.cjc.net/opportunity-chicago/
http://www.cjc.net/opportunity-chicago/
http://www.cjc.net/opportunity-chicago/


tracking new and permanent jobs employing people 
residing in the most disadvantaged areas in the region), 
and subsets could be about tracking changes in skills 
and qualifications; and household incomes).  Taking 
into account people flows, the ultimate shared measure 
for the project could be to increase the SEIFA index 
results for 2015 by a minimum agreed target.    

3. Mutually Reinforcing Activities
“Participant activities must be differentiated while still being
coordinated through a mutually reinforcing plan of action”.
The four strategies outlined above are mutually 
reinforcing place-based and market-focussed actions 
that could provide the foundation for generating real, 
measurable impacts in the most disadvantaged areas in 
the G21 region.  

4. Continuous Communication
“Consistent and open communication is needed across the 
many players to build trust, assure mutual objectives, and create 
common motivation”.
In the G21 initiative there is already the base of  an 
action coalition amongst key stakeholders, in the 
Disadvantage Taskforce.  This base, perhaps with some 
further participants, could continue to monitor actions 
and lessons learnt.  Building in open and active 
communication with community members and people 
experiencing disadvantage will be critical as the initiative 
develops.  

5. Backbone Structure
“Creating and managing collective impact requires a separate 
organization(s) with staff and a specific set of skills to serve as 
the backbone for the entire initiative and coordinate participating  
organizations and agencies”.
The G21 Disadvantage Taskforce, in collaboration with 
regional stakeholders could oversee a backbone structure 
inside G21, or the employment brokerage entity could play 
the role of  ‘backbone’ structure, coordinating and 
convening the projects and collating the data.  

While G21 provides an excellent foundation for 
developing a collective impact model around these 
initiatives, there will inevitably be some challenges involved 
in the implementation of  such as model.  One of  the most 
significant challenges will be funding the model.  While 
many of  the strategies build on structures and approaches 
that already have a foundation in the region, they will 
require funding if  they are to successfully achieve the goal 
of  reducing disadvantage.  One of  the myths of  social 
impact initiatives that are market-focussed and cross-sector 
in nature, is that somehow they can occur without 
additional funding.  As the original authors of  the 
collective impact model highlight, however, this is not the 
case if  real impacts are to be achieved:  

“Creating a successful collective impact initiative requires a 
significant financial investment: the time participating 
organizations must dedicate to the work, the development and 
monitoring of  shared measurement systems, and the staff  of  the 
backbone organization needed to lead and support the initiative’s 
ongoing work” (Kania and Kramer, 2011;p41).
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In Summary
Jobs growth is critical to the prosperity and 
development of  the G21 region – and to addressing 
disadvantage.  However, in order to achieve the latter 
goal, there are two caveats that must be added to 
general jobs growth in the region:

-First, real pathways must be constructed that 
directly link disadvantaged jobseekers to quality jobs.  
-Second, jobs growth must be targeted directly at 
those areas in the region that are most 
disadvantaged.

Without addressing these two caveats, generalized jobs 
growth in the region is unlikely to lead to substantial 
changes in the levels of  disadvantage in those localities 
currently identified as decile 1 on the SEIFA index. 

The strategies outlined in this report have a dual focus – 
that is, to underpin jobs growth in the G21 region 
AND to ensure that this jobs growth actually reaches 
the most disadvantaged areas in the region and thereby 
generates opportunities and pathways out of  
disadvantage.  

Social procurement has the potential to leverage social 
value from the spending power of  government, 
corporates and non-profits – and through this to 
generate quality jobs, training opportunities and support 
for a diverse and thriving regional economy, all while 
enhancing the efficiency and strategic goals of  regional 
spend.  

Place-based impact investment has the potential to 
offer real support and investment to businesses in the 
region who generate the most new jobs – SMEs.  With 
entities such as Enterprise Geelong being established to 
catalyse the strength of  SMEs in the region, it is timely 
to consider how SME development could be more 
directly linked to addressing disadvantage.  A place-
based impact investment initiative could focus on 
technical assistance and access to working and growth 
capital for SMEs who can generate social returns in 
addition to financial returns for investors.  

A demand-led brokerage entity has the potential to 
identify and leverage opportunities for job creation.  
Such an entity could develop a region-wide 
understanding of  employer needs for skills, and then 
broker connections between employers and service 
providers who support and train disadvantaged job-
seekers.  If  strategies such as social procurement and 
place-based impact investment are to truly work in 
addressing disadvantage, there needs to be an active 
promotion and auditing of  opportunities in the region 
for job creation.  In addition, suppliers and employers 
are not likely to have the mindsets nor the capacities to 
directly engage disadvantaged jobseekers without 
significant assistance and support from service 
providers who can ensure that opportunities become 
real jobs.  There are already service providers in the 
region who undertake excellent work in supporting 
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jobseekers to develop the readiness and capacities to hold  
and keep jobs.  Having a person or group of  persons 
who are actively focused on understanding employer 
needs for skills, and opening employment opportunities 
AND then linking employers to these service providers 
could result in more effective matchmaking between 
employers and jobseekers in disadvantaged areas across 
the region.  

A commonly agreed on measurement framework has 
the potential to track progress, not just in relation to the 
above strategies, but also for related initiatives (for 
example, new initiatives such as Enterprise Geelong 
could agree to track their engagement with and outcomes 
in the disadvantaged areas of  Geelong).  Such a 
framework could provide good baseline data and enable 
stakeholder to get a real sense that initiatives are making 
a difference, and perhaps even more importantly, to see 
which initiatives are actually generating change.  

Conclusion
This is an ambitious set of  strategies, and the collective 
impact model which would bring these strategies 
together will require resourcing and energy.  There will 
be many inter-related steps involved in bringing these 
strategies to life (appendix one sets one some of  the first 
steps for implementing each strategy).   However the 
strategies in and of  themselves, and more particularly as 
a whole, are innovative and achievable.  They bring a 
place-based, market oriented approach to complement 
existing initiatives aimed at addressing disadvantage in 
the region.  



Strategy Suggested first steps

Overall Project (i) Agree on agenda, strategies and scope for next phase
(ii) Rebranding of the project as a strength based universal approach to strengthening the 

whole region through a collective impact approach
(iii) Regroup Addressing Disadvantage Taskforce (perhaps with some additional members) as 

the coordinating group for the project
(iv) Agree on a collective impact model (or other way of structuring the project)
(v) Agree on process and staging for enacting the collective impact model for this project
(vi) Establish working groups to develop concrete implementation plans for each strategy  

Social Procurement (i) Development of a short set of guidelines and broad business case outlining the benefits 
and processes of social procurement in relation to contracts in the G21 region

(ii) Identify 2-3 opportunities that could provide demonstration projects for social procurement 
and its impacts in the region

(iii) Ensure that local governments in the region have social procurement embedded into their 
procurement policies, council plans and annual plans

(iv) Information sessions for contractors and suppliers about social procurement rationale and 
expectations, with the goal to build commitment to a social procurement compact across 
the region 

(i) Undertake an audit of regional spends and opportunities to explore the potential scope of 
social procurement in the G21 region (across government, corporate and non-profits)

Place-Based Impact 
Investment

(i) Map out existing SME investment and finance services, technical assistance and support 
initiatives in the region, and initiate engagement with them around the agenda of the 
Addressing Disadvantage Taskforce

(ii) Engage with innovative investment platforms such as ASSOB to gauge regional capacities 
and strengthened connections to the G21 region

(iii) Engage with impact investment initiatives in Australia (such as Foresters Community 
Finance) to explore concrete opportunities for impact investment funds focused on 
addressing disadvantage in the G21 region

(iv) Initiate demand-side research – as outlined in the report above

Demand-led 
Brokerage

(i) Decide if this is to be in the shape of a board or a business unit inside G21, and map out 
the resources needed for either / both of these options

(ii) Map out existing employment service providers in the region, and most particularly, identify  
those who have developed demand-led models

(iii) Identify cooperatively with the service providers regional roles for a demand-led brokerage 
service that could complement and engage with existing services and approaches

(iv) Develop a concise role description, a brand and a broad business plan / business model 
for the entity  

Measurement and 
Tracking

(i) Agree on the scope and reach of a shared measurement framework, and develop a 
rationale for such a framework that can be shared across relevant stakeholders to build 
commitment

(ii) Agree on basic outcomes that this project wishes to achieve, and some core measurement 
indicators that could support the tracking of these outcomes

(iii) Hold a workshop amongst relevant stakeholders to co-design a simple and effective 
measurement framework that could help to track progress to agreed outcomes

(iv) Share the measurement framework broadly and develop a commitment amongst projects 
stakeholders to utilise within and beyond the strategies explored here  
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APPENDIX ONE:  Overview of first steps involved in implementing each of the strategies
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