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Executive Summary
The Issue

While much of the G21 Region generally is
thriving, some areas are falling behind on
major indicators of well-being and economic
security. In these places, despite signicant
efforts and resources, the unemployment
rate is between two and three times higher
than the regional average, and the
opportunities the region offers for lifestyle,
education and work are harder to access.
GROW (G21 Region Opportunities for
Work) is an ambitious program that aims to
signicantly reduce the unemployment rates
and improve well-being in t he most
disadvantaged communities in the G21
Region over the next ten years.
GROW aims to do this by taking a
‘collective impact’ approach - drawing
together business, government and civil
society organisations, and making inclusive
jobs growth a priority for everyone in the
Region.
International and Australian research
suggests that gaining employment is the
biggest single determinant of moving out of
disadvantage.
However, research also highlights that just
growing the number of overall jobs in a
region does not necessarily improve access
to those jobs for people in areas where
there are already high rates of joblessness.
That’s where GROW comes in. GROWs
purpose is to create opportunities for work
across t he G21 Region, but MOS T
particularly, in and around those areas
where already high rates of joblessness,
have resulted in persistent place-based
disadvantage.
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GROW will initially focus on three target
a r e a s i n t h e G 21 R e g i o n w h e r e
unemployment is between two to three times
higher than regional averages - Norlane Corio; Whittington and Colac.

GROW will trac k , measure and
transparently share progress towards agreed
goals over the ten years, and regularly
review its approaches in response to
evidence.

The Opportunity GROW Presents

Job Creation through Procurement

GROW is built out of the premise that the
perpetuation of place-based disadvantage is
not inevitable and can-be changed through
active collaboration across sectors, and
effective resourcing and investment.
GROW has been initiated as a partnership
between G21 and Give Where You Live.
Give Where You Live has committed $2M
over the next 10 years, which provides a
signicant and unique foundation for
building a wider collaborative approach
across the region to address the issue of
persistent place-based disadvantage.

How will GROW Build and Target Jobs?

GROW aims to tackle the correlation
between place-based disadvantage and
unemployment through a dual focus on
creating jobs PLUS ensuring that jobseekers
from disadvantaged areas are given a fair
chance to access and compete for those
jobs.
GROW will focus on strengthening two
major jobs growth engines in the G21
Region - procurement and investment - to
maximise economic and social impacts, and
generate more jobs in the Region.
Simultaneously GROW will work with
employers directly to ensure that they are
matched with the ‘best candidates’ for jobs,
those people who will help their businesses
to grow and prosper. GROW will ensure
that jobseekers from target areas have
access to support, training and services
needed to so that they have the opportunity
to become these ‘best candidates’.

Procurement is recognised as a ver y
signicant economic resource across the G21
Region, and a key mechanism for driving
economic growth and job creation. In the
G21 region, there is over $18.5 Billion spent
annually on goods and services across both
private and public sectors (REMPLAN, April
2014). Further, G21 estimates that there are
$1.2 Billion worth of major infrastructure
projects over the next few years, which it is
anticipated will create around 4,500 jobs.
The strategic use of procurement to maximise
both local economic and social outcomes in
the region is the rst element of GROWs job
creation agenda. This involves ensuring that
public and private sector organisations in the
region understand the value of their
procurement spend to regional growth and
sustainability, and, in whatever ways they
can, commit to identifying opportunities to
grow both local content and social outcomes
through their procurement policies and
practices. This strategy focusses on the
strategic and transparent development and
tracking of both local content (ensuring that
local suppliers who are creating local jobs
are actively included in supply chains) and
social procurement (ensuring that social and
economic outcomes are actively considered
in procurement processes).
The key vehicles for initiating the strategy
are:
• the development of a regional Compact or
Charter that asks procurers, developers,
suppliers and investors in the region to
consider and identify opportunities for
maximising economic and social outcomes
in their procurement practices;

• the establishment of a social procurement
network that will work to ensure that public
and private procurement in the G21 Region
maximises economic and social outcomes;
•the linkage of procurers and suppliers to key
brokerage partners through which they will
be supported to identify and train jobseekers
(and which in turn will prepare, train and
support jobseekers from target areas);
• the tracking and reporting of economic and
social outcomes through transparent and
accessible platforms for sharing, analysing
and displaying data at both organisational
and regional levels).
See pages 24-28 for more details

Job Creation through Investment

Like procurement, investment - and more
particularly investment focussed on growing
businesses in the region, has been identied as
a key jobs-creation mechanism.
One of t he structural impediments of
addressing place-based disadvantage is that
the kinds of capital that ow into many
disadvantaged communities is dominated by
service grants, charity and welfare, which can
actually crowd out other forms of investment,
leading to spirals of underinvestment and
thereby reducing the economic opportunities
in and around places.
One of the key ways to reverse this spiral is to
invest in local businesses who in turn employ
local people and this grows the wealth of
residents (with multiplier effects when they
increase their capacity to build their asset
base).
Over time this also attracts other
investment into the community, growing
condence, and wealth (in terms of well-being)
in the community.

GROW will build on lessons from around
Australia and internationally to develop
investment strategies aimed at reversing the
spiral of underinvestment in target communities
by focussing on the following strategies:
•f o s t e r i n g e n t r e p r e n e u r s h i p i n t a r g e t
communities, leading to growth of businesses
owned and run by residents;
•supporting businesses that have some growth
potential but who are not investment-ready
t hrough tec hnical assistance (t hereby
contributing to growing the pipeline of
investable SMEs);
•identifying, opening up and progressing impact
investment opportunities into businesses in and
around t arge t communities, f ocussed
particularly on generating social returns
through the creation of job opportunities;
•identifying and attracting investment and
capital into ‘enterprises’ such as social
enterprises and non-profits (who also often lack
investment capital as opposed to grants for
service delivery) from which they can grow
business units or assets that can in turn create
jobs and stimulate economic development in
target communities.
See pages 30 to 32 for more details

Linking Jobs and Jobseekers in Target
Areas through Demand-Led Brokerage

Generating jobs through strategic use of
procurement and investment is only going to
result in shifts in place-based disadvantage if
those jobs are actually able to be accessed and
retained by jobseekers in the target areas.
The research is very clear that without intentional
intervention, job opportunities do not trickle
down into disadvantaged areas.
Research
suggests that linking job preparation and training
with real jobs through the engagement of
employers in the process is critical - and this is at
the heart of ‘demand-led’ brokerage.

GROW will focus on developing strong
partnerships and adding value to existing
employment and job support service providers
in target areas by:
•extending the reach of employer engagement
to incorporate commitments to employment
into regional contracts and investments
thereby addressing the current limitations of
scale and reach of demand-led strategies;

How will GROW know it’s making a
difference?

The success of GROW will only be known if
there is both a culture and a commitment to
measurement across partners and supporters and if there is a shared measurement
framework. This is an essential part of GROWs
collective impact approach. The framework
should be adopted in the spirit of a collective
commitment to achieving the outcomes, rather
than as contractual mechanism for compliance.

•providing a degree of coordination and
integration of employer engagement (NOT
competing with current initiatives, but
assisting them to maximise the collective
impacts of employer engagement rather than
every body and organisation acting in
isolation) thereby addressing the current
limitations of coordination across the service
system, that limits impact in the target areas
and is sometimes off-putting to employers;

Results are to be made public through an openaccess dashboard, providing a mechanism of
collective and programmatic accountability both
to the communities and to funders/supporters.
GROW presents an opportunity to open a new
chapter for use and sharing of data in the
region and could present a model for other
projects and organisations that extend beyond
the focus on place-based disadvantage.

•deepening the reach into development of
links to local SMEs in the region (and
particularly in and around the target areas)
thereby addressing some inherent biases in
the service system towards larger employers;

Operationalising GROW

•exploring ways in which social enterprises
could be strengthened and/or developed to
ensure a diverse set of pathways for jobseekers
in target communities and offering more choice
for employment pathways;
•ensuring that employment opportunities
developed out of employer engagement flow
into (rather than around) target areas first and
then flow into the region rather than out of it,
thereby addressing a current assumption that
jobs will eventually trickle down to target
areas.
See pages 34 to 36 for more details

See pages 38 to 40 for more details

GROWs structure will focus on the collective
outcomes that can be achieved across the
system rather than just creating another
organisation in an already crowded field of
entities focussed on addressing disadvantage in
the G21 region. Therefore GROW will be a
program sitting across G21 and Give Where
You Live, with regional and local input through
Champions and Steering groups.
GROW’s timeline is ten years, and over this time
it is envisioned that there will be four key phases:
•Start-Up (years 1 to 3), focussing on
operationalising the model, developing and
piloting the shared measurement framework,
and focussing on achieving early outcomes;
•Ramp-Up (years 4 to 6), focussing on
maximising outcomes and developing
learnings about what works best in the model
and leveraging from this;

•Consolidate (years 7 to 9), focussing on
consolidating the actions and learnings
across all parts of the region and system;
•R e d e s i g n ( y e a r 10 ) , f o c u s s i n g o n
documenting and sharing the learnings, and
renewing / revitalising the commitment to
designing collective responses to other
facets of disadvantage in the region.
The financial projections for GROW comprise
both operational and outcome costs.
It is estimated that the operational costs for
GROW over the next ten years will be around
$6M.
The outcome costs will vary according to the
strategy options adopted by the partners and
steering group. While the outcomes generated
through the procurement and investment
strategies are not estimated to be significant for
GROW alone, the potential outcome costs for
supporting demand-led brokerage in the region
could be significant (up to $50M across the
next ten years), but when considering the
potential for both savings and value added to
the regional economy, the overall outcome
costs are extremely reasonable.
See pages 42 to 48 for more details
Addressing place-based disadvantage is
everyone’s business, and cannot be left just to
community, social services, or government.
When unemployment levels are consistently
high, and when ma jor indicat ors of
disadvantage do not shift over time despite
increases and diversification of government
and philanthropic funding, it is bad for business
and bad for the region as a whole. So,
strategies that tackle persistent disadvantage in
regions and promote inclusive growth could
strengthen overall regional growth in addition
to changing circumstances for individuals,
families and communities in the region.
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Part One: Background, Principles & Overview

Read this section for: An understanding of the background and rationale for initiating GROW; an introduction to the principles
underpinning GROW; & to get an overview of how GROW has been conceptualised.

Part Two: Theory of Change and GROW Structure

Read this section for: An introduction to GROW’s Theory of Change (from which the measurement framework is developed); an
overview of the collective impact framework that informs GROWs structure; the proposed governance / operational structure.

Supplementary materials for Part Two available on
the GROW website:
- An A3 version of ‘GROW Theory of Change’
- A supplementary report outlining evidence to
support the Theory of Change, written by the
Centre for Social Impact at Swinburne University
Part Three: The Three Elements that make up GROW

Read this section for: An introduction and overview of the three elements that will grow jobs & ensure that jobseekers from target
communities can access those jobs. The elements covered are social procurement, impact investment & demand-led brokerage.

Supplementary materials for Part Three available on
the GROW website:
- Three supplementary reports presenting the case
and plans for each of the GROW elements - social
procurement; impact investment; and demand-led
brokerage.
Part Four: The GROW Measurement Framework

Read this section for: An overview of the framework & mechanisms that build out of GROWs Theory of Change & that will
be developed to track & share progress towards particular job creation targets.

Supplementary materials for Part Four available on
the GROW website:
- A GROW prole of Colac (as a sample of what could be
developed for each of the GROW target areas)

Part Five: The GROW Operational Framework

Read this section for: An overview of GROWs timelines and the phases of action that are needed to ensure that goals are
achieved over the ten year timeframe of GROW; Action Priorities; Financial Projections; & Risks.

Navigating the Strategic Plan & Reports

Supplementary materials for Part One available
on the GROW website:
- The original ‘Addressing Disadvantage’ Report
- An A3 version of ‘GROW: An Overview’

PART ONE: Background, Principles & Overview

Introduction
The G21 Region Opportunities for Work
( G R OW ) p r o j e c t d e v e l o p e d f r o m a
partnership between G21 and Give Where
You Live. G21 initiated a Disadvantage
Taskforce, which commissioned a proposal to
tackle place-based disadvantage using
‘investment approaches’ (see Addressing
Disadvantage paper), which has since been
called ‘GROW’.
Give Where You Live
committed to contributing $2million over 10
ye a r s t o G ROW, a n d t h e V i c t o r i a n
Government and G21 also contributed funding
to develop a strategic plan for GROW. This
strategic plan draws together detailed
research, consultation and workshops
undertaken in 2014 to shape and initiate the
GROW project.
Addressing place-based disadvantage is
inherently complex, not only because each
place will have unique factors that have
contributed to why it rates highly on indictors of
disadvantage, but also because ‘disadvantage’
itself is made up of so many different facets from individual characteristics and experiences,
to family structures, educational experiences,
economic status, and the availability of social
and economic opportunities.
Addressing
disadvantage requires both a focus on
prevention and amelioration.
Any response must recognise the complexity
and multifaceted nature of place-based
disadvantage, the need for collective action
and the potential for a variety of starting
points.
Research about addressing placebased disadvantage suggests that there are
three key focus areas for intervention which
are ALL simultaneously needed (ie. they are
not sequential) if we are to address both the
current realities of such disadvantage, and
prevent future generations from experiencing
the same levels of disadvantage. The three
areas are illustrated in Figure 1 - they are:
*These gures do not include remote Indigenous communities
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Overview of the Strategic Plan
1. Focussing on early childhood education,
community and family support.
In this
realm the research suggests that starting
with family support even support during
pregnancy, and ensuring that children
have access to health promoting services
throughout childhood (see for example,
Silburn, 2003; Stanley et al, 2013);
2. Focus on Skills, Education, Training and
Support, and particularly on ensuring that
educational attainment levels in
disadvantaged communities are raised
because there is a significant correlation
between educational attainment and
susceptibility to poverty and disadvantage
over the lifespan (see for example,
Callander et al, 2012; Walsh and Black,
2009);
3. F o c u s o n a d d r e s s i n g t h e s p a t i a l
inequalities that exist in labour markets by
generating jobs growth and ensuring that
people in disadvantaged communities can
access those jobs and sustain employment,
thereby stepping onto a pathway out of
pover ty and disadvantage (see for
example, Baum et al, 2013; Gregory and
Hunter, 2003).
While GROW will concentrate particularly on
the third of these areas, all three are
happening in some form in the G21 Region with initiatives such as Good Beginnings (The
Promise), Skilling the Bay, Beyond the Bell
and GROW all focussed in some way on
addressing disadvantage in the region. There
is a need to both recognise and join up
initiatives that are focussed on addressing
place-based disadvantage (and disadvantage
more broadly) along this continuum from
‘Cradle to Career’. GROW should actively
and intentionally seek to link with and
advocate for coordination of activities across
these initiatives.

The purpose of the GROW Strategic Plan is
not only to objectively document what could
or should occur over the life of the project, but
to coalesce the local intelligence that has
shaped, refined and brought to life the
concepts outlined in the original paper
through research, consultation and workshops
workshops over the past year. GROW is no
longer a concept, but has come to life in
various ways, some of which are different to
what was originally envisioned, but in their
new forms will strengthen the possibilities of
success because they have been informed by
local experiences.
This strategic plan has been built out of:
- Interviews and consultations with around
140 employers, service providers, policy
makers and residents in the G21 region,
particularly focussed on target areas;
- Interviews with key government, investment
and procurement policy makers in Victoria
and at a Federal Government level
focussed on understanding and engaging
with data and policy frameworks relevant
to GROW;
- Interviews and literature searches focussed
on national and international initiatives
that could inform GROW;
- Workshops - six consultation and engagement
workshops focussed on Geelong and Colac,
sharing and gathering feedback about social
procurement, SME support and development,
and employment brokerage services;
- Presentations at various forums, networks
and organisations about GROW, which
included feedback from a range of
stakeholders;
- Participation in developing and exploring
some key opportunities for early testing of
GROWs model, including investment in
SMEs, and social procurement opportunities.

The process of engaging people has
strengthened the plan considerably, and as
it develops, it is important that GROW
continues to engage and seek feedback
about strategies , activities and outcomes to
inform its work.
In a later section, the
strategic plan will recommend that GROW
adopt a ‘living laboratory’ approach to the
project - actively tracking and learning from
what works (and amplifying this) and also

recognising and learning from what doesn’t
work (and changing this).
The strategic
plan is therefore also a ‘living document’
which sets out what is known at this moment
in time, but which will in itself ‘grow’ and
change in light of what is learnt from the
project in practice.
This overall document sets out the core of
the plan for GROW, including the Theory of

Change, timelines, resources and structures.
GROW proposes a focus on procurement
and investment as mechanisms to grow
opportunities for work, and a demand-led
brokerage model to ensure that those jobs
flow into more disadvantaged areas of the
region first. Although the overall concept is
relatively simple (t hat is, grow job
opportunities in the region and then create
a job bias towards more disadvantaged

places), the evidence, practice realities and
feedback about each of these tasks is more
complex. Therefore the plan is complemented
with a number of short booklets summarising the
background to the recommendations outlined in
this overall plan.

Principles Underpinning GROW
The following principles underpin GROW, and
have informed this strategic plan and the research
that has gone into developing it.
- GROW is a regional project - it is centred on
and draws on the resources of the G21 region,
but it has a ‘place’ focus. It is also built from a
recognition that there is a need to design
services that are people-centred, and tailor
programs to the needs and realities of people.
So, while GROW focusses on addressing placebased disadvantage, it does this by linking
place, region and people-based approaches,
as outlined in the original report (see also
figure 3 on page 8).

Figure 1: Three Key Focus Areas for Addressing Place-based Disadvantage, with GROW concentrating on the third area,
but advocating for joined up approaches across all three

- GROWs focus is structural and systemic.
Research about place-based disadvantage
suggests that just focussing internally on place,
and strengthening networks of people within
place, cannot adequately address economic
disadvantage. What is needed in addition (not
instead) is a focus on understanding some of
the systemic barriers (eg. spatial labour market
inequalities), and intentionally linking in people
and structures who can offer opportunities that
aren’t ordinarily or necessarily readily
available to residents (eg. direct engagement
with employers, procurement managers,
investors and influential leaders). The process
of developing this strategic plan has focussed
on understanding and engaging at this
structural and systemic level.
This means,
however, that it has not focussed on consulting
local residents or jobseekers themselves (except
through informal interactions). This does need
to be done - however, with clear purpose.
There have been many ‘consultations’ with local
8

- residents in all target areas, with the results
being both readily available, and saying
very similar things. For the purposes of this
plan, it was necessary to understand more
about what it would take for the system to
respond to what residents have already said
in many consultations, rather than repeat
consultations with residents for the sake of it.
This may be something GROW wishes to
follow up if there is a context and a purpose
for doing so in achieving the outcomes it
sets.
-

GROW is built from a premise that
addressing place-based disadvantage is
everyone’s business, and cannot be left just
to community, social services, or government.
When unemployment levels are consistently
high, and when major indicators of
disadvantage do not shift over time despite
increases and diversification of government
and philanthropic funding, it is bad for
business, and bad for the region as a
whole. GROW will not work if it merely
becomes another charitable approach or
another welfare initiative. It can only work
if all sectors actively work together to create
change. In this way GROW needs to ensure
that it actively pursues a diversity of partners
- and that it is a large and diverse alliance
of people and professionals all concerned
with addressing place-based disadvantage.
GROW will bring together investors,
procurers, employers, service providers,
community workers and citizens to address
an issue that only such a diverse group has
the power to address. That is why GROW
has to be focussed on the achievement of
‘Collective Impact’ rather than being seen
as just another program to add to the mix of
many programs operating in the target
areas.
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- Further to this, GROW seeks to recognise,
complement, collaborate and add value to
what is already happening.
Rather than
replicating or competing wit h ot her
organisations or programs, GROW should
seek to fill gaps, advocate for coordination
and linkages across the system.
The
recommended GROW governance structure
seeks to engage stakeholders in an active
and mutually beneficial partnership to
collectively achieve ambitious outcome
goals. GROW itself is envisioned as a lean
program (not a new organisation) - with
relatively few staff, a subsidiarity approach
to resourcing (meaning resources flow
towards the activities closest to outcome
generation), and an accountability
framework linked to outcomes rather than
compliance or administration.
- GROW builds on data and evidence, and
t he plan puts f or ward a suggested
measurement and tracking framework that
will openly and transparently illustrate
progress, and should become a prompt for
either amplifying or changing the activities
and strategies of the project.
- Finally, the process of developing the plan
has not been a desk research task - it has
involved action researc h and action
learning, and as such the process has
generated a momentum which needs to be
harnessed and nurtured.
Therefore, this
plan is ambitious in the first instance, and
may need revision.
However, it will be
important for there to be some early ‘wins’
in the process, and the foundations that
have been laid during the process of
undertaking this plan could realise such
wins.

The following page presents an overview of
the GROW project. Each part of the project is
then outlined in this document together with an
action plan, theory of change, and a budget.
Supplementary materials providing either
more detailed analysis or data, or specific
research is provided in the following standalone booklets which are all available on the
GROW website:
1. A Sample Profile of One Target Area:
Colac; which provides an analysis of why
GROW is relevant and what the unique
priorities of this area might be.
2. Social Procurement: outlines the role that
procurement could play both in generating
both more jobs at a regional level and also
in targeting job and training opportunities
towards more disadvantaged areas.
By
understanding and more strategically using
the routine and major project spend of
public and private sector bodies in the
region, a signif icant number of job
opportunities could be generated in target
areas.
3. Impact Investment: outlines the flow of
investment resources into target areas, and
explores five options for consideration by
GROW partners that could stimulate local
economies and lead to significant
opportunities for jobs growth.
4. Demand-led Brokerage: provides labour
market data and presents the case for a
demand-led brokerage partnership model.
Some of the existing demand-led practice
models and employment services that have
strong linkages wit h em ployers are
identified, and a model for a partnership
group is outlined.

Language & Perspective

Right from the outset of this project the ‘trickiness’ of
language around ‘disadvantage’ has been highlighted.
On the one hand there is no doubt that the places where
GROW will focus are ‘disadvantaged’ on all the major
indicators of well-being - income, employment, education,
housing. However, it is important, both in the context of
this plan, and in GROW generally, that the people and the
places we are focussed on are not stereotyped. A number
of people in interviews and workshops highlighted the
need for a ‘strengths’ approach to the communities and
people GROW works with - that we see and focus on their
personal and community assets rather than approaching
people from a ‘decit’ perspective.
In GROW, the unequal opportunities that people
experience in the labour market should be the focus, rather
than focussing on stereotypes or stigmatising people or
places. In this report the places which GROW will focus on
are referred to as ‘Target Areas’, and wherever possible,
strengths-based language is used. Stigmatising language
such as ‘intergenerational poverty’ is avoided when there
is no direct local evidence for this, with references instead
to factual descriptions that are supported by evidence,
such as ‘rates of jobless families’ (see Dianne Pont’s (2014)
literature review about the need for avoiding stigmatising
language in research and policy work).
One of the challenges for GROW will be to reduce
stereotypes and stigmatising of people based on place and
employment status.
Throughout consultations there was
regular reference made to negative personal characteristics of
people experiencing disadvantage, and some suggestion that
unemployment was due to these characteristics. The research
about unemployment is very clear - yes, of course there are
personality characteristics that are not conducive to
employment. However, what GROW focusses on, and what
the research highlights, is that there are very real structural
and systemic issues that both lead to and perpetuate
unemployment. Many people who are disadvantaged and/
or unemployed are seeking opportunities to change their
situations.
Creating these opportunities, and linking and
supporting people to turn these opportunities into possibilities
for change is the focus of GROW. This requires a commitment
and belief that change is possible and that with the right
support people can change their circumstances, no matter
where they live.
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Why is Place-based Disadvantage
in the G21 Region an Important
Focus?
In the G21 Region certain places are faring
considerably worse on major indicators of
wellbeing and economic security than either the
regional average, or other areas within
particular local government boundaries. As was
highlighted in the ‘Addressing Disadvantage’
report, in some places these indicators don’t
appear to be getting better (in fact some are
getting worse), despite relatively large public
investments in services to address the issues.

- reputation consequences resulting from
stereotypes and media portrayals which
homogenise and universalise disadvantage
across much broader areas than is actually
the case.
Recent research also suggests that rising rates
of inequality at both regional and national
levels may actually inhibit economic growth
(see Ostry et al, 2014 and Cingano, 2014).
Strategies that tackle concentrated disadvantage
in regions and promote inclusive growth could
therefore strengthen overall regional growth.

Why is employment key to
addressing disadvantage?
Place-based disadvantage is a complex, even
‘wicked’ social issue, requiring a systemic and
multifaceted approach. In examining the
nature of disadvantage in the G21 region and
the indicators underpinning the assessment of
place-based disadvantage over time, a high
level of unemployment is one of the most
consistent features of each of the target areas
identied as ‘most disadvantaged’ in the
region.

This is particularly the case around levels of
unemployment, which have increased across
the region, but which are now signicantly
higher in particular areas that are the focus of
GROW - Norlane-Corio, Whittington, and
Colac (see Figure 2).
Given that labour
market changes and economic restructuring are
likely to continue for some time (see the
booklet on the Demand-Led Brokerage Model),
the time is right to focus attention on the places
in the region that appear to be particularly
affected by these changes.
Place-based disadvantage and growth in
unemployment in particular communities affects
individuals and communities. Research outlines a
impacts of disadvantage and unemployment
(particularly long-term unemployment) for
individuals and families, related to income, lost
earnings and future potential for earnings,
health, well-being, educational attainment across
the family unit and risk of future unemployment
(see Nichols et al, 2013; Baum et al, 2013;
Azpitarte, 2012)
It also has implications for the region as a
whole. These include:
- loss of productivity in the region, with ow-on
effects for business and business condence,
public revenue generation and overall
economic performance of the region;
- increased pressure on community and public
services;
Figure 2: A summary of key well-being indicators from GROW Target Areas
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Unemployment and its converse, ‘employment’
are the focus of GROW and a lens into the
complex task of addressing place-based
disadvantage. This does not mean that GROW
will ignore all the other facets of disadvantage.
As gure 3 suggests, responding to placebased disadvantage REQUIRES multiple levels
and points of intervention, and over time
GROW will intersect with all of these, and
hopefully, over the next ten years, GROW itself
will encourage interventions, track data and
learn from reections about what is working in
ways that lead it towards further integration
with these other dimensions of place-based
disadvantage.

Employment is not just about economic
activity. Employment provides social
meaning, status, social networks - and it
has profound linkages to health outcomes
and wellbeing, and life opportunities. So,
a focus on employment as a lens for
addressing place-based disadvantage
offers an entry point into the whole
complexity that makes up this issue.
Research suggests that employment offers
a key pathway out of poverty and
disadvantage. Recent research by the
Reserve Bank of Australia (2014) found
that employment was the most reliable
indicator of whether someone would move
out of disadvantage over time.
Using
HILDA data, they found that 3/4 of people
who were economically disadvantaged in
2005-6 and remained so in 2011-12 were
either unemployed or not in the labour
force. It was not, however, just the
movement from unem ployment to
employment that determined outcomes.
According to the RBA (2014), quality fulltime jobs were much more likely to lead
out of disadvantage than part-time or
casual jobs, though these were found to
offer a potential stepping stone into fulltime employment. Other research suggests
that quality of employment is a major
indicator of whether someone actually
steps onto a pathway out of employment
or is susceptible to either employment
churn, or marginal attachment to the
labour market (Goodwin-Smit h and
Hutchinson, 2014; and Chigavazira et al,
2013) (see the Brokerage booklet for more
information).
The difculty, particularly in economies that
are undergoing restructuring, is that there
is a gap between the number and types of
jobs available (and forecast) and the types
of jobs that are needed to effectively
address disadvantage (ie. quality jobs),
particularly in industries that often offer
entry level jobs (Baum et al, 2013). To
counter this, direct intervention is needed

at all levels to ensure that whatever
opportunities are available to generate
jobs are realised. Further, given that the
supply of jobs is currently constrained (and
this looks set to continue), it is necessary to
ensure that those who are currently
excluded from the labour market don’t fall
even further behind .
Of course job creation and job growth is
not predominantly a regional concern
because much is dependent on economic
policy and market changes at national and
international levels which has regional and
local labour market impacts.
However,
regions can leverage opportunities for job
creation in a number of key ways,
particularly by ensuring that public and
private spend and investments maximise
economic and social outcomes.
Cities and regions around the world are
realising the power they have to contribute
to growing their regional economies by
adopting ‘investment’ strategies that seek
to maximise the returns they can generate
from every dollar they spend and invest in
terms of their human and economic
resources. For example, since the Global
Financial Crisis many cities have instigated
new approaches to how they make
resource and investment decisions - as seen
in the growth plan for Greater Manchester,
a city that has also faced signicant
economic upheaval in the wake of the
decline of manufacturing in the UK:
“Manchester’s Strategic Assessment
Framework has been developed to
determine which investment proposals
will bring the greatest returns; enabling
Manchester to prioritise investment
based on an assessment of job creation,
expected Gross Value Added benets,
impact on worklessness, and t with
strategic priorities” (Greater Manchester
Growth Plan, 2012;p.43).

Figure 3: GROWs focus is on ‘place’ but recognises the importance of people-based responses and a
regional framework. GROW also starts from the economic lens, but recognises the complexity of addressing
place-based disadvantage.
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Businesses too are looking to strategic spend
and investment frameworks to help them to
grow not just their future customer base, but
also their workforce and the supply chain, or
more importantly, their value chain.

Why focussing on attracting more
investment & increasing local
content is not enough
Both investment and public and private spend
on major projects and routine business expense
have been shown to generate signicant
economic ow-on effects, particularly in relation
to job creation and economic growth. Indeed,
“Linkages between economic activity, output,
wages and salaries create a multiplying impact
through the regional economy”(Keneley et al,
2014;p.34)
In effect, procurement (public and private spend
on major projects, and on routine expenditure)
is a major jobs growth engine.
In the G21 Region, there has been considerable
focus on the need for major infrastructure
projects to generate jobs and grow the
economy. Indeed, public expenditure on xed
capital assets has more than quadrupled over
the past decade. This has resulted in much
publicity about the ow-on benets for local
businesses and for job creation, particularly in
the face of retrenchments resulting from
economic restructuring.
Signicant public
investment is forecast for the G21 Region over
coming years and this will drive demand for
new jobs at all skill levels (both during the
construction and ongoing phases). According to
Enterprise Geelong (City Scope Investment
News):
“Over $1.2 billion worth of major construction
and redevelopment is underway in Geelong
and another $1.9 billion is awaiting
commencement or in the planning stages. In
the last twelve months, construction worth
$745 million has been completed across a
wide range of industry sectors.”
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It is estimated that these projects will generate
around 4500 new jobs, and and open
signicant opportunities for local businesses.
The Geelong Region Industry Investment Fund
(GRIIF) is also set to add opportunities and jobs
to the region. Two rounds of GRIIF funding
have been awarded with 10 grants totally
$18.4M supporting projects that overall are
worth more than $100M.
These grants are
expected to generate an additional 725 jobs
including a range of unskilled and semi-skilled
opportunities by June 2017 (including around
450 in GROW target areas of North Geelong
and Colac). This does not include the estimated
construction jobs generated but given that all
projects include a signicant amount of new
build, this could add a substantial number of job
opportunities.

forecast the number of jobs, and even calculate
multiplier effects for the local and regional
economy, actual data about outcomes is much
less readily available, and only rarely reported.
Third, there are no centralised tracking nor
repor ting mec hanisms, and again, no
transparency in repor ting of actual job
outcomes, and particularly, local job outcomes.
The assumption underpinning most local content
and regional investment discussions is that the
jobs that are forecast will be lled by local
jobseekers. However, this is not necessarily the
case, and if the outcomes are not tracked, then
that assumption remains untested and often
unquestioned.
Through the interviews conducted and based on
anecdotal analysis, a review of ve major
projects undertaken in Geelong over the past

three years revealed a very mixed picture of
outcomes from public asset expenditure:
•The ve projects were all set to generate
signicant benets for local suppliers, in
turn providing opportunities for local jobs
growth. In reality the local spend for the
projects varied from 10% of total spend, to
50% (with the latter project also having the
most comprehensive planning schedule and
evidential case development for how they
were going to generate the local spend).
That may still represent a very reasonable
amount of money. However when research
about multiplier effects of local spend are
considered (see table 1 below), there may
be justication for intentional efforts to
ensure that major projects maximise their
local spend and engage in more
comprehensive and transparent planning
processes to ensure this;

Yet, there are challenges with the actual
realisation of these opportunities.
First, there is currently little specicity around
the nature of jobs to be generated, and often
relatively short lead-times to prepare and train
jobseekers to ll jobs on such projects, making it
less likely that disadvantaged jobseekers or
jobseekers who need skilling, support or
preparation, will be able to access them.
Second, there is currently little tracking, and
almost no transparent reporting of the actual
benets owing to local businesses (ie. what
percentage of contracted spend is expended
through local suppliers) nor of the number of
jobs that are actually created.
Although
attempts were made to ascertain specic spend
data on some of these projects as part of this
strategic planning project, this was not
eventually possible because of bureaucratic
barriers and a lack of centralised tracking of the
information. What was ascertained was that
the data about real job outcomes IS collected in fact, it is collected by a number of
organisations, but it is not publicly reported,
and it is not aggregated across the region.
Therefore, while it is possible to report on the
anticipated spend related to major projects, to

Study

Finding

Buy Local Study
Committee for Gippsland
(2013)

For every $100 of revenue in local Gippland businesses, $96.93 is
generated in local economic impact
For every $100 of revenue in non-local businesses, $71.33 is
generated in local economic impact
Therefore, signicantly more money recirculates locally when
government departments, businesses and consumers choose to
support locally owned businesses.

Local Procurement Study in
England, Scotland, Wales
and Northern Ireland
UK Federation of Small
Business
(2014)

Procuring from local rms generates an additional 51p for every £1
spent. But there is also a difference between spending with SMEs
and larger local rms.
Procuring from small local rms (SMEs) generates over 58% more
economic benet for local economies than spending with large
local rms. If local authorities increased spend with local rms by
5% it would increase the collective spend in the local economy by
over £1.4 billion.
If local authorities increased spend with local rms by 5% and with
SMEs by 3% this would increased investment in local SMEs by over
£964.6million.

Economic Impact of Local
Suppliers, Civic Economics,
US (2007)

Local suppliers generate dramatically greater economic activity
than their chain competitors - nearly three times the economic
impact.

Table 1: Results of Three Key Studies examining the Economic Impact of Local Procurement

•The ve projects all forecast signicant
local job creation, of between 20 and
200 direct jobs, and indirect ow on
effects that often doubled the total
number of local jobs created - meaning
that these projects were deemed to be of
major economic signicance for the
region.
While at least one of these
projects has generated a signicant
number of local jobs (around 150 to date,
though there is no publicly available data
as to the nature of these jobs, their
conditions, or their length of tenure), the
other projects have, in reality, delivered a
small percentage of the predicted jobs
(two delivering only around a quarter of
predicted jobs, and two less than half of

Best Practice Example in G21 Region
The Epworth Hospital Construction in
Geelong is a $277 million project, the
first stage of which is due for completion
in March 2016. The main contractor for
the project is Brookfield Multiplex. The
construction phase represents a major
project not just for Geelong but for the
region. As part of their commitment to
Geelong Businesses there has been a
level of transparency in reporting the
engagement of local providers - with the
Epworth Geelong website listing contracts
awarded to local providers. While this is
an excellent step for ward, further
transparency through indications of size
of spend, and numbers of local jobs
created would significantly strengthen the
capacity to understand the local impact
of a major project such as this.
This
should become standard practice for all
projects that receive significant amounts
of public money and are deemed to be of
local and/or regional significance. The
list of local providers for the last round of
contracts can be found at: http://
www.epworth.org.au/About-Us/MajorProjects/Epworth-Geelong-Development/
Pages/Frequently-Asked-Questions.aspx

•the forecast jobs). Further, in the case of
these latter projects, for the jobs that
were created, there is no publicly
available data about whether these jobs
were actually retained locally.
So, this results in some dilemmas both for the
region, and also for any proposal that argues
that we could actually generate jobs in and
for target areas through procurement or
investment.
There is currently no public accountability
mechanism for tracking local content in public
p ro c u r e m e n t o r p u b l i c i n f r a s t r u c t u r e
investment. Further, there is no tracking or
reporting of actual local job outcomes.
So, there is little current focus on ensuring
that public spend in the region maximises the
direct and multiplier benets for the local
economy - let alone, maximises potential
social benets in those parts of the region
that are experiencing higher levels of
unemployment.
Yet, we know from national and international
research, that by understanding the WHOLE
value that procurement and investment can
generate in regions and localities, and with
some forward planning of spend, signicant
direct and multiplier outcomes can be
generated, which can deliver signicant
economic and social outcomes (see Figure 4).

Interviewees highlighted numbers of recent
contracts where local suppliers were just not
competitive - and examples where this lack of
competition meant that contracts were
awarded to suppliers in adjacent regions (ie.
from other regional centres, not from
Melbourne based suppliers).
Further, there were examples of businesses
who could have competed, but who lacked
experience or readiness to engage in
tendering, or lacked the working capital
needed to compete effectively.
It is often said that the market will determine
business survival. However, in a region and in
an economic environment where it is critical
for businesses to be able to thrive and
contribute effectively to regional growth,
questions need to asked about what can be
done collectively to build stronger, more
competitive local businesses.
This is a challenge that could be taken up by
GROW in partnership with small business and
i n d u s t r y n e t wo r k s ( e g . C h a m b e r s o f
Commerce, Geelong Manufacturing Council),
and perhaps bodies such as the Industry
Capability Network (ICN) and Victorian
Employers Chamber of Commerce and Industry
(VECCI). This is explored further in the section
and separate booklet about Impact Investment.

It’s not just a demand-side issue
The focus should not only be on the demand
side and ensuring that the mechanisms are in
place to deliver local and targeted outcomes.
If the maximisation of economic and social
benets is to actually be possible in major
infrastructure and investment projects, it is
also critical to ensure that the supplier market
is both diverse and competitive.
In many
interviews there were examples given of local
businesses who were not competitive, mostly
on price, but also sometimes on service.

Figure 4: GROW needs to ensure the tracking
of local impacts, but also the generation of
social impacts from spend and investment
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PART TWO: Theory of Change & GROW Structure

GROWs Theory of Change

A theory of change aims to describe how a
program or project works; what its key
components are, what its outcomes are, and
how it achieves these outcomes. Theories of
change are useful for ensuring that all
stakeholders have a shared understanding of
the program upon which a measurement and
evaluation framework can be built.
A Theory of Change is related to but different
from a program logic model. A theory of
change seeks to explain how and why change
occurs, while a logic model illustrates the
components – including inputs, activities,
outputs and outcomes - of a program or
initiative and the relationships between them.
A program logic model can be used to
operationalise and visualise how a theory of
change is at work within a given program or
initiative. What is included here is an overall
Theory of Change for GROW. Once some
key decisions are made with stakeholders
about the shape of the component elements
then it is recommended that a program logic is
developed to outline the components that will
form the basis for ensuring outcomes.
It should be noted that, while logic models
helps to uncover the links between project
activities and impacts, there is debate as to
whether such models suit complex problems. A
complex problem has multiple factors that
interrelate in such a way that precise
delineation of the causes and solutions is not
possible. In these situations there is not a
dened way to execute strategies, and
leadership in this context requires local
adaptation and strong reective processes so
that new initiatives and constantly monitored
to assess their impact on the prevailing
context. The challenge with using program
logics wit h suc h problems is in t heir
application. People can become too rigid in
their application of the model and not adapt
as circumstances change.

To ensure outcomes are improved and
sustained, the GROW Theory of Change will
need to be reected upon and strategies will
need to be constantly revised and updated as
global, national, state, and local
circumstances change.

The Assumptions Underpinning this proposed Theory of Change

Need for Stakeholder Ownership

- More effective planning, assessment and longer lead times in preparing for
major procurement and investment projects can result in efciencies and
opportunities for maximising economic and social outcomes with these
projects, leading to enhanced benets for the region as a whole, and for
target areas.

The Theory of Change should be built out of
agreements with key stakeholders as to how
and why change will occur through various
interventions. While this proposed Theory of
Change sets out the key elements that are
explored within the strategic plan, and
provides a logic for their inclusion, rigourous
discussion and testing of the Theory of
Change with stakeholders will not only
strengthen its robustness, but also ensure a
sense of ownership and therefore commitment
to it from stakeholders.
Once the Theory of Change is discussed and
nalised it can also be helpful to present it
visually both on the website, but also in
poster form so that there is a clearer story
behind what GROW is doing, and how.
It will also be necessary to involve stakeholders
in unpacking the assumptions behind the
theory of change, and in reviewing the
efficacy of the theory itself over time. The
Theory of Change should evolve and be
reviewed over time.

- There are opportunities that either remain untapped or untracked inside
procurement and investment that can generate jobs both in the region and in
target communities.

- Spatial inequities of labour markets effect the ow and accessibility of job
opportunities. If these inequities are to be addressed, systemic and structural
responses (rather than just people-based responses) are necessary.
- The ways in which jobs opportunities are ‘brought to market’ disadvantage
jobseekers who face multiple barriers to entering the labour market (eg. short
time frames for preparation, training; online applications etc).
- Engaging employers in the design and delivery of training for the job
opportunities they are creating will lead to better outcomes.
- Training for ‘actual jobs’ rather than potential industry shifts is a more
effective way of delivering employment outcomes.
- Given a basic motivation to work, and the right support, training and
networks, all jobseekers have the potential to develop the skills, capacities
and attitudes needed to be valued employees.
- A collective and collaborative approach delivering excellent employment
services, training and support pathways across the service system will result in
better outcomes for both jobseekers and employers.
- There is a link between place-based disadvantage and high levels of
unemployment and joblessness.
- The perpetuation of place-based disadvantage is not inevitable and can be
changed with the right levels of collaboration and effective resourcing models.
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GROWs Proposed Theory of Change
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Collective Impact as an Organising
Framework for GROW

GROW is an ambitious project that has both
local and regional goals some would consider
to be audacious - to address place-based
disadvantage not just in those places that are
identified as being ‘most disadvantaged’ but
across the G21 region over the next decade.
Obviously it would not be possible for one
body, no matter how well resourced or
competent to take on a goal such as this singlehandedly. Collective Impact offers a framework
from which to create and coalesce collaboration
across the region towards the goal. Collective
Impact:
“begins by setting a goal ...and then builds
an ecosystem of nonprofits, government
agencies, schools, businesses, philanthropists,
faith communities, neighbourhood groups,
and community leaders who create common
strategies and coordinate integrated activities
among them to achieve the goal. Instead of
each group's success being measured by
meeting outcomes with their clients,
everyone's success is measured based on
how they help move the overall community
result”. (Schmitz, 2012)
While many collective impact initiatives have
formed around ‘cradle to career’ goals, few
have focussed specifically on collaboration
around growing job oppor tunities and
addressing the spatial inequities within local and
regional labour markets.
However, there is
certainly growing interest in how employment
services and job creation can become the target
of collective impact initiatives in Australia (See,
www.collaborationforimpact.com/collectiveimpact-challenges-in-the-employment-servicessector/).
The Collective Impact framework developed by
Kania and Kramer (2011) outlines ve
conditions for initiating and sustaining a focus
on achieving a goal towards which a variety of
stakeholders work. These conditions have

Condition

Overview of Process to Date through the Strategic Planning Phase

Key early activities to consolidate
condition

COMMON AGENDA

- Broad engagement to date, but the feedback has indicated positive interest in and potential
commitment to GROWs agenda
- Testing of the Brokerage Partners Model with key stakeholders has resulted in very positive
feedback
- Social Procurement Group has met since the workshops and interest in forming a network or
community of practice is strong

1. Establishment of Regional & Local
Steering Groups
2.Appointment of GROW staff
3.Establishment of inaugural brokerage
partners group
4.Formalisation of a Community of Practice
around Social Procurement
5.Finalisation & launch of a Regional
Compact

SHARED
MEASUREMENT

- Interviews with employment and community service providers revealed frustration with the
bureaucratic nature of most measurement and reporting frameworks, and the administrative
burden involved which detracts from actual service delivery. Measurement is seen mostly as a
reporting function.
- Interviews with procurement and investment bodies revealed a lack of measurement concerning
actual outcomes (eg. local content resulting in actual local jobs); and a lack of transparency in
sharing results of measurement.
- In both cases there was a broad commitment expressed towards shared measurement
frameworks that track outcomes, but a general wariness of what might be involved, and who
would manage the data.

1. Stakeholder / Partner workshop to review
& agree on targets, indicators &
measurement framework
2.Engagement of expert database &
dashboard information system to consult
& design GROWs measurement &
communication platform
3.Agreement about data collection,
management & reporting protocols
4.Development of learning process to
respond to what evidence is revealing
about the track towards outcomes

MUTUALLY
REINFORCING
ACTIVITIES

- At organisational and inter-organisational level there were some excellent examples of
1. Continue momentum built around
partnerships around mutually reinforcing activities identied in target areas. So there is a good
ensuring some ‘early wins’ that
foundation for further development of this approach. There were, however, also many
demonstrate that cross sector action can
examples cited of the continued ‘silo’ nature of many activities, funding arrangements, policies
result in positive outcomes in target areas
and competitive approaches.
2.Ensure that all parts of GROW include
- Workshops were attended by a good diversity of stakeholders from different sectors. The
stakeholders from across the eco-system
feedback was that this diversity was crucial if GROW was to be successful. So procurement
needed to achieve outcomes
professionals and employment services could, for example, design stronger strategies together.

CONTINUOUS
COMMUNICATION

- Numbers of bodies, networks and alliances already exist in and around the different sectors
1. Establish the various structural groups
that focus on employment, employers, industry or labour market strategy. The challenge for
needed to put GROW into practice early
GROW will be to bring these networks together, and to coordinate efforts to achieve
2.Ensure some ‘early wins’ that
outcomes. The inevitable barriers of competition and lack of trust were picked up across the
demonstrate cross-sector collaboration
service system during interviews. However, there was also a degree of interest and
3.Build on & from the positive web-site
commitment from stakeholders that could provide a solid foundation if communication and
foundations to develop a broad
transparency in process become hallmarks of GROWs process.
communications policy framework
- The opportunities to engage cross sectorally and across the demand and supply divide of
employment in the workshops created some very valuable discussion and debate, which
GROW could build on.
- The website is an important beginning point for coalescing communication and will hopefully
become a key portal for sharing information, data and for tracking progress towards the goals.

BACKBONE
SUPPORT

- It was clear from interviews that there was solid support for G21 to house GROWs backbone
functions because of its neutrality and its ability to coordinate stakeholders from across the
region and from all sectors.

1.Appoint key GROW staff, & develop the
GROW structure

Table 2: How the Five Collective Impact Conditions have developed over the course of developing the Strategic Plan, and what needs to happen now
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informed both the process of undertaking this
plan, and the plan itself. They are:

Common Agenda: a shared vision for
change across the stakeholder group,
including a common understanding of the
problem and a joint approach to acting
towards addressing it;
Shared Measurement: a shared
measurement framework and agreed
targets which enables collective tracking
toward the goal;
Mutually Reinforcing Activities:

That is, the structure should focus on the
collective outcomes that can be achieved
across the system rather than just creating
another organisation in an already crowded
eld of entities focussed on addressing
disadvantage in the G21 region. The domains
that need to be integrated through the GROW
structure are outlined in Figure 5.
The proposed structure draws together a range
of key stakeholders who are essential to
achieving the outcomes on which GROW will
focus (generating and realising job opportunities

dif f erentiated contr ibutions wit hin
coordinated plans of actions toward
reaching the goal;
Continuous Communication: open
and consistent communication across the
stakeholders and partners to ensure
collaboration towards achieving the
goal;
Backbone Support: the support of an
organisation with staff to coordinate and
manage the collective impact project.
Table 2 outlines how this framework has
developed through the strategic planning
process, and articulates some of the actions
still needed to consolidate each condition.
GROW will no doubt add its own stamp to the
collective impact movement that is developing
in Australia, and is already in a good position
to contribute to opening discussions about how
to initiate such projects at a regional level.

Governance & Staffing of GROW

As GROW is planned to operate over ten years
it requires a structure that can develop
organically and be adaptive, in addition to
ensuring the enactment of a rigourous and
disciplined outcomes approach. The structure
needs to reflect the integration of the four
domains of GROW - that is, social procurement;
place-based impact investment; demand-led
brokerage; and a shared measurement
framework.
Further it needs to provide a
foundation for the achievement of collective
impact across a range of stakeholders.
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Figure 5: The Overall GROW Structure

in and around target communities) and
supports the collaboration of these stakeholders
with a small staff team.
It is recommended that GROW sits inside
another organisation as a program rather than
forming a separate organisation.
The
consultations revealed that stakeholders
consider G21 to be the most suitable
organisation to host GROW.
Alternatively,
Give Where You Live could host GROW, or the
program could sit across both organisations.

This would also be a strategic move - as the
focus could then be the achievement of
outcomes across a range of organisations
rather than developing and sustaining a
separate organisation.
G21 has significant
vertical networks, which, when strategically
combined with the horizontal networks that
have been cultivated by Give Where You Live,
could harness and bring to life the GROW
outcome agenda.
As the host organisations,
G21 would need to house the staff team and
provide administrative support for the program.

An Adaptive & Evolving Structure

The structure of GROW will develop over time
and needs to develop adaptively. It is
recommended that to start with GROW adopt a
lean approach, with just two key staff positions,
and a small number of champions and outcome
partners. Ensuring that there are some early
opportunities for outcomes will grow momentum
and commitment, and will provide a foundation
of practice from which a larger group of
partners and champions can develop.
Most collective impact strategies are adopting a
relatively similar governance and
implementation structure, with a steering
committee, backbone organisation and a
number of outcomes focussed working groups
comprising the core structure. While this could
be adopted in this project, the complicating
factor is that the outcomes in GROW are placebased, and the unique issues and existing
structures across the target areas need to be
considered.
So, setting up generic working
groups may result in too broad an outlook, and
having a number of working groups in each
locality could result in duplication and/or overburdening of local services and providers.
With this in mind, the proposed structure takes
into account both the regional and local foci of
GROW. It positions the staff team of GROW as
coordinating opportunities for new jobs, and as
b ro ke r i n g a j o b s b i a s t owa rd s t a r g e t
communities so that these opportunities can be
realised by jobseekers within those
communities.
It positions both regional and
local champions in ‘steering’ or ‘governing’
capacities, so that staff are accountable at both
these levels.
The proposed structure begins with one working
group, made up of ‘outcome partners’, but
would also have at least one ‘Community of
Practice’ which would have some features of the
working groups seen in other collective impact
strategies, but with some key differences. The
outcome partners working group would be
comprised of direct service providers focussed
on supporting people into jobs in and around

the target communities. These may include
specialist support services; job services
agencies; and training organisations.
Any
opportunities that the Regional Opportunity
Broker (staff person) can identify and begin to
structure will be brought to this working group
and a strategy will be developed by this group
to ensure that pathways for jobseekers from
target communities can be prepared and built
towards real job
opportunities.
Outcome
partnership would be voluntary, and partners
would need to have a commitment to the goals
of GROW and relevant MOUs might need to
be drawn up to ensure this. The Outcome
Working Group Structure is outlined further in
the adjacent box.
Through the strategic plan process some real
momentum developed around the procurement
part of the GROW agenda. A number of
procurement staff from both public and private
organisations and businesses attended the
GROW social procurement workshops where a
network was proposed with enthusiastic
response. This could develop into a second
working group alongside the outcome
partners, or in the rst instance it could
develop as a Community of Practice, with
opportunities to grow their social procurement
practice capacity, share resources, and
undertake some pilot projects, potentially in
collaboration with the outcome partner group.
How the group denes itself is up to the
stakeholders involved - however it would seem
opportune to harness the momentum that has
developed amongst this group of stakeholders
and to seek to build from it. Support from
GROW staff to initiate some pilot projects, and
t o s h a r e a g r ow i n g r a n g e o f s o c i a l
procurement resources via a social
procurement web portal on the GROW
website will help to develop this momentum.
The Geelong Chamber of Commerce is also
l a u n c h i n g a wo r k i n g g ro u p o n l o c a l
procurement, and it would seem sensible to
link GROW intentionally and openly to this
group so that the momentum is not dispersed
before it has coalesced.

Outcome Partners

While there are some key organisations who have been identied as potential outcome partners in this
strategic planning phase, there may be others who should be engaged or invited as the process
proceeds (particularly given that the Job Services Australia tenders are not due to be announced until
March at the earliest). How the outcome working group should be organised also needs further
clarication, and may need some testing, and certainly further discussion with potential partners.
The initial opportunities that have been identied through this process have been quite localised, and
so it may be the case that the outcome partners group has slightly different key stakeholders
according to the opportunity (for example, if there are signicant opportunities close to the Northern
Suburbs of Geelong, there might be little point in engaging stakeholders from other GROW target
areas). Or there may be some stakeholders (such as JSAs or DESs) who operate across the target
areas.
Potential Outcome Partners include:
- Specialist brokerage and employment intermediaries in target areas - such as Northern Futures
(Norlane-Corio); Whittington Works Alliance (Whittington); and Youth Employment and Training
Alliance Project (Colac)
- Job Services Australia agencies (it is less clear who the actual JSAs will be in the target areas, but in
this process there has been positive feedback and openness to engagement from all major JSAs
operating in the region)
- Training and Education bodies (such as The Gordon, other RTOs and Group Training Organisations)
- Other community service organisations who may be able to offer specialised support around
particular areas or groups.
Partnership in GROW would of course be voluntary, but there should be some agreements about the
process and the ‘code of engagement’ around GROW, particularly if there are organisations involved
who may ordinarily operate on more competitive terms. The role of the outcome partners would be to
engage with the employers and other stakeholders in projects or workplaces who have been identied
by the GROW Regional Opportunity Broker, and help to design pathways to make these opportunities
accessible to jobseekers from target areas.
Resourcing: The resourcing model for outcome partners is a little unclear due to the fact that the
incentive structure for Job Services Australia agencies remains unclear at present. However, what is
clear is that some of the partners may need resourcing to participate fully in GROW (for example, the
specialist employment intermediaries who are not necessarily adequately resourced to deliver all of
what could be needed in the GROW process). Other of the brokerage partners may already have
mechanisms of nancial incentives for successful outcomes from the process and so could contribute to
the resource base that might be needed to support this process (eg. if the JSA contracts incentivise
outcomes as is predicted, then JSAs would have the resources for payment of the involvement of
specialist brokerage services for their clients).
The resourcing models may need to be developed in further more detailed consultation with partners
when they are determined, and perhaps in the context of some pilot project examples. It is clear
however, that if brokerage is to be successful, there will need to be additional resources allocated
particularly to the specialist intermediaries, as not all of these are currently funded to deliver the full
suite of what would be needed to ensure job readiness, supported training and post-placement
support. A resource line has been added to the proposed budget reecting estimates from different
services that it costs between $10,000 and $15,000 per job seeker to support them into sustainable
employment from readiness to post-placement support.
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As GROW develops, further working groups
will be needed. In particular, growing and
supporting investment in and around the target
communities could be the focus of a second
working group.
While this could be
developed from the outset, it may also be the
case that further developmental work is
needed to consider the options for this domain
(see the next section) and to ensure there is
sufcient focus and depth for an active
working group.

GROW Staff Overview
Recruiting a visionary and entrepreneurial staff
team who can lead and coordinate what is
quite a complex and multilevel plan over the
course of a decade will be critical for the
ultimate success of GROW.
In the rst
instance, three key staff positions are identied
as important. These are outlined in Table 3.
The rst two (Coordinator and Regional
Opportunity Broker) are considered essential
for the start-up phase of GROW, and the Data

Manager is a position that should be lled in
the rst year of operation to ensure that
outcomes are embedded in the development
of GROW.
Growing the GROW Culture and Principles
Critical to ensuring the success of an outcomes
approach is the culture of the GROW
program.
The importance of this is often
subsumed under more pragmatic functions of
establishing staff and stakeholder roles, but in
the case of GROW, building a culture which
reects the principles of the program from the

outset will be just as important to its overall
success. It is recommended that GROW take
on the identity of a ‘social lab’ (Hassan,
2014)- a space which brings people together
to collaborate around achieving particular
social outcomes in place, and which is
structured around learning and adaption of
practice in order to achieve those outcomes.
The adoption of a ‘lab’ culture would mean
that the accountability of partners moves
towards achieving outcomes (as opposed to
meeting pre-determined funding outputs). It

GROW Coordinator

Regional Opportunity Broker

Data Manager

Overview:
A visionary, entrepreneurial and dynamic leader who can build
solid foundations for GROW, & work to facilitate its collective
success both at a regional & local level. The coordinator will be
a key public face for GROW & will coordinate internal &
external functions strategically & operationally, including
communications, engagement and data management.

Overview:
An entrepreneurial, well connected communicator who is as
comfortable around corporate & government executives as they are
around community sector organisations & jobseekers. The Regional
Opportunity Broker will have their ear to the ground to identify
businesses, projects, development plans, or infrastructure initiatives
that could provide job opportunities suitable for variously qualied
job seekers in target communities.

Overview:
An experienced data analyst & communicator who is
able to lead the planning, collection, analysis &
reporting of data, & present /report on this in an
accessible and engaging way to a broad crosssection of stakeholders.

Key Responsibilities:
- Visionary & adaptive leadership
- Developing & modeling GROW’s culture based on the
principles outlined above;
- Systems & structure development that support ongoing &
transparent communication across the stakeholder groups &
structures around GROW;
- Building and supporting the regional and local champion /
steering groups, internal & external stakeholder relations;
- Identifying & accessing funding sources to support GROW & its
outcome partners;
- Developing & facilitating public communications about GROW
(potentially with some external support);
- Building GROWs identity & linking to other approaches &
strategies for achieving outcomes in the target communities;
- Developing & managing internal systems;
- Coordinating & overseeing the data management, collection,
analysis & reporting.

Key Responsibilities:
- Engaging with relevant managers, planners, developers etc. across
the region;
- Actively identify & categorise job opportunities across a range of
entities in the region;
- Undertake job audits in relation to major projects;
- Undertake analyses of ways in which employers require support or
intervention to engage with jobseekers from target communities;
- Present analyses of job opportunities to the Outcome Partners
Working Group & develop pathway plans for ensuring that job
opportunities are accessible to job seekers from target communities;
- Regular, ongoing communication & engagement with employer
networks, planning agencies & all levels of government to ensure a
pipeline of job opportunities is opened & accessible to job seekers
in target communities.

Key Responsibilities:
- Developing an initial baseline report for GROW
(including collecting & analysing data & reporting
on this in an accessible format);
- Negotiating data collection & reporting standards
across outcome partners;
- Support communications with visually rich data
reports;
- Regularly update data dashboard;
- Support GROW with accessible and visually rich
data reports / information packages;
- Work with outcome partners to support rigourous
and detailed outcome data collection &
management;
- Prepare regular reports for champions & steering
groups that assist them to understand progress &
learn about what is working (& what is not);
- Assist & engage stakeholders with learning events
to recalibrate GROWs focus as outcome data
develops.

Table 3: Key Staff Positions for GROW
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also means that a culture of open communication,
transparent sharing of what’s working and what’s
not, and an acceptance of learning from failure
will be critical. It may also be helpful to explore
this concept of GROW as a social lab further, and
to generate both collateral, and some experiential
workshops amongst stakeholders to open
discussion about how it could work and what
dif ferentiates it from current models of
accountability and engagement with funders.
Key principles which need to be imbedded into
the DNA of GROW as a social lab include:
- Outcomes management and measurement as
central;
- Continuous adaptation and learning as critical
to ensure the focus remains on outcomes;
- Innovation and experimentation is encouraged
because the focus is on outcomes not
compliance;
- Transparency and collaboration for the
purposes of achieving real outcomes;
- A commitment to sharing what works but also
what doesn’t work and learning and
leveraging from both of these;
- Diversity of engagement and perspective is the
norm - addressing entrenched disadvantage in
the region is everybody’s business and is a
priority across sectors;
- An ‘asset’ approach, founded on the belief
that, with the right support, all people have the
capacity to work, and that work offers a key
pathway out of poverty and disadvantage.
Other principles that support GROWs culture
should be developed with founding champions,
outcome partners and steering group members.
Further, the ways in which these principles are
enacted through GROW should be reviewed
alongside other outcomes.

Local Steering Groups:

Some potential local steering groups have been identied in relation to each of the GROW target areas:
Norlane / Corio:
Corio Norlane Development Advisory Board (CNDAB), an established and well-respected group that has advocated for the
communities of 3214, and promoted collaboration between residents, local State and Federal Government, community organisations,
agencies and businesses in the Northern Suburbs. Initial and tentative discussions with some CNDAB board members and a recent
review of CNDABs future suggest that this could present a very positive option for a local steering group for this target area.
Colac
Though a body which includes a diversity of stakeholders from a broad base of employment services, businesses, community
organisations and government was not immediately identiable in Colac, there are some groups that could play a leading role in the
establishment of a local steering group (and perhaps also a joint steering group with ‘Beyond the Bell’). COCTN (Colac Otway
Careers and Transition Network) has a broad membership base from education, training and employment services, and are
enthusiastic about playing a role in developing GROW in the area, and have members who are also very much involved in the Beyond
the Bell initiative. It would, however, be important to engage a broader diversity of business leaders in this group.
Whittington
In Whittington, there is less clarity around who should constitute the local steering group. Two options have been agged - the East
Forum, or potentially a group made up of members of the Whittington Works Alliance (though how this would differ from potential
participants in the partnership brokerage group would need to be determined). This requires some further engagement and discussion
with local stakeholders.
Resourcing: The Steering Groups will need some resourcing, in the form of secretariat support, and perhaps some nancial support to
ensure that they can adequately champion GROW at the local level. Detailed resourcing may need to be decided in consultation with
the local steering groups as they are determined and appointed. A resource has been added into the proposed budget to support the
local steering groups based on a funding model similar to that of Neighbourhood Renewal support of local boards.

Combining the Power of Vertical and Horizontal Networks through the Foundation Partners
The partnership of G21 with Give Where You Live offers a critical foundation for GROW, in that it provides a base of relationships
and networks from which a critical mass of support for the goals of GROW can be built. The vertical connections that G21 has
fostered across all sectors will be essential to garnering sufcient resources, prole, and connections to realise the outcomes of GROW
across the region. Equally, the horizontal networks that Give Where You Live has built over many years in the region and into the
philanthropic sector, will be critical to sustaining the energy, commitment and innovation across the stakeholders of GROW over the
next decade. This partnership is unique in many ways, and has provided a platform from which to build a comprehensive and
evidence-based plan for GROW. Sustaining this partnership and involving other partners in the GROW program over coming years
will remain a key part of ensuring that GROW maintains a learning framework, a focus on outcomes and a commitment to multi-sector
involvement.
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PART THREE: The Three Elements that make up GROW

GROW Element ONE: Social Procurement

Element 1: Job Creation through
Procurement
Procurement is the overarching process that
government, businesses and larger
organisations use to buy goods, services or
works.
It involves the establishment of
requirements, the research and sourcing of
ways to supply these requirements, the
evaluation of options, the negotiation of
contracts to supply these requirements, and
the review of how well the requirements were
met.
For most organisations (public and
private), procurement represents a signicant
proportion of expenditure both on day to day
or routine costs, and on capital or major
projects. Procurement is a strategic function
inside organisations that is concerned with
ensuring that an organisation obtains the
g o o d s a n d s e r v i c e s i t r e q u i r e s f ro m
appropriate and reliable suppliers so that it
can meet its strategic objectives in a manner
that is both efcient and effective.

sector organisations in the region understand
the value of their procurement spend to
regional growth and sustainability, and, in
what ever wa ys t hey can, commit t o
identifying opportunities to grow both local
content and social outcomes through their
procurement policies and practices.
This strategy reects the growing recognition
both in Australia and internationally that
more effective and strategic use of existing
resources is going to be critical in addressing
some of growing social issues into the future,
particularly as economic restructuring and
austerity start to limit the allocation of
resources. In the public sector this has been
reected in policy and legislation
The UK, for example, passed the ‘Social
Value Bill’ in March 2012. This mandates that
public bodies consider how positive social,

economic and environmental value can be
generated within all procurement of goods,
services and works, and effectively enables
social benet providers such as social
enterprises to compete on a more equal
footing with other potential suppliers. Where
appropriate, purchasers must then ensure the
inclusion of this social value objective into the
procurement process.
In the US, the Federal government gives
preference to small companies in the
procurement process, particularly those that
also deliver extra social value, such as small
businesses owned by women, people from
minority groups, people from economically
disadvantaged areas or veterans. In 2012 the
US Federal Government spent $89.9 billion
wit h small businesses (of t he overall
procurement spend of $400 billion).

In Australia there is also increasing interest in
and commitment to social procurement, a
growing commitment to including small and
medium sized businesses in supply chains, and a
renewed interest in local content, particularly in
regional areas (see for example, Social
Procurement Australia, a growing network
promoting social procurement; and recent
initiatives in Ballarat and Gippsland, outlined in
the Social Procurement booklet).
The use of strategies to improve the inclusion of
local content in both public and private sector
procurement processes in the region are not
new, and there have been previous attempts to
lead ‘buy local’ campaigns (with varying success
and longevity).
However, the generation of
social outcomes through procurement, while not
new in the region, has not been systematically or
intentionally trialled, and it is proposed that this

I n c re a s i n g l y b o t h p u b l i c a n d p r i va t e
organisations are recognising that their
strategic objectives are not only about meeting
a single bottom line, but are about ensuring
sustainable outcomes economically, socially
and environmentally. As a result organisations
are considering their performance and
accountability measures across a ‘triple-bottom
line’ framework, not only within their own
procurement processes but also across their
supply chains.
In the G21 region, there is over $18.5 Billion
spent on goods and services across both
private and public sectors (REMPLAN, April
2014). Of this, around $8.6 Billion is spent on
goods and services sourced within the region
(REMPLAN, April, 2014).
In the context of
GROW, procurement is recognised as a very
signicant economic resource across the G21
Region, and a key mechanism for driving
economic growth and job creation.
Its
strategic use to maximise both local economic
and social outcomes in the region is the rst
element of GROWs job creation agenda. This
involves ensuring that public and private
Figure 6: Both Local Content and Social Procurement focussed on Achieving Social Outcomes is Important
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Benefits of Social Procurement
Integration

Social Procurement provides a methodology
for public, private and not-for-prot sector
organisations to achieve social goals, and
address community issues as part of the
wa y t h ey d o b u s i n e s s , i n t e g r a t i n g
Corporate Social Responsibility into their
mainstream activity.

Innovation

By encouraging a holistic look at the
achievement of broad organisational
objectives through procurement, social
procurement practice encourages
innovation and the development of new
forms of partnership and service delivery
models.

Staff Satisfaction & Organisational
Identity

The ability to achieve demonstrable
community benets through social
procurement increases job satisfaction and
pride, while building and broadening the
identity of an organisation internally and
externally.

Competitive Advantage

Governments and private sector
organisations are increasingly looking
beyond the delivery of goods and services
towards value-adds that deliver social
outcomes and triple bottom line objectives.
By integrating social procurement practice
into mainstream procurement thinking,
organisations can build a competitive
advantage and directly demonstrate their
capacity to add social value to their
deliverables in a cost-neutral or cost
effective way.
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has signicant potential to help drive the sorts
of overall objectives GROW for job creation
and targeting (see gure 6).
In the research undertaken for this strategic
plan, it is clear that there is both a foundation
from which to build a more regional approach
to social procurement, and a strong interest in
using procurement as part of a wider strategy
to address disadvantage in the Region.
A
survey of major procurers in the region
suggested that there is already strong
commitment to ensuring that procurement
policies and practices reect social and
economic development objectives - and that
more can be done to maximise the outcomes
from this commitment (see gure 7). This was
also backed up in interviews and through
workshops that included procurement ofcers
from both public and private organisations in
the region.
Social procurement often takes the form of a
public or private sector entity or Government
Department using an appropriate procurement
opportunity to generate targeted employment
for a specic population group. Procurement
opportunities may present in the form of routine
procurement, or a major project basis (e.g.
construction of infrastructure).
The focus of social procurement may be
opening opportunities for particular groups of
people (for example, people with a disability,
people who have experienced long term
unemployment, Indigenous People), and/or it
may focus on opportunities for people living in
particular places (eg. people living in areas
t hat are experiencing higher levels of
disadvantage, or people living in public
housing estates).
The focus of social
procurement is directly linked to the social
objectives the strategy is seeking to address.

Figure 7: Summary of Results from the Survey & Highlights from Interviews and Workshops

consideration can be given to how social
procurement can be embedded in the processes
related to that stage of procurement (this is more
fully explained and illustrated in the Social
Procurement Booklet).

Practical Application of Social Procurement

The strategy for building a procurement focus in
GROW is outlined in gure 8. The key vehicles
for initiating the strategy are:

Social procurement follows standard procurement
practise, except that the social outcome is
embedded in the procurement of the good or
service to be delivered by the contracted supplier.
At each point of the procurement lifecycle due

- the establishment of a social procurement
focussed network or Community of Practice
that takes forward action around how to
ensure that public and private procurement in

- the G21 Region maximises economic and
social outcomes. This network will have both
face-to-face and web-based elements. The
network has already been instigated, and
some momentum has been built to further
develop its objectives. Its membership remains
open to anyone interested in pursuing this
part of the GROW strategy. Such a group
could support members to share progress
within their own organisations, in addition to
championing social procurement across the
region;

- the development of a regional compact or
charter that asks procurers, developers,
suppliers and investors in the region to
consider and identify opportunities for
maximising economic and social outcomes
in their procurement practices;
- the linkage of procurers and suppliers to the
Outcome Partners Group, through which
they will be supported to identify and train
jobseekers (and which in turn will prepare,
train and support jobseekers from target
areas);
- a focus on tracking and reporting economic
and social outcomes through transparent
and accessible platforms for sharing,
analysing and displaying data (both
organisationally focussed and regionally
focussed).
An overview of the elements of a Social
Procurement strategy for GROW is presented
in Figure 8, and a detailed action plan and
timeframe for enacting this strategy is included
in Appendix 3 and in the Social Procurement
booklet.

The Compact / Charter
Engaging procurers and suppliers in working
towards an agenda of addressing place-based
disadvantage requires a mind shift away from
the traditional views of what the role of
procurement is,
the place of business in
addressing social issues, and the idea that
welfare is the only way to address issues of
poverty and disadvantage. It is not about
using procurement for charitable purposes.
And nor is it about watering down value for
money. It is about being strategic in our use
of resources, and maximising the value we can
generate from the resources we have. It is
about taking an economic approach to
addressing social issues.
And it is about
growing the awareness about what social
procurement is about, and ensuring that a
broad cross-section of businesses,
organisations, and government bodies not

Figure 8: Overview of the Strategy Elements for GROWs Social Procurement Element

only demonstrate their commitment, but also
encourage others to do so.
This is the idea behind having a compact, or a
charter, that businesses sign and in so doing,
commit themselves to identify ways inside their
organisations and their supply chains that they
can support the objectives of GROW. To work
there needs to be an agreement across the
stakeholders and the governance structures
about the purpose, form, targets and nature of
commitments set out and expected from the
compact and the signatories. Table 4 sets out
some of the key questions that need to be
asked and decided on before the compact is
‘launched’. When it is launched, it would be

advantageous to have as many high prole
businesses and organisations sign up as
possible to start the drive for awareness and
commitment.
One of the deliverables of this plan was to set
out the elements of a potential compact. This
is difcult to do in the abstract, and without
broad agreement from leadership and
stakeholders about the answers to the
questions in Table 4. So the very loose draft
that is included on page 22 is more of a
‘conversation starter’ than a draft, and is built
from ideas that were raised in the interviews
and consultations. It should be discussed with
stakeholders, alongside the question - ‘what
would you commit your organisation to in the

quest to address disadvantage in the G21
Region’?
It is recommended that a version of this or
another draft compact or charter is developed
as a matter of priority by the steering
committees (see governance section) and
circulated widely for comment and critique
before being launched.
It is further recommended that the signatories
be made public, but also further engaged in
whatever ways possible, to demonstrate their
commitment. This would take it beyond being
a symbolic act - something which has been a
criticism of previous attempts to change culture
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of how organisations spend their resources
(eg. ‘buy local’ campaigns).
There are other examples internationally of the
use of charters - though the examples are all
from particular local authorities rather than
being used at a regional and cross-sectoral
level. Other examples include:
- The City of London Local Procurement
Charter which asks developers to identify
opportunities for SMEs in their supply chains see: www.cityoondon.gov.uk/business/
supporting-local-communities/Documents/
guidance-notes-for-procurement.pdf
- Birmingham City Council has developed the
‘Birmingham Charter for Social Responsibility,
which asks signatories to consider and
describe how they can improve the economic,
social and environmental well-being of
Birmingham through their activities (including
procurement), along similar but more local
lines to the Victorian Industry Participation
Plan. The Charter aims to boost the local
economy through support to the local supply
chain, creation of job opportunities and
ensuring employees are paid a fair wage.
The principles set out in the Charter are also
part of the Councils procurement policy, and
all contracts above a certain threshold
require mandatory compliances with the
principles. There are also annual awards for
businesses who perform extraordinarily well
in relation to the principles.
See www.nditinbirmingham.com
GROWs Compact, while not mandatory, and
not enforceable, will similarly raise awareness
and engender commitment to the idea of
maximising social and economic benet in the
procurement process.
For more detail about GROWs social
procurement strategy, see the separate booklet
available on GROWs website.
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Table 4: Key Questions the Need Answering in the Context of Developing a Compact or Charter

Figure 9: A VERY Tentative sample of what a GROW Compact could ask of procurers, suppliers and Investors
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GROW Element TWO: Impact Investment

Element 2: Job Creation through
Investment
One of t he structural impediments of
addressing place-based disadvantage is that
the kinds of capital that ow into many
disadvantaged communities is dominated by
service grants, charity and welfare, which can
actually crowd out other forms of investment,
leading to spirals of underinvestment and
thereby reducing the economic opportunities
in and around places. This was recognised by
the Social Investment Taskforce in the UK
almost 15 years ago, when they suggested
that:
‘Under-invested communities suffer from a
spiral of multiple disadvantage. Industries
that were previously major employers have
collapsed, leading to loss of employment,
incomes, wealth and purchasing power. In
such circumstances, it is often the case that
private sector investment dries up and that
even those nancial resources available
within a community are spent outside it.
Condence collapses and, with it, the
climate for enterprise. In some poor
communities ... as much as 75 per cent of
the cash in circulation may come from ...
G ove r n m e n t . T h e r e s u l t c a n b e a n
intransigent form of welfare dependence,
where the state connes its contribution to
providing a minimum level of income and
s o c i a l s e r v i c e s , b u t i g n o re s we a l t h
creation’ [Social Investment Taskforce,
2000;p10].
One of the ways to reverse this spiral is to
invest in local businesses who in turn employ
local people and this grows the wealth of
residents (with multiplier effects when they
increase their capacity to build their asset
base).
Over time this also attracts other
investment into the community, growing
condence, and wealth (in term of well-being)
in the community.
This concept of ‘underinvestment’ and the
explorations of investment as a means through
which to address disadvantage is relatively
new in the Australian context, where place-

based initiatives are still focussed more on
ser vice development t han economic
development, but it is a strategy that has been
successfully used overseas for at least a
decade (and in the case of the US, much
longer), in circumstances where the
concentration and depth of poverty are more
pronounced (Burke and Hulse, 2015).
In Australia, ‘investment’ has become a phrase
that refers to a range of capital forms - from
strategic grant making, to investments that
intentionally seek a social outcome (referred
t o as ‘social investments’ or ‘im pact
investments’)
right up to the hard end of
investments, where the nancial returns to the
investor are paramount. The generation of
some kind of social outcome (deemed a ‘social
return’ in investment terms) can sit across this
whole spectrum (See table 1), and is
concerned with how to blend both nancial
and social returns at varying levels:
“Impact investors intend to create positive
impact alongside various levels of nancial
return, both managing and measuring the
blended value they create” (Bugg-Levine
and Emerson, 2012).
For those at the philanthropic end of the
continuum,
the social returns are all that
matters, and at the other end of the spectrum,
social returns happen only incidentally, with
the driver of investment being maximised
nancial returns to investors.
In the original ‘Addressing Disadvantage’
Report written for G21, the second job
creation strategy was to develop a structure
for addressing ‘underinvestment’ in target
areas, and more particularly to open up the
ow of capital into SMEs in these areas,
creating opportunities for growth and jobs.
The strategy sat very much in the middle of the
continuum in Table 5, that is, Impact Investing.
As part of developing the strategic plan for
GROW, both desk-based and eld-based
research has been undertaken.
This has
included formal and informal consultations
with business owners, business networks,
investors, nancial institutions and business

Table 5: The range of capital ‘investment’ interventions relevant to GROW
Source: Adapted from Green, 2012 *ESG stands for ‘Environmental, Social & Governance’
support organisations; engagement with
business training and networking events; and a
review of business research and reports from
across the region (both academic and grey
literature reports).
The result is a clearer picture of the ow of
capital into target areas, and a deeper
understanding of a range of ways in which

investment could be structured so that it has
the intended outcomes in target communities.
While the focus on SMEs is retained as the
starting point, the picture has also broadened
to include:
• ways in which entrepreneurship could be
fostered in target communities, leading to
growth of businesses owned and run by
residents;
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• strategies for supporting businesses with some growth
potential but who are not investment-ready through
technical assistance (thereby contributing to growing the
pipeline of investable SMEs)
• an examination of opportunities for the full range of
‘investment’ strategies (thereby ensuring a matching of
the types of capital to the capital needs and capacities of
job creating enterprises);
• other kinds of ‘enterprises’ such as social enterprises and
non-prots who also often lack investment capital (as
opposed to grants for service delivery) from which they
can grow business units or assets that can in turn create
jobs and stimulate economic development in target
communities.
Five options (which are not mutually exclusive) have been
developed from this work. Within GROW, over the next ten
years, it may be possible to implement projects across some
or all of these options, or to choose to focus on any one or
any number.
What this means is that rather than presenting a singular,
denitive way forward for generating jobs in target areas
through investment, this report sets out these options for
consideration (see Figure 10 for an overview of the ve
options) The matrix below illustrates where they sit on the
continuum between a focus on technical assistance and a
capital focus; and on the continuum between strategic
philanthropy / grant making (with an investment intent that is

Figure 10: A Range of Options for Growing Impact Investment in the G21 Region with a Focus on Jobs Growth in Target Areas
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solely on social outcomes) and nancial
investment (where the focus is purely on
nancial returns, with social outcomes being
incidental to decision-making).
The Case for Impact Investment booklet sets
out these options in more detail.
Each of the options involves some mix of
capital and technical assistance, though with
varying emphasis (even the one most focussed
on nancial returns, Option 4, involves the
engagement of a mentor who builds the
investment-readiness of the SMEs before they
are ‘launched’ on the matchmaking platform).
Each one would help to channel investment
capital into job creating entities, and in this
way, help to grow employment opportunities
in target areas.
Options 1 and 4 probably represent the
easiest options as they involve partnerships
with organisations who are already
implementing these strategies elsewhere in
Australia.
Option 5 requires the least set-up, but could be
deceptively resource intensive in the long term.
This option involves identifying potential entities
and/projects that could generate significant
outcomes in the form of jobs in target areas.
The challenge then is to explore how to match
the entities/projects with appropriate capital
(from across the investment continuum). This
option could also entail advocating that existing
or upcoming ‘investment’ opportunities consider
incorporating outcomes for GROW target areas.
For example, the GRIIF already has job creation
as an outcome, and there could be merit in
advocating that a percentage of the next round
be allocated in ways that align with GROW
outcomes, or even include a weighting for job
outcomes in target areas. In return, GROW
could assist in the tracking of economic and job
outcomes; work with companies to audit their
employment needs; and/or make links to the
outcome partners group who could coordinate
preparation, training and post-placement
support for employees from target areas for any
suitable employment opportunities.

Option 2 could potentially build both the
investment readiness and contract readiness of
existing SMEs in and around target areas,
while also growing the membership of
networking organisations in those areas (as, at
least in the case of Geelong, there are
currently relatively few businesses in the target
areas who are members of the Chamber of
Commerce). This option could also potentially
strengthen the exposure that businesses more
generally in the region have to the issue of
place-based disadvantage, and break down
some of the negative stereotypes both about
the places themselves and jobseekers from
these places.

based in Norlane - and these 12 staff members
are residents in Norlane and Corio, which are
target areas for GROW. The business owner
estimates that he needs between 10 and 15
additional staff over the next year to meet
demand for the product. The owner is committed
to employing all these new staff through
Northern Futures, and from the Norlane-Corio
area. In reality the potential social and economic
outcomes of this investment,and the likelihood of
successful achievement of these outcomes, means

that it represents a value proposition that would
be hard to beat, whether it’s a philanthropist, a
grant-maker or an investor who is providing the
capital. Taking a focussed and intentional
approach to such an opportunity would also
provide the foundations on which to track the
outcomes, and to support the employer in further
workforce development, ensuring that pathways
into stable careers can be created out of what
would start as entry level ‘job opportunities’.

Option 3 is more clearly aligned with the
original intention of the impact investment
strategy as outlined in the Addressing
Disadvantage report. It could represent the
option that requires most upfront resourcing,
but also the option that is most innovative in
terms of the use of investment to directly
impact place-based disadvantage in Australia.
Given that there is already an impact
investment fund that has invested in two
signicant properties in Geelong (IIG has
invested in the TAC building and the Quiksilver
Distribution Centre in North Geelong), there
may be benet in exploring the options to
deepen or make more direct the impacts from
these investment as a test case to explore
further engagement.

The potential for outcomes: a
case study
Figure 11 is an infographic exploring the
outcomes possible from ‘investing’ in a business
in North Geelong that has developed an
innovative manufacturing production method
and can demonstrate signif icant sales
projections based on contracts. The business
requires $700,000 to get the production up
and running, and employing the extra staff
needed to meet the demand for the new
product. The business currently has 14 staff, 12
of whom were employed via Northern Futures,
a specialist employment brokerage service

Figure 11: An example of the outcomes that could be achieved from investing in SMEs in and around target areas
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GROW Element THREE: Demand-Led Brokerage

Element 3: Linking Jobs &
Jobseekers in Target Areas through
Demand-Led Brokerage
Generating jobs through strategic use of
procurement and investment is only going to
result in shifts in place-based disadvantage if
those jobs are actually able to be accessed
and retained by jobseekers in the target areas.
The research is very clear that general labour
market strategies do not address the spatial
inequities inherent in the market, and that
without intentional intervention to create job
biases, job opportunities do not trickle down
into disadvantaged areas (see for example,
Baum et al, 2013; Baum and Mitchell, 2009;
Randolph and Holloway, 2005; Gregory and
Hunter, 2003).
The GROW target areas have all experienced
significantly higher levels of unemployment
over the last five years than the average levels
across the region. They are all identified as
‘decile 1’ according to the SEIFA index, and
they are also considered ‘High Risk’ or ‘Red
Alert’ areas in the Employment Vulnerability
Index developed by Baum et al (2013). In
order to ensure that job seekers in these areas
are able to benefit from any job creation
strategies, both people--based and place-based
interventions are needed, but alongside this,
there needs to be coordination across the
service system, and most importantly, there
needs to be an active and ongoing
engagement with employers to ensure that
employment outcomes are actually sustainable.
This is a critical part of the equation, because
research also suggests that employers are often
wary of engaging people who have been
unemployed for long periods, or who may face
other barriers (Fowkes, 2011; VECCI and
Brotherhood of St Laurence, 2009).
What is needed for GROW to work is an
effective brokerage system that is built around

Figure 12: Summary of Elements of Employment Service Design that have had positive outcomes for Disadvantaged Jobseekers

what the evidence tells us works in creating
positive employment outcomes with and for
disadvantaged jobseekers and employers.
Disadvantaged jobseekers and people who
have experienced long-term unemployment
require certain things from this system if
indeed it is going to lead to real and
sustainable job outcomes.
The research is
very clear and consistent about what is
needed to broker jobs between employers and
disadvantaged jobseekers, and the elements
identified in literature and research from
around the world is outlined in figure 12.
An effective brokerage system for employment
incorporates three critical elements:
•An understanding of the needs of the
employer (and in demand-led brokerage
models this is the starting point so that the
model is f ocussed towards ef f ective
outcomes from the outset);

•An honest assessment of the assets of
the jobseeker (what they have to offer in
terms of skills, attitudes, motivations and
experience); and
•A service system that is dedicated to
doing what it takes to link the two to ensure
a good match and mutual benefit.
There are a plethora of organisations, services,
initiatives and programs already working to
assist jobseekers in target areas into work. It is
important for GROW to understand the nature
of the work that is already being undertaken
and to seek to connect to and complement both
the work and the organisations undertaking this
work. It is critical that GROW does not set out
to compete with existing programs, but focusses
on how it can use the strengths of linkages to
employers, investors, procurers and government

to complement and leverage opportunities into
the system - and of course, to ll gaps that
currently exist in the system. The Case for
Demand-led Brokerage booklet outlines some
of the key initiatives underway in the region,
and recommends linkages across and between
many of these.
There are strong foundations for demand-led
employment brokerage in each of the target
communities, with some organisations actually
leading such practice in the region.
In
particular:
•Skilling the Bay, led by The Gordon and
delivered in partnership with Deakin
University and the Victorian Government,
which aims to raise educational attainment
levels across the region; skilling and reskilling workers transitioning to the new
economy, and increasing workforce
participation. There are natural and critical
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•linkages between the aims of Skilling the
B a y a n d G ROW w h i c h s h o u l d b e
consolidated early in the implementation of
GROW;
• S p e c i a l i s t E m p l oy m e n t B r o ke r s /
Intermediaries, such as Northern Futures,
Whittington Works Alliance, and the newer
Youth Employment and Training Alliance in
Colac, who not only have existing
brokerage relationships with employers,
but also models of engaging, training and
supporting jobseekers from the target
areas. These organisations / alliances will
be critical partners for GROW if the

•outcomes in target areas are to be
achieved;
•The Learning and Employment Networks
(LLENs), though LLENs in general have a
particular focus on young people at risk of
disengaging, both the LLENs in this region
have also taken on broader roles in the
education and employment area.
Both
GRLLEN and SWLLEN could be important
partners for GROW, and both have
contributed to the shape of
recommendations in this report;

•Em ployers, Em ployer Networ ks and
Industry Bodies. It is important that GROW
not become seen as another ‘welfare
program’ but rather, that GROW actively
involve business and employers equally to
service providers, with the view that the
GROW outcome goals become seen as
core business for all sectors, not just the
community services sector and government;
•Job Services Australia and Disability
Employment Service Providers in the Region
who seek to support both job seekers and
employers, and are the frontline service
delivery agency for job seekers needing
suppor t to access employment
opportunities.
It will be important for
GROW to develop strong relationships with
the new JSA and DES providers who should
be announced in early 2015.
•Deakin University, The Gordon, and other
key Registered Training Organisations, and
P r e - Vo c a t i o n a l L e a r n i n g C e n t r e s .
Education, Training and employment are
critically inter-related, and it will be
impor tant for GROW to connect to
providers of education, accredited training
and also pre-vocational and non-accredited
training linked to improving job outcomes.
The ‘Case for Demand-Led Brokerage’ Booklet
outlines some of the initiatives that have been
undertaken in the Region through these and
other organisations.
While not all have
implemented ‘demand-led strategies’ per se,
they have all explored and/or implemented
various ways to link job preparation and
training with real jobs through the engagement
of employers in the process. Therefore, they
could play a vital role in a broader, collective
strategy that is demand-led.

Figure 13: An Overview of Demand-Led Employment Strategy (GROW interpretation)
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A demand-led strategy starts with an employer
and works backwards to develop a pipeline of
employer-led skills training. This means designing
and delivering services for job seekers based on

the hiring requirements of employers.
It is
founded on the premise that the better the job
preparation and training meets the employer’s
needs, the more likely it is that the individual will
get and keep the job (see Figure 13 for an
overview of demand-led strategy, as interpreted
in the context of GROW).
Demand-led approaches do not diminish the
importance of effective strategies to prepare
disadvantaged job seekers for employment
(the supply side).
Job preparation and
training must be delivered in a way that
disadvantaged job seekers can engage with
and succeed in, integrating employability and
vocational skills; and be as ‘hands on’ as
possible. The promise of the potential for a
real job presented by a local employer is a
powerful motivator for many job seekers and
involving employers in each stage of the job
preparation and training phase underlines this.
Providers operate with a dual customer focus
and are as knowledgeable about employers
as they are about job seekers. Importantly,
demand-led approaches are not just a
matching service for local job ready clients.
Using demand-led principles, employment and
training providers and employers can work
together to develop mutually benecial
partnerships Employers get the benet of a
more diverse workforce and an intermediary
who can help them navigate and deliver
external support.

The proposed GROW Brokerage
Model
GROW should focus on developing strong
partnerships and adding value by:
- extending t he reac h of employer
engagement to incorporate commitments to
employment into regional contracts and
investments thereby addressing the current
limitations of scale and reach of demand-led
strategies;

- providing a degree of coordination and
integration of employer engagement (NOT
competing with current initiatives, but
assisting them to maximise the collective
impacts of employer engagement rather than
every body and organisation acting in
isolation) thereby addressing the current
limitations of coordination across the service
system, that limits impact in the target areas
and is sometimes off-putting to employers;
- deepening the reach into development of
links to local SMEs in the region (and
particularly in and around the target areas)
thereby addressing some inherent biases in
the service system towards larger employers;
- exploring ways in which social enterprises
could be strengthened and/or developed to
ensure a diverse set of pathways for
jobseekers in target communities thereby
addressing a current exclusion of social
enterprise as representing one more choice
for employment pathways;
- ensuring that employment opportunities
developed out of employer engagement ow
into target areas rst (rather than around
these areas) and then ow into the region
rather than out of it thereby addressing a
current assumption that jobs will eventually
trickle down to target areas.
Figure 14 outlines the proposed Brokerage
model for GROW. This model would be core
to GROW linking engagement with employers
to strong partnerships with local employment
and education services, so that potential job
opportunities identied can actually be
realised by jobseekers from target
communities. In this model, there is only one
GROW staff position necessary - that of a
“Regional Opportunity Broker” who actively

seeks out job opportunities in the region, but
particularly in industries and places where
jobs could provide potential job opportunities
for more disadvantaged job seekers from
target communities.
The Broker would engage with the key
stakeholders associated with these
opportunities, and undertake some initial job
audits, but then the core of the work would
shift to the Outcome Partnership Group - a
group of specialist employment intermediaries,
Job Services Australia providers (JSAs),
Training and Education Bodies and any other
relevant stakeholders who could work
together to turn the opportunities into
realisable jobs rst for people in target areas,
but then also more broadly for jobseekers in
the region. The Outcomes Partnership Group
would be constituted entirely t hrough
voluntary membership of those services
prepared to commit to the goals and
principles of GROW.
The structure of the
Outcomes Partnership Group is outlined
further in the GROW Governance Model
section above.
In addition to offering a Regional Brokerage
and coordination function, GROW could also
provide a level of advocacy (guided by its
governance bodies) around the structural and
systemic barriers that are encountered in the
process of generating job opportunities in and
around target communities.

Figure 14: An Overview of Demand-Led Employment Strategy (GROW interpretation)
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PART FOUR: The GROW Measurement Framework

Outcomes and Impact will be the
Measure of GROWs Success
The success of GROW will only be known if there
is bo t h a culture and a commitment t o
measurement across the partners - and if there is a
shared measurement framework.
This is an
essential part of GROWs collective impact
approach. So, while this plan includes both a
Theory of Change for GROW, and a number of
outcomes and indicators that could, together,
constitute a dashboard for GROWs measurement
framework, the only way to ensure that there is a
shared commitment to what is being measured is
for the partners and stakeholders of GROW to
decide on the measurement framework they wish
to support.
So, the framework outlined here is offered as a
star ting point for discussing measurement
frameworks linked to the intention of the project,
but it is by no means assumed that this is the
framework that will ultimately be adopted by the
GROW stakeholders. It should be a priority of
GROW to convene partners and stakeholders to
decide the measurement framework that will be
used to track and communicate GROWs success.

Developing a Shared Measurement
Framework:
1.As soon as key partners are established,
GROW should convene a workshop to
discuss, debate and dene the measurement
framework - the outcomes, and the indictors
in particular - that will be adopted for GROW
in the rst instance. This framework should
become the basis for the GROW dashboard.
2.While the strategic plan has provided the
foundations for some potential indicators and
targets, the decisions about which of these to
prioritise and pursue needs to be made with
partners and stakeholders. Ownership of
and commitment to the targets and indicators
of progress is paramount to the ultimate
success of GROW.

The framework should be adopted in the spirit of a
collective commitment to achieving the outcomes,
rather than as contractual mechanism for
compliance.
Results are to be made public
through the dashboard, providing a mechanism of
collective and programmatic accountability both to
the communities and to funders/supporters.
GROWs ultimate goal is to see a reduction in
place-based disadvantage in the G21 Region rstly focussed on three areas (as outlined above)
and then extending out to other disadvantaged
communities in the region. Of course, as it is
focussed on employment being a major pathway
out of disadvantage, GROW also has an
employment related goal - to reduce the rate of
unemployment in target areas. Many collective
impact projects have suggested that having a
specic and audacious goal can help to coalesce
collaboration and action, and this was certainly
reected in the interviews and workshop (see
adjacent box).

Measuring Progress

The Theory of Change provides not just the overall
logic for the GROW program, but also the
foundation of the measurement and tracking
system. Collective tracking and measurement has
a very important part not only for the overall
program evaluation but also in motivating change
to take place. Information itself can be a powerful
tool in highlighting the need to change and
motivating action (see de Savigny & Adam, 2009;
Mrazek, Biglan, Hawkins, & Cody, 2007;
National Cancer Institute, April 2007). Viewed as
an important strategy for change itself, monitoring
data can motivate improvements in performance
and attainment of goals (Rowe, 2009).
Goals also play a critical role in shaping the
direction of change and allocation of resources
(Meadows, 1999). Thus it is critical that the goals
and hence targets for success are decided upon by
the stakeholders so that they take ownership of this
process. Figure 16 on the page 31 outlines a range
of outcome areas (not yet expressed as ‘goals’),
and some indicators that could be used to track
progress towards outcomes. These can be used as
a starting point to explore what the stakeholders
see as the critical goals GROW should focus on.
This should be done early in the process, as
agreement on the outcomes and indicators will

Setting Ambitious Targets

GROW partners and stakeholders should collectively dene the audacious goal for the
program. Throughout the interviews and workshops people raised the idea of choosing a
specic number of jobs created in target areas as a possibility for such a goal. However, as
each area is different, this would mean having a separate goal for each target area.
The other option is to have a goal that focusses on the reduction of the unemployment rate to
a nominal rate. This could, for example, be to reduce the unemployment rate in
disadvantaged areas to the G21 unemployment average, over a set time period. This is very
ambitious, but also provides a clear outcome for target areas that is common, and regionally
based. What this means in practice is that each local steering committee would be focussing
on the same goal (allowing some level of comparison) but with different starting points. This
goal could also be made numerical by looking at how many jobs would need to be created
(using current gures) and lled by people in target areas in order to achieve the goal.
Using the current (2014) population and unemployment rates of all three target areas, there
are almost 5,600 unemployed people. If GROW was to aim to reduce the unemployment
rate in target areas to the average level of unemployment in the G21 Region, at current
gures this would necessitate the creation (and of course the lling of the jobs!) of around
3,500 jobs directed at the target areas. The overall GROW goal, then, could be to create
and direct 5,000 jobs towards target areas over the next ten years (given increases in
population and changes in unemployment levels over that time).
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underlie the tracking of progress, and the
development of a data management system
that will given everyone access to both the
starting point (baseline) and allow them to
develop plans as to how they will contribute
to achieving the outcomes.
Another important element to notice with the
monitoring process is the presence of positive
and negative feedback loops (Meadows,
1999). A positive feedback loop in this
initiative could be that social procurement
increases employment within a suburb which
then leads to increased capacity to support
small business in the area which promotes
further employment growth. This is an
example of a positive feedback loop where
successes multiply. Monitoring processes could
also be used to identify a positive feedback
loop that is producing adverse results
whereby reduced opportunities in one domain
is driving reduced opportunities in another
domain. Such as the opposite of the previous
example: increased unemployment results in
reduction in local businesses which then
further increases unemployment. Goals can
also be used to establish negative feedback
loops.

Open Access to Measurement,
data and tracking
One of the current difficulties in understanding
the shifts and feedback loops that operate in
service systems is that data about how things
are tracking is often locked up inside
organisations or institutions, and the indicators
that are used to measure success are either not
ar ticulated transparently, or t hey are
developed away from the coal-face of activity.
Many of the interviewees from community
service organisations spoke of the ‘burdens’ of
measurement and reporting (which is often
used only as a compliance mechanism). On
t he ot her hand many inter viewees in
Government Departments spoke of a sense of
frustration about data being ‘locked away’ and
not able to be accessed by people and
organisations planning, designing or delivering
services.
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One of the key domains inherent in GROW is
a commitment to shared measurement - and
this necessarily extends to how the results of
this measurement are shared, and who is able
to learn from these results. GROW presents
an opportunity to open a new chapter for use
and sharing of data in the region and could
present a model for other projects and
organisations that extend beyond the focus on
place-based disadvantage.
It is recommended that GROW commits to
open and collective measurement and
tracking.
To this end, the way data is
presented will be as important as the way it is
collected and managed. Reports and analysis
of data are usually inherently dry and often
difcult to understand unless the reader has a
background in statistics or research. For this
reason it is recommended that GROW
champion visual presentation of how each
target area is tracking towards the collectively
agreed goals.
Figure 15 illustrates a prototype dashboard
that could form the basis of presenting the
data collected from both partners and from
external data sources such as Government
Departments of Employment and Education.
Dashboards and infographics are increasingly
used to help to make data transparent and
accessible, and can ensure that the feedback
loops discussed above are enabled.
The
development and design of an open source
data management system and links to a user
interface that is readily understandable could
help to spur on the success of GROW, in
addition to modelling user friendly
measurement frameworks more widely in the
region. It could also become a vehicle for
directly engaging feedback from residents so
that the dashboard shows visually what the
data is telling us and residents are able to
comment / engage about how this relates to
their lived experience of what is changing or
not changing. Initial discussion with data
visualisation designers suggests that this could
easily be built into the system.

Figure 15: A Prototype Dashboard for depicting progress in GROW Target Areas

Including Measures that Matter

It is not only the measurement of change within
the program that should be carefully monitored
within GROW.
It is also the changes that
happen in context, across groups, and for
individuals or household in target areas. In the
original ‘Addressing Disadvantage’ report it
was noted that tracking ows of people into
and out of target areas would be a critical part
of understanding mobility of populations. This

can be tracked both at a population level (using
mobility statistics from the ABS Census), and
through programmatic tracking (for example, in
following up employees to measure retention of
employment). The important point is that these
flows are measured as they will be critical in
tracking whether the outcomes are being
achieved and whether there are broader policy
issues also shaping demographics in target
areas (such as turnover in public housing
tenancies).

Figure 16: Suggestions for a Range of Outcomes and Indicators to be discussed and decided by Stakeholders
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PART FIVE: The GROW Operational Framework

Operationalising GROW:
Timelines and Priority Actions
A program that is framed as a ten-year
opportunity is both unique and vital in a
context dominated by short-term funding and
unrealistic expectations for simple solutions. It
is also, however, difcult to map out as a
coherent whole, particularly when so many
decisions dependent on collective input are
still to be made. It is clear, however, that
GROW needs to balance ambitious goals with
realism about the overall impact that one
program can have.

Table 6: Four Phase Approach to GROW

The phased approach illustrated in Table 6
below, outlines a distinct ‘theme’ for each
phase of GROW that will ensure that it is not
only job outcomes that are achieved, but that
there are broader changes that are possible in
the process. This is important as many of the
barriers facing jobseekers are structural in
nature, and while a systemic and collective
approach has more of an opportunity to
address some of these barriers, they also
require an advocacy approach to highlight not
only their existence, but their perpetuation
across many parts of the system. So, things
like lack of integrated data sets linking social
and economic issues, and siloed approaches

at a policy level that mean that spatial
inequities in labour markets continue despite
widespread knowledge of their existence, will
not change unless they are systematically
highlighted through a collective voice.
However, it is not only a recognition of phases
of the work that is important in the GROW
process - but the spaces in between the
phases. If GROW is to adopt a ‘social lab’
approach, these spaces become critical
components of the overall process. They are
the spaces in which reection, critical review,
learning and revision happen.

It is recommended that each phase of GROW
be punctuated with an intentional period of
reecting with all stakeholders on what has
worked and should therefore be amplied
(and resourced), and what has not worked
and should be changed or discontinued. This
process should be as open and honest as
possible and signal a serious foundation on
using evidence and measurement (in addition
to more qualitative processes) to instigate
shifts in the program design.
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Priority Actions

The first year is a critical period for the
establishment of GROW.
Based on the
foundation of existing momentum it is critical
that some major strides in implementing at least
a basic structure are made over the next year.
The following flowchart illustrates a possible
timetabling of both structuring tasks and public
‘launch’ opportunities that could build on the
momentum and demonstrate some significant
commitment to making GROW happen.

2015

2015

Apar t from symbolic acts and public
discussion, it will be important to ensure some
‘early wins’ in each of the target areas.
Resourcing some early pilot or test case
initiatives in both the procurement and
investment domains, and then rening the
brokerage model with a small number of
outcome partners will help to leverage
momentum.

2015

2015

Figure 17: A Flow Chart Outlining the Priority Actions for GROW in the rst 12 months of operations
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In addition, recruiting high prole champions
and ensuring equally high prole early
signator ies of t he com pact will build
commitment across sectors - particularly if
signatures are backed with commitments in the
from of investment or procurement initiatives
inside the organisations represented by the
signatories.
Engaging researchers and academics is not

2015

2015

2015

explicitly articulated in this overview of priority
actions, but this could also help to build
momentum early. Appendix 2 outlines potential
gaps in data associated with GROW outcomes
that could benefit from further engagement with
researchers. There could be significant benefit
in formalising research linkages with Deakin
University to strengthen the monitoring of
GROW over the next decade.

2015

2015

2015

Financial Projections
While it is not possible to develop a fully
costed model until some of the core decisions
have been made, particularly when there are
numbers of options presented (as in the Impact
Investment section), an indicative outline of key
cost projections is included here provide some
direction for fund raising.
It is recommended that GROW take a
subsidiarity approach to financing this program
- so that the funds, wherever possible, are
directed as close to the outcome generation as
possible. This necessitates a lean approach to
management and bureaucracy, and is consistent
with a ‘social lab’ strategy where one of the
learning objectives should be to develop a clear
understanding of what it actually costs to
address place-based disadvantage over time.
As the learning and reflection cycle about what
works (and what doesn’t work) develops,
resources should be redirected towards
leveraging further outcomes.

It is not envisioned that GROW becomes a
direct funder of outcomes, but rather, plays
the role of an advocate and facilitator of
funding / investment / resourcing. This might
mean being an intermediary between a
funding body and a ser vice deliver y
organisation, or it may mean merely working
with organisations to raise and structure funds
to achieve outcomes over time.
GROW itself will necessarily incur costs for
development of things such as the data
management and reporting system, and there
will be ongoing staff and governance costs
over the life of the program. However, the
projections of what costs could be involved in
GROW operations vs. the possible costs
associated with actually achieving the
outcomes (which would be distributed amongst
various partners and stakeholders) indicates
that the former represents only a fraction of
the potential overall cost.

Some rough projections can be made about
what some of these outcome costs might entail,
but a detailed costing in collaboration with
key stakeholders will be necessary once some
testing and stabilisation of the model has
occurred.
It may also be attractive to
potential funders to cost out outcomes
collaboratively and to apply for funds as an
established collective of organisations and
entities rat her t han GROW acting
independently to locate outcome funds.
So, in Tables 7 and 8 below, GROW
operational costs are estimated over the life of
the project, and on the following pages, some
of the outcome costs in the elements outlined
in this plan are identied and projected.

Figure 18: GROW Operation Costs Compare to Outcome Costs

Cost Area
GROW Core Staff

Cost Details

Estimated Annual Costs

Coordinator (Full-time)
Regional Opportunity Broker (3 days to FT)
Data Manager (3 days)

between $125-$140K
between $ 80-105K
between $ 75-90K

(all costs listed at FTE, so would be pro rata to position)
(all salary costs estimated based on similar positions Australia wide)

Governance &
Administration
Costs

Total

Secretariat for Steering Groups, Communities of Practice, Working Groups
Administration position @ 3 days p week
Administration Costs - telephone, printing, postage, delivery, supplies, vehicle mileage
Website updating and maintenance costs

Data Management &
Reporting System

Operational Costs to maintain & update dashboards

External Support Costs

Consultants engaged around particular issues

between $40-45K
plus oncosts of 16.5%
$50K
$10K

Total

=$106,600 to $112,425

Total

$24K
$24,000

Total

$50K
$50,000

Total Annual Cost Estimate

$506,800 to $576,700

(more likely in early years, but annualised across the life of the project)

Table 7: Projections of Core Operational Costs for GROW

between $280-335K
plus on-costs of 16.5%
= $326,200 to $390,275

GROW CAPEX Costs: Data Management System
Cost Area

Estimated Cost

Development of Data
Management System and
Data Dashboards
Content Management System
Design Work
Total

between $25.5K - $50K
between $30k - $150K
$55, 500 to $200,000

Table 8: Estimated Costs of Designing the Data System

GROW OPERATIONAL COST
over 10 years: $6M
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Social Procurement Costs
The costs involved in promoting, supporting and
catalysing social procurement in the G21 Region
could legitimately be born to some extent by
GROW, though clear outcomes for GROW target
areas should be sought if this is the case, as
broader benets will no doubt emerge, and
projects may be initiated which incur costs but do
not directly relate to GROW outcomes. Some
costs outlined in the social procurement action
plan included in the appendix to this document
could and should legitimately be born by
individual organisations/ departments / Councils.
Only potential GROW related expenses are
included in the adjacent projections. They are
additional to the operational costs outlined
above.

Cost Area

Snapshot costs calculated either from information
obtained from proposed partners, or gleaned
through research from other comparable services
in Australia or internationally are set out below
for each option.
They are additional to the
operational costs outlined above.

Estimated Costs

Information /
Guidelines about
Social Procurement

Publication of simple social procurement guidelines to support education of procuring
organisations, suppliers and broader community about the why and how of social
procurement in the G21 Region
Total

Training

Hold Awareness and Education sessions within participating organisations to support
organisational understanding and take-up across three key audiences, including:
• Senior Executive/ Board awareness
• Procurement professionals ‘good practice’ training
• Project/ Contract Managers ‘Practical Application of Social Procurement’
Total

Pilot Action Learning
Projects

Impact Investment Costs
The costs of the impact investment initiatives in
GROW will differ according to the chosen
options.
Some options have more readily
projectable costs, whereas others are less
predictable because much depends on the
partners involved.

Cost Details

Social Enterprise
Mapping & Survey

Key identied upcoming projects to be identied as Pilots and supported by on-going
input of expertise and evaluation to maximise success and learnings to be shared with
other programs, including:
•
Provision of access to social procurement expertise and formal evaluation support
Total

$20K
$20,000
$15K

$15,000
$60K

$60,000

Potentially ndertake a mapping and survey exercise to identify all active regional social
enterprises, including:
• Establishing a Register and Database of Social Enterprises
• Identify key gaps/ barriers for social enterprises in capability development and
accessing opportunities
• Potential Link to Social Traders SE Accreditation Model as pilot region

$20K

$20,000

Total Cost Estimate

$115,000

Table 9: Key GROW Costs for Catalysing Social Procurement

Option 1: Microenterprise
support in Target Areas

Option 2: Technical Assistance
for SMEs in Target Areas

Option 3: Regional Impact
Investment Fund

Option 4: Investor
Matching Platform

Option 5: Advocacy & Deal
by Deal

Engaging Many Rivers would
require nding funding of:

This option assumes partnership with a
Business Network / Support Services
(eg. Chamber of Commerce). Costs of
similar services in Australia are not
readily accessible, but from anecdotal
evidence and discussions, and from
examining the budgets of similar
services internationally, it is estimated
that such a service could cost between
$250,000 to $500,000 per year
across the target areas.

The costs of this depend on a
partnership with an Impact Investment
Funds Manager. Legal costs to set up
such a partnership would be around
$30,000 to $50,000, and a
transaction fee for the capital raise
totalling between 5-10% of the capital
raised. There would then be ongoing
costs per deal, including technical
assistance (around $5K per deal; and
investment management fees).

Given that this would involve an
invitation to an existing platform
to operate in the G21 Region, it is
not anticipated that there would
be any upfront or ongoing costs
that would ow to GROW.

The costs of this option would be
absorbed in staff costs, involving
particularly the time of the Regional
Opportunity Broker. Some design
costs and grant-writing costs should
also be factored in however,
perhaps around $5000 per deal.

$185,000 per year for minimum of
3 years
This is based on gures for one
site.
If the model was to be
trialled in all sites, the costs would
obviously change and details
would need to be negotiated with
Many Rivers.
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Brokerage Model Costs
While only support to the outcome partners
g ro u p w i l l b e a d i re c t G ROW c o s t ,
unfortunately it is the case currently that there
are signicant funding gaps in the service
system that will create barriers for achieving
GROW outcomes unless they are properly
measured and addressed as part of the
GROW initiative. This may mean that GROW
needs to either attract direct funding that can
be allocated into the system, or that GROW
advocate alongside the outcome partners to
increase funding into individual partner
organisations to address these funding gaps.
There may also be opportunities to engage in
frank and open discussions with outcome
partners about how to address these shortfalls
by maximising the resources currently
allocated to services (particularly to Job
Services Australia providers) to generate
outcomes. Figure 19 outlines where, in the
process of working with jobseekers to
prepare, train and suppor t them into
employment, these funding gaps exist.
The gaps are particularly evident in the work
that is undertaken by specialist intermediaries
and demand-led programs. This can be seen
in the examples below:

- Northern Futures currently estimates that their
work with disadvantaged jobseekers costs
around $5300 per student. This has been
deemed unsustainable by at least one external
evaluator (see Johnson, 2012, 2013) given the
intensity of support that underpins success. It
is also half of what research estimates
suggested was the cost of supporting long-term
unemployed or signicantly disadvantaged
jobseekers into work (for example, The
Brotherhood of St Laurence estimated it cost
$10,000 per jobseeker ten years ago (see
Martyn, 2006); and an average gure of
$7,539 per placement of Stream 4 Jobseekers
(most disadvantaged) through the Job Services
Australia providers (with only 22.6% of these
jobseekers in employment 3 months following
par ticipation in em ployment ser vices)
(Department of Employment, 2014);
- Whittington Works Alliance currently is not
funded to provide post-placement support, so
despite positive outcomes in terms of
completion of training and job placement, a
percentage of more disadvantaged jobseekers
face complex issues that require levels of
support post-placement. Increased resourcing
t arge t ed at wor king individuall y and
intensively with graduates of the program and

- with employers to help with maintaining
employment could considerably improve
outcomes, and help prevent placement
breakdowns;
- The Youth Employment and Training Alliance
Project in Colac, which is modelled on
demand-led approaches, is only a pilot
program at this stage, with a target of 8
positive employment outcomes over the pilot.
The funding is minimal, and supports a parttime worker, so any scaling of this model to
deliver on the GROW outcome targets would
require considerable funding increases.

What might GROW employment
targets cost from a brokerage
perspective?
Without detailed analysis of the breakdown of
costs across successful programs, and
decisions made about GROW targets, only a
rough estimate is possible.
The assumptions underpinning this estimate
include:

- Figures are based on the $10,000 per
jobseeker from the Brotherhood of St Laurence
(despite this being almost 10 years old, it is
not too distant from the estimated gure that
JSA used to forecast costs of placing Stream 4
jobseekers (t he most disadvantaged
jobseekers);
- That the target of reducing the unemployment
rate in target areas to the G21 average level
of unemployment is accepted;
- That the number of placements that need to
maintained to achieve this outcome is around
5000, based on current differentials between
rates of unemployment in target areas, and the
reduction of current numbers to the regional
average (with a margin of around 1400 to
account for changes over time).
If these assumptions hold true, then the cost of
the brokerage model over the next ten years
would be in the order of $50M.
However, if all these employees then moved off
benets, this would represent a saving of $65M
(just counting Newstart payments), and the
contribution to the G21 Regional Economy in
terms of the total value added would be in the
order of $1.6B (sources: Department of
Employment, 2014; REMPLAN, 2015).

Figure 19: Current Funding Gaps Across the Lifecycle of Employment Services for Disadvantaged and Long-term Unemployed Job Seekers
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Resourcing GROW
The timing of attracting resourcing into
GROW will be critical for building and
maintaining momentum.
There may be
some merit in thinking about how the
existing resources in GROW are spent to
best effect, and about the timing of this
spend.
It may, for example, be worth considering
how early investment (ie. utilising larger
amounts of the existing resources early in
the timeframe) could build a proof of
concept that may attract other investors
more readily than just the concept itself.
One of the compelling aspects of GROW is
its approach to funding and the fact that the
funding has thus far been predominantly
raised locally. With this base and a focus on
ensuring early wins and proof of concept, it
becomes an attractive proposition for
funders from bot h Gover nment and
philanthropic sectors. Though Government
funding may provide a good short term
injection of resources, philant hropic
commitment may be the best fit for GROW in
the longer term.
There is an increasing interest in funding
projects that demonstrate collaboration
across sectors and amongst ser vice
providers, and that are seeking a collective
impact. If GROW develops the momentum
that already has good foundations, and
increases its prole by continuing its
participation in national collective impact
forums, the possibilities for attracting
resources are considerable.
However, the link to local investment is,
however, critical, and strengthening this
with links to other philanthropic bodies or
even high net worth individuals in the
region would be worth exploring.
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Risks and What will Prevent
GROW from achieving Outcomes
The major risks and risk management strategies
are outlined on the following page in Table 10.
Two other risk areas were also highlighted in
interviews and deserve some further attention.
The first relates the risk identified around ‘target
areas’ in Table 10 . A very real risk for GROW
is that the idea of creating a ‘bias’ towards
target areas is misunderstood as a tactic to place
disadvantaged jobseekers into employment
under the guise of welfare.
There are two
aspects to ensuring that this risk is managed
from the outset.
First is the need for employers, procurers and
investors to speak out publicly about the need
for new approaches to tackling disadvantage,
and to provide examples of positive outcomes
within the target areas. The emphasis needs to
be on people from target areas as excellent
employees rather than as people from
disadvantaged backgrounds.
Second, an emphasis on equity across the
region, and on a belief that things can and will
change in target areas will help limit the
perpetuation of stereotypes about these
communities. Recent research has highlighted
the very real effects of negative stereotypes on
residents:
“Research has consistently shown how areas
characterised as disadvantaged can also
suffer from the imposition of negative
stereotypes, which can have very real
consequences for local residents (Hastings &
Dean 2003; Hastings 2004; Kearns et al.
2013). Living in a place with a negative
reputation can compound the experience of
disadvantage, affecting an individual’s health
and wellbeing” (Cheshire et al, 2014;p.51)
GROW could also address these risks through a
regular physical presence in target areas
(through, for example, holding meetings and

workshops in target areas), and can ‘walk the
talk’ in using its purchasing power (for example,
by using catering from social enterprises that
employ people in target areas; or engaging
SMEs in and around target areas to supply
essential services or goods).
The other end of the risk management process
relates to the risks associated with success. The
paradox of labels around disadvantage is that
this can lead to access to resources that other
communities who may perform just slightly better
on indicators of advantage cannot access. It is
critical that every effort is made to reduce
perceptions that GROW is about competition
between localities. While the focus is on target
areas, tight boundaries excluding other
disadvantaged jobseekers from the region on
the grounds of their physical address will not
assist in the achievement of the overall
outcomes. How this develops will need to be
monitored over time.
The paradoxes inherent in the ‘advantages of
the disadvantaged status’ was also sometimes
raised in interviews in a light-hearted way which
also points to a deeper risk for GROW. It is also
a c hallenge raised in recent researc h
undertaken about place-based disadvantage:
“Further, council representatives reported that
the council had been successful in attracting
funding for ser vices to support its
disadvantaged community, but expressed
concern that with an influx of wealthy residents
into the LGA, Auburn may experience a
dilution of indices of disadvantage which would
make it more difficult for Council and other
local groups to argue for funding on the basis
of the area’s disadvantaged status” (Cheshire
et al, 2014;p.87)
In some ways what this highlights is the very
siloed approach to resources owing into
communities. One response to this risk is to
highlight how the economic benets of
addressing disadvantage far outweigh the ow
of resources attached to this status.
For
example, increases in productivity, taxation and

rates base, and in savings in provision of
welfare services, and potential for economic
growth. An emphasis on the benets for the
whole region of addressing place-based
disadvantage should be a key communication
strategy for GROW.

Conclusion
GROWs development from these initial
plans is very much dependent on the
conversations, innovations and actions that
occur in response to this document, and that
bring the plans within it to life over coming
months and years.
As a group, the authors of this document
and the supplementary booklets exploring
GROWs elements have tried to provide as
much detail as possible - to create a
foundation for discussion and debate about
how to shape this opportunity in practice. It
is a unique opportunity and the people and
organisations involved have created an
incredible platform for the G21 region to
shift the needle on issues which have
seemed intractable for at least a decade.
However, the change will not happen unless
there is wide and deep commitment from
across sectors and around the region to
make it happen, and to keep alive the quest
to do what it will take to create the needed
change. This cannot be done without the
involvement of people who live and work in
the communities at the heart of GROW. But
it also cannot be done by these communities
alone. If we are to address disadvantage in
the G21 Region then achieving this goal
needs to be everyone’s business. From the
interviews, workshops, discussions, debates
and experiences we have had in the region
over the past 12 months of writing this plan
our sense is that there is no region in
Australia that is better placed to deliver on
such an audacious and worthwhile goal.

Table 10: Risks and Risk Mitigation for GROW
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Appendix One: Overview of Measurement Framework with Proposed Outcomes,
indicators, current baseline data sources, potential targets and potential data sources.

EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES
Outcomes / indicators

Current Data / Baseline Data Source

Potential Targets for Discussion
with GROW Partners

Potential Data Source

Decreased rates of unemployment
- % of people in target areas who are unemployed decreases
- decreased unemployment rate (as %) of people in target areas from
groups where unemployment rates are particularly high in target
areas (young people, older workers, people with a disability, women
workers)

Good data on unemployment rates - down to particular parts of target
Reduction to average G21 levels
areas...eg. through Community Prole on id.com available through
Enterprise Geelong.
Youth unemployment data is good - and data about other groups is also
available, through ABS, Enterprise Geelong and G21.

ABS Census
Dept of Employment (Federal)
Enterprise Geelong
Colac Otway Shire

Increased rates of participation / engagement
- % of people engaged in the labour market (participation in
employment or education) in target areas (particularly % rates of
youth engagement)

Good data available and included in the strategic plan

ABS Census
Dept of Employment (Federal)
Enterprise Geelong
Colac Otway Shire
Education Dept (Victoria)

Increased rates of job readiness
- Reports from employers indicate greater levels of job readiness of
jobseekers in target areas

More employers than not report readiness in
Because it’s a ‘fuzzy’ concept, needs a denition. No research done
specically in GROW target areas but good data from employer surveys target areas.
in the region and also around disadvantaged workers from social service
and employment agencies. This research is quoted in the strategic plan.

Data agreement with skills gap survey orgs
- RDV, Dept of Employment, Enterprise
Geelong.
Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.

Increased rates of completion of training
- Increased % of people from target areas successfully completing
training
- Increased % of employment outcomes following successful
completion of training by jobseekers from target areas

Some information - but much of it is generalised rather than specically
focussed on target areas, though it is possible to make it specic around Targets unique to contexts...but aiming for
target areas because RTOs collect postcode info. Hasn’t been possible to maximising success - training and job outcome
unlock it in time for this report....but we know it’s possible to get and
could be accessed for ongoing measurement.

RTOs
Skilling the Bay
Dept of Employement

Increase to average G21 levels

Evidence more broadly of high employment churn. Some evidence from
Increased rates of employment retention
Targets set in context...but aiming to
- Rates of employment retention (at 3 months, 6 months, 12months & individual employment services of difculties with churn locally, and
some evidence of how to prevent it from orgs like Northern Futures.
maximise retention and reduce churn
24 months)
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(Data Agreements needed)
JSAs
Specialist Intermediaries (Northern Futures,
Whittington Works)
GRLLEN and SWLLEN

PROCUREMENT
Outcomes / indicators

Current Data / Baseline Data Source

Potential Targets for Discussion Potential Data Source
with GROW Partners

Tracking of Compact Signatories
- no. of businesses signed compact
- no. of signatories sharing spend data
- Below data from signatories

No signatories of compact - so baseline is currently zero.

All major businesses / procurers / suppliers G21 Compact Signatories database
in and entering the region are signatories

Increased Local Spend
- increased % of public procurement spend to local businesses
- increased tracking of local job creation

Data about local spend exists inside organsiations, but is mostly locked away.
Estimates from anecdotal analysis suggests local content varies from 10-50%
of spend in major projects in the region. Tracking of local job creation is not
aggregated across contracts, and is only rarely collected in reality (lots of
assumptions made). Spend Dashboards may help to uncover some of this
data and make it more transparent.

Increased Use of Social Procurement
- increased number of public and private sector organisations in G21
Region with social procurement policies and practice examples
- increased employment of jobseekers in target areas through
contracts / procurement
- employment retention rates for above
- % of employees from above employed full-time
- increased training / apprenticeship opportunities for target areas
written into contracts / through procurement processes

Social Procurement research for GROW suggested that ....% of respondents
had social procurement friendly policies

Very tricky to have universal targets here,
but perhaps more emphasis on method
statements for local and social content in
contracts (and potentiallly a weighting for
this). Needs further discussion with the
Social Procurement Network / Community of
Practice
All Councils have SP policies, and SP pilots in
rst year

Some adhoc examples of employment outcomes from contracts, but not
intentionally tracked.

All major businesses and NfPs in the region
have SP policies and examples

Increased contract capacity of local and social
benet suppliers
- increased number of capacity building opportunities for local and
social benet suppliers in the region
- increased participation rates in tenders / procurement processes
from local suppliers and social benet suppliers

No evidential data available about capacities of local suppliers. Anecdotal
evidence suggests that there are issues with contract readiness,
competitiveness of local suppliers (even with suppliers from regional areas).
Anecdotal evidence only that many local suppliers do not participate in
tenders. More solid data may be available from Chamber, Councils, ICN,
Geelong Manufacturing Council, but is not currently intentionally tracked, and
is also difcult to access.

No data currently available for these areas
Some individual contract data (eg. New Norlane) about apprenticeship
outcomes but not systematic either in inclusion in contracts, nor in tracking.

Need data partnership with Victorian
State Government
and
ICN
and
Enterprise Geelong
Colac Otway Shire
Compact Signatories Survey
Tracking of Individual contracts by
GROW via Compact Signatories
Audit of major procurers, via growing
use of procurement dashboard
(voluntary data sharing by institutions)
Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.

Partnership with Chamber of
Commerce...perhaps 2 contract readiness
workshops (and tracking participation from
target areas?) each year

Possibility for SME and SE survey
(partnership with University?)
Data sharing partnership with Chamber
of Commerce and other capacity
building organisations
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HIRING PRACTICES
Outcomes / indicators
Increased Rates of Hiring from Target Areas by
larger employers
(demonstrating a commitment to addressing place-based
disadvantage)
- Number of new employees from target areas (over time)
- % of above in full-time positions
- Rates of retention of above
Increased Rates of Hiring from Target Areas by
SME employers
- Number of new employees from target areas (over time)
- % of above in full-time positions
- Rates of retention of above
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Current Data / Baseline Data Source

Potential Targets for
Potential Data Source
Discussion with GROW Partners

Larger Employer employment data collected by Enterprise Geelong - need direct
employer engagement to track employment from target areas.
Data Barrier: Some larger employers are not sharing their employment
data....so some of it is not up to date. They may be reluctant to share data about
employment from target areas too. Need intervention of champions and direct
engagement of these employers.

Perhaps a minimum target for larger
employers of 5% of workforce, with
acknowledgement of employers who exceed
this signicantly.

Enterprise Geelong
Colac Otway Shire
Direct contact with employers
JSA experiences (via partnership
group); Specialist Intermediary
experiences (Northern Futures,
Whittington Works, Youth
Employment and Training Alliance
Project Colac).

Anecdotal evidence from JSAs and direct contact with local employers that
medium sized businesses tend to employ locally more regularly, and are more
likely to engage around employing more disadvantaged jobseekers

Targets are difcult here...perhaps aim for
good representation of SMEs in compact?

Research to understand employment
in SMEs - perhaps in partnership with
a University.

INVESTMENT
Outcomes / indicators

Current Data / Baseline Data Source

Potential Targets for
Discussion with GROW
Partners

Increase $ of investment into target areas
- dollar value (as far as practicable) of investment owing into target
areas from public (eg. GRIIF); public/private partnerships (eg. new
infrastructure); and private investment (eg. real estate sales, major
projects)
- no. of investments made to SMEs and Social Enterprises in target
areas
- $ value of investments into SMEs and SEs in target areas
- no. of jobs resulting from investments into SMEs and SEs in target
areas

- Weighting of job creation for target
areas in public investment (eg. last
Data is available about many public investments (eg. GRIIF) in terms of dollars
invested, plus major projects that are public-private partnerships (eg. major projects) round of GRIIF)
- Development of fund for SMEs and
but they are subject to the same issues as contracts in that local spend is often not
SEs that can invest
available. Through this research we have some data (from interviews) about local
- Collection of sample examples to
job outcomes of GRIIF. GRIIF administrators may have more.
illustrate and demonstrate outcome
Value of investments into SMEs and SEs is less easy to track down and much more
potential
disaggregated.
Links between investments and job outcomes are not currently tracked to the best of
our knowledge.

Increased Jobs in Target Areas from Investments
- Increased tracking of job outcomes for investments in target areas
- no. of jobs in target areas from investments (in and in surrounding
areas) over time

Some evidence of tracking of outcomes from initiatives like GRIIF which suggests lack Targets set in investment programs
of transparency of tracking. Have gures on GRIIF employment outcomes from
like GRIIF (need to be tailored)
GROW research...

Development of existing and new businesses
- no. of new businesses starting in target areas (and retention rates at
1 year and 5 years) - business exit and entry rates into target areas
- no. of members from target areas in business networks (eg.
Chamber of Commerce)
- change in diversity of industries in and around target areas (within
x kilometres)

We know about general ABN growth in Geelong, and have some data about entry and
exits, and can identify ABNs in target areas. But retention / survival rates and size
data in target areas is much harder and is buried behind bureaucracy.
Chamber of Commerce has indicated long membership from target areas
Broad data about diversity of industry in and around target areas is available.

Targets for business survival...and
growth would be more appropriate
than merely business start-ups,
because in target areas, setting up a
business can indicate marginality of
connection to employment (Eg.
construction ABNs when
‘employment’ is only through
subcontracting...which can increase
risks.

Potential Data Source

GRIIF
State Government
Federal Government
(need data agreement)
REMplan
Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.

GRIIF
State Government
Federal Government
(need data agreement)
REMplan
ABR
REMplan
Enterprise Geelong
Colac Otway Shire
(Need data agreements)
Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.
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BROADER OUTCOMES
Outcomes / indicators

Education Outcomes

Health

Current Data / Baseline Data Source

Potential Targets for
Discussion with GROW
Partners

Potential Data Source

As above for training completion.
But also include education attainment rates for target areas - particularly in Colac
where GROW and Beyond the Bell could be linked and share the dashboard for
tracking outcomes.
There is plenty of data about health outcomes more generally, but relatively little
linked to employment. If the health outcomes of jobseekers going through GROW
partner programs could be tracked this could create important evidence base.

Educational attainment rates at G21
average levels

As above

To be determined

Medicare Locals
Dept of Health
G21 Health and Wellbeing Pillar

Beyond the Bell

Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.
Housing

Data available for target areas about % of public housing tenants, and density of
housing / population from ABS.
Changing housing outcomes with employment retention over time could create good
evidence base on asset development in target areas.

Enabling infrastructure

Transport infrastructure. Good anecdotal evidence of transport and employment
outcome linkage - needs to be tracked and reported on.
Childcare availability - not examined in this report, but data would be available.
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To be determined

Housing Dept on housing stock and
shifts in public housing
ABS housing / tenancy type
ABS on exits from target communities

Transport accessibility in target areas Survey of clients of GROW partners
aligned with G21 averages
Could also be an interesting research
project for partnership with University.

Appendix 2: GRIIF Investments to Date
GRIIF Investment
Cotton On Group’s Global Head Ofce, North Geelong - $3.4M to support an
$8.7M expansion of the head ofce.
Organic Dairy Farmers - a grant of $600,000 to will enable it to build a $1.2M
cream and cheese processing and packaging line at its new organic dairy
manufacturing plant in North Geelong.
Australian Lamb Pty Ltd - grant of $3.25 million to support the company’s $22M
Production Expansion and Export (PEEP) Program. The expansion is expected to
increase production capacity of the Colac Production Plant by 25 per cent and
create

Expected Jobs
Cotton On currently employs ~1,100 local workers in Geelong. The previous expansion of their head ofce in
2010 led to the creation of over 350 new jobs. The expansion is expected to generate 300 new jobs by June
2017.
23 new jobs by June 2017.

Location
North
Geelong
North
Geelong

125 new full-time jobs by June 2017, potentially increasing to 200 jobs by October 2017. The company currently Colac
has trouble lling meat processing jobs and relies on workers on 6 month temporary visas to a large extent.
They currently recruit from local employment providers as well as accepting applications at the plant door.
Physical tness is a core requirement and barrier for some local applicants. Additionally applicants need to have
a clean drug test and clear police checks. There will be up to 100 construction trade jobs during the two year
implementation period with the expansion boosting productivity and. It is anticipated that the plant expansion
will also result in an extra 100 indirect jobs in the local supply chain, as local suppliers, cleaning and transport
companies take on additional work to support Australian Lamb’s growing production.
Carbon Revolution –$5M to assist establishment of a $23.8M manufacturing
The Victorian Government awarded Carbon Revolution a previous grant of $250,000 leading to the creation of Waurn
facility to allow the commercial scale production of carbon bre wheels for supply 20 new full-time jobs. This grant expected to create 108 jobs by June 2016.
Ponds
to the automotive industry located in Waurn Pond.
Quickstep will use grant funding of $1.8M to develop a $5M automotive pilot
30 jobs by June 2017.
Waurn
production facility at Deakin University’s Carbon Nexus Precinct in Waurn Ponds.
Ponds
The facility will enable low-volume production runs of lightweight components for
the global automotive industry
Farm Foods produces red meat products for major Australian supermarkets. This 27 jobs by June 2017.
Breakwater
grant of $525,000, supporting their $1,050,000 project, will enable the
processor to expand production and to create products with a shelf life of 90
days, facilitating expansion into Asian export markets
Pickering Joinery Pty Ltd - $230,000 provided for a $560,000 expansion of
8 additional jobs by June 2016.
Belmont
custom timber window and door manufacturing facility in Belmont to improve
production processes and capabilities.
Ridley Agriproducts Pty Ltd - $800,000 for establishment of a new $20M plus
animal feedmill facility for the manufacture of animal stock feed to support the
expansion of the poultry and pig industries in western Victoria.

20 additional jobs in Lara expected by June 2017, as well as up to 250 trade and building jobs during
construction

Lara

Accensi Pty LtdAccensi crop protection company - $1.6M grant towards
development of a new agricultural chemical manufacturing plant in Lara resulting
in an expected 45 jobs.

45 new jobs by June 2016
Accensi is a greeneld agri-business. They will require 4-5 management positions and 40 operational employees
once fully operational. Will begin with approximately 10 F/T and 10 casual employees and build to 40 as trade
increases. Apart from the technical positions such as Chemical Analysts, Chemical Engineering and Mechanical
Engineering, the majority of employees will be unskilled or semi-skilled with opportunities for entry level jobs in
packaging, labelling and bottling. They are very open to working with employment providers and other
recruitment agencies/labour hire to have potential employees ‘try before they buy’. This also accounts for the
fact that the environment in a chemicals business can be off-putting for some. They are also open to job-sharing
arrangements that might suit jobseekers with family commitments, or needing part-time work as a re-entry
strategy.(Additional information from employer interview, September 2014).
36 additional jobs expected to June 2016.

Lara

Trade Mailing & Fullment Services Pty Ltd $1.2M for establishment of a new
$2.43M facility to manufacture print envelopes and labels, allowing for an
expanded product range. Its new manufacturing and training centre in Geelong
will be used to up-skill its Australian workforce to use state-of-the-art technologies,
such as its new inkjet digital printing system.

Geelong
Region
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Appendix Three: Social Procurement Action Plan


 

 

ACTION
Develop a Regional
Compact - creating a
commitment by G21
organisations to achieve
social value through
procurement
Establish Social
Procurement Network

Establish Social
Procurement Network
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DETAILS
Compact to be developed and agreed, incorporating
social procurement as a key commitment and objective,
including:
• Shared goals and guiding principles
• A commitment to local social and economic
outcomes through procurement
• KPIs and Targets
• Data tracking and Reporting Model
Social Procurement Network to be established, including
key representatives from organisations and peak bodies
across the region. Network to:
• Be facilitated bi-monthly by the GROW Coordinator
• Include diverse organisational representation, e.g.
Procurement, Economic/ Community Development/
Corporate Social Responsibility
• Guide and support the implementation of the Grow
Social Procurement Program
• Provide a vehicle for sharing good practice and
shared learning
• Act as a network to support Program to incorporate
high-level workforce demand assessment for each
project
Program to be used to assist in maximise impact of social
procurement approach meet bi-monthlyCreate
Procurement Community of Practice gathering together
all the key people responsible for buying in G21
organisations
Regional Council (5 G21 Members) participation in the
MAV LEAP Program, a Regional Procurement Spend and
Opportunity Analysis and Continuous Improvement
Program

WHO

COST

WHEN

- G21, Give Where You Live
- GROW Co-ordinator

$0

June 2015

GROW Co-ordinator

$0

February 2015 on-going

Councils/ MAV

$9,000 per Council
(less subsidy)

July 2015 on-going

     
ACTION

DETAILS

Establish a Social Procurement Develop a central Social Procurement Web Portal to provide
Web Portal (part of the
information and support to Procurers and Suppliers about all
GROW site)
aspects of social procurement, including a collection of good
practice tools and example clauses etc.
Publish Simple Social
Develop, publish and distribute a simple Social Procurement
Procurement Brochure/
Brochure to support education of procuring organisations,
Guidelines
supplies and the broader community about the why and how of
social procurement in the G21 Region.
Establish Organisational
Hold Awareness and Education sessions within participating
Social Procurement Awareness organisations to support organisational understanding and takeand Practice Training
up across three key audiences, including:
• Senior Executive/ Board awareness
• Procurement professionals ‘good practice’ training
• Project/ Contract Managers ‘Practical Application of
Social Procurement’
Establish Supplier Awareness Hold Awareness and Education Forums to educate and support
and Education Forums
supplier understanding and capability development

WHO

COST

WHEN

- G21, Give Where You Live
- GROW Co-ordinator
- Social Proc’t Australasia (SPA)

Part of GROW Portal

May 2015

- G21, Give Where You Live
- GROW Co-ordinator

$20,000

July 2015

- G21, Give Where You Live
- GROW Co-ordinator
- Training Partners

$15,000 (Dev’t)
User Pays/ Funding

August 2015 on-going

User pays/ Funding

August 2015 on-going

- User pays
- Funding Support

Sept 2015

Establish Expert Support Panel Create a Brokerage and Expert Support Panel that:
• Provides targeted expertise to connect local enterprise and social enterprise to buyers and suppliers
• Provide expert advice at all stages for procurers and
suppliers
• Links procurers and suppliers to intermediaries and
partner organisations

G21, Give Where You Live
GROW Co-ordinator
ICN, Training Partners
G21, Give Where You Live,
GROW Co-ordinator
Targeted expert providers

      
ACTION
    
 

     
 

DETAILS
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WHO
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WHEN
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ACTION

DETAILS

Undertake a ‘Regional
Procurement Expenditure and
Economic Modelling Project’

Analysis project to develop a detailed understanding of:
• Regional procurement expenditure practice and value by
industry, including creation of a Regional ‘Social
Procurement Dashboard’ and standard data protocols for
on-going data collection and analysis
• Economic and employment benets of increased local and
targeted social procurement expenditure
• Priority industry and employment sector opportunities for
increased local and social procurement expenditure
Regional Procurement Expenditure and Economic Modelling
Results to be used to prioritise key development activity through
a Workshop-based process that:
• Engages industry, procurers and other agencies to develop
and strengthen specic regional industry strategies to drive
employment outcomes through procurement
• Link to Forums with Industry Associations and other peak
bodies representing sectors and industries to present and
discuss the most effective way social procurement can be
leveraged in their industry/sector
Develop a comprehensive Program of upcoming regional
projects and procurement expenditure, including:
• Major Projects, Capital Works and signicant Operational
Programs
• Program development and on-going updating to be
centrally co-ordinated and information packaged and
shared
• Program to incorporate high-level workforce demand
assessment for each project
• Program to be used to assist in maximise impact of social
procurement approach
Key identied upcoming projects to be identied as Pilots and
supported by on-going input of expertise and evaluation to
maximise success and learnings to be shared with other
programs, including:
• Provision of access to social procurement expertise and
formal evaluation support

Establish an Industry-based
Opportunity Analysis

Create a Regional Forward
Procurement Program

Establish Pilot Action Learning
Projects
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WHO

COST

WHEN

Overseen by Geelong Business
Chamber
- Give Where You Live and G21

$50,000

March – May 2015

- Geelong Business Chamber
- GROW

$20,000

July 2015

- ICN
- G21
- GROW Co-ordinator

Extension of existing
roles

May 2015 Ongoing

- G21
- ICN
- GROW SP Network

$60,000

July 2015

