Linda Lloyd

From: Anne Nihill

Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 4:45 PM

To: Carly Alder

Subject: FW: BoR Round 4 - MBN17/1647

Hi Carly

Below is the response from Jae Lancaster, A/Executive Director, RS&P, relating to the isstie €d by the Director-
General.

| will drop the hard copy of the brief back up to you now. It has been amended in the source and assigned to ESU to
progress.

Regards

Anne

Anne Nihill
MyPrincipal Executive Officer
Regional Economic Development
Department of State Development,
Manufacturing, Infrastructure and Planning

‘?

Queensland P[] MSch4@)@)-Disclos

Govern

ment Level 18, 1 William Street, Brisbane QLD 4000
PO Box 15009, City East QLD 4002
www.statedevelopment.gld.gov.au

From: Jae Lancaster

Sent: Friday, 16 February 2018 3:18 PM

To: Anne Nihill <Anne.Nihill@dsdmip.qld.gov.au>

Cc: Bernadette Zerba <Bernadette.Zerba@dsdmip.qld.gov.au>; Lynda Plint <Lynda.Plint@dsdmip.qgld.gov.au>; Anita
Hicks <Anita.Hicks@dsdmip.gld.gov.au>; Deena Morley <Deena.Morley@dsdmip.gld.gov.au>

Subject:

Hi Anne

BoR Round 4

In response to the DG's guery regarding the alignment of Round 4 of Building our Regions with the EY Review please
be advised of the following:

The Round 4 proposed timeline is consistent with delivery of Round 3 and the EY Efficiency Review
recommendations.

However, modifications have been made based on learnings from Round 3 and feedback from councils.
The main change is to the “assessment of EQIs’ to include assessment against key criteria. It will add 4
weeks to the Round 4 timeframe but is required to allow for DSDMIP assessment against key criteria/external
agency assessment/consideration of this feedback/moderation and Advisory Committee activities to occur.
None of these activities were required in Round 3 as the first stage just involved an ‘eligibility check’.
Theinclusion of this 4 week timeframe for the assessment of EOls will reduce the number of poor quality
projects reaching business case stage and make the overall process more efficient for councils and the
department.

A more focussed assessment at the EOI stage will also ensure projects that proceed to business case are
aligned with the new economic development objectives of the program.
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Please let me know if | can assist any further. The briefing note has also been amended and is coming back to you.
Regards

Jae

Jae Lancaster

A/Executive Director

Regional Economic Development

Department of State Development,

Manufacturing, Infrastructure and Planning

P|

Level 18, 1 William Street, Brisbane QLD 4000
PO Box 15009, City East QLD 4002
www.dsdmip.qgld.gov.au

Qeensland
Government
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Linda Lloyd

==
From: Anita Hicks
Sent: Friday, 6 October 2017 10:18 AM
To: Maree Parker
Cc: Helen Polzin; Arja Tidmarsh; Anne Nihill; Anita Hicks
Subject: Ernst and Young report - BoR
Attachments: Ernst and Young Report - BoR

Maree,

| have embedded an email you can send Michael attaching the EY report for BoR. The emailincludes a brief
synopsis of the recommendations.

Please let me know if you need any further information.

Thanks
Anita

Anita Hicks

A/Executive Director

Regional Strategy and Programs
Department of State Development

P

Level 18, 1 William Street, Brishane QLD 4000
PO Box 150009, City East QLD 4002

Qensland
Government

1
RTI1819-072 Page Number 3



Linda Lloyd

To: Michael Schaumburg

Cc: Maree Parker; Jae Lancaster; Anita Hicks
Subject: Ernst and Young Report - BoR

Attachments: BoR Program Review report_final_220917.pdf
Dear Michael

As previously discussed, please find attached the latest draft of EY’s report on the Buildirg cur Regions program.
The final draft of the EY report is attached. The key recommendation is:

o EYrecommends a group of targeted incremental refinements be implemented ie build on the BoR program’s
achievements and ensure its continued success. Further targeted increniental refinements may also be
investigated in parallel while the remaining changes could be considerad jii fuiure.

Recommendations for implementation:
— Redefine the purpose of the BoR program to make economic deveiopment the primary purpose.
— Require proponents to establish the need for the project atthie EOI stage.
— Redefine ‘economic development’ as a project category.

Recommendations for investigation:
— Seek opportunities to further implement outcome-based feporting.
— Seek opportunities to further implement ‘real worid’ reporting measures.
— Amend appropriate BoR materials to emphasize the importance placed on supporting ongoing or
operational jobs.

Each of the recommendations could be implemented incrementaily, reviewing at each step to assess and address or
capture impacts.

Of particular interest, EY report that under the ctirrent BoR program:

— Anaverage of 10.1 FTEs were suppefted per project, with an average BoR funding allocation of
$1.305m.

— On average BoR funding comprises’only 39% of total project values (leverage), with co-funding
comprising the remaining 61%.

— In benchmarking against comparable programs, EY found that the maximum threshold for individual
grants and total pregram value is materially higher for BoR compared to other programs.

— The transparency provided tothe public through the reporting of program benefits and outcomes far
exceeds that of comparabie/programs. More than half of the compared programs have no formal public
reporting.

— EY found that BeR perfcrms very strongly against other programs when comparing individual grant and
total progiaini size, its public level of reporting, leverage and range of asset classes funded.

The draft report includes @ recommendation to pilot any design changes. Our view is this would be warranted if more

substantial design changes are proposed that would necessitate trialling substantially new processes. However, given
the acknowledged success of BoR, substantial changes in the short to medium term are not proposed.

| would welcoime your-thoughts on the report, and, in the context of future funding, implementation of key incremental

improvemerits.

Regards

Maree
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Maree Parker

Acting Deputy-Director General
Regional Economic Development
Department of State Development

—
Level 36, 1 William Street, Brisbane QLD 4000

PO Box 15009, City East QLD 4002

Queensland
Government
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Linda Lloyd

= S |
From: Anita Hicks
Sent: Friday, 12 May 2017 8:00 AM
To: Maree Parker; Jae Lancaster
Subject: Fw: Building our Regions - one pager
Attachments: DSD BoR overview v0.2.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed
Categories: Action Required, Important

For discussion

From {2, ey com>
Sent: Friday, 12 May 2017 6:58:41 AM

To: Anita Hicks

Cc: Jae Lancaster

Subject: Building our Regions - one pager

This email is to be read subject to the disclaimer below.

Hi Anita.

I've attached a one-pager that | hope starts to addreg$-your requést the other day.

We took the liberty of preparing it in DSD colours (fromiyour/Strategic Plan) but can switch it back to EY colours if

you'd prefer.

It's built around this narrative / idea:
e Overview of the BoR program

e The program is strong because.it-fgzuses on economic development (not just economic growth).
e DSD is the only Queensland Governinerit organisation uniquely focused on economic development.

e (Implied) That's why BoRbhelongs with DSD.

e The program’s benefits)manifest ir a variety of ways, and DSD is working on ways to report that.

Happy to chat through the day. VI’ cal/later in any case.

All the best,

),
_ Director | Economics, Regulation and Policy

£rnst & Young

“‘ ' Level 51, 111 Eagle Street, Brisbane, Queensland 4000, Australia
(S
~ d

ebsite: http://www.ey.com

au.ey.com

au.ey.com

No.1 in Australia and New Zealand: EY Transaction Advisory Services tops Mergermarket's
Accountancy Advisor league tables, advising on the highest value and volume of deals in FY16.

il
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From: Anita Hicks <Anita.Hicks@dsd.ald.gov.au>

Date: 4 May 2017 at 1:49:07 pm AEST

Cc: Jae Lancaster <Jae.Lancaster@dsd.gld.gov.au>, Maree Parker <Maree.Parker@dsd.qld.gov.au>
Subject: Building our Regions

The below is the text | referred to in our conversation yesterday:-

The BoR program can achieve more than its already impressive record for regional Queensland. BoR Round 4
provides an opportunity to reshape the program towards achievement of a more amkhitious economic goal to boost
and transform regional economies. BoR, in partnership with councils, and with the’economic expertise of DSD, is
uniquely positioned to deliver this increased economic capacity to regional Queensiaiid:

Many of the economic development infrastructure opportunities identifiec-and faciiitated by DSD work can

be collaboratively funded through BoR. For example, current investigations into industrial land across the State
could result in infrastructure development projects. Common user infrastructure’ opportunities could be realised
with BoR funding contributions.

With DILGP infrastructure funding targeting core council infrastructuré-needs, BoR can be used to draw on DSD's
economic credentials and fulfil the demand for infrastructuré that delivers jobs and economic growth - to lay the
foundations for economic sustainability for regions suffering the cyclical effects of resource production and bolster
regions wanting to diversify their economies into new and emerging sectors.

‘ Kind regards,

From Anita

Anita Hicks

Acting Director, Operations.and Engagement
Regional Programs

Department of State Development

TR LG T p
Queensland  Level 18, 1 William Street, Brishane QLD 4000
Government  po Box 15009, City East QLD 4802

This email and any attachments inay contain confidential or privileged information and may be protected by copyright. You must not use or disclose
them other than for the purposes for'vhich they were supplied. The confidentiality and privilege attached to this message and attachment is not waived
by reason of mistaken delivery to yoa. If you are not the intended recipient, you must not use, disclose, retain, forward or reproduce this message or any
attachments. If you receive this message in error please notify the sender by return email or telephone, and destroy and delete all copies. The
Department does not @ccapt any responsibility for any loss or damage that may result from reliance on, or use of, any information contained in this email
and/or attachments:

NOTICE > This\,communication contains information which is confidential and the copyright of Ernst & Young or a
third party./This-email may also contain legally privileged information. Confidentiality and legal privilege attached to
this communication are not waived or lost by reason of mistaken delivery to you.

This email is intended to be read or used by the addressee only. If you are not the intended recipient, any use,
distribution, disclosure or copying of this email is strictly prohibited without the authority of Ernst & Young. Please
delete and destroy all copies and telephone Ernst & Young on 1800 655 717 immediately.

2
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The Department of State Development’s (DSD) exclusive focus on
economic development is unique in the Queensland government

Our Strategic Plan:

* Vision— Queensland’s economic is Australia’s strongest and most diverse.
* Purpose— Lead the delivery of economic development for Queensland.
Our organisational structure:

* Coordinator General.

* Economic & Industry Development.

* Major Projects & Prosperity.

* Regional Economic Development.

» Business Solutions & Partnerships.

» Special Projects Unit.

We know that developing the economy is about quality of life for
Queenslanders. It is not an end in itself.

* Economicgrowth means an increase in regional income / out
increase in GRP).

* Economicdevelopmentis about an improvementin quality of
standards resulting from that growth.

Whether economic growth = economic devel entisaqu of distribution

BoR program Which m@

> ck dlstriB@on of economicimpact.

Local projects + Actessible jobs for local people.

in non-urban Suppett through economic cycles.:

mall injections can have a large impact (compared to
rban areas).

» Support for local industry: projects with co-
contributions from industry are favoured.
Economicimpacts are leveraged through funding
partnerships. BoR funds go further.

Partnerships
are key '

regional areas:
* Regional Capital Fund — enabling infr.
* Royalties for Resource Producing

d — relatively small but numerous funding
pact on community wellbeing.

gram delivers a range of economic and social benefits for local
ional areas. DSD is investigating better ways of reporting these
r interactive mapping tool.

*  Direct contribution to Gross
Regional Product (GRP)
¢ Indirect contribution to GRP

Contribution
to economic
growth

s$ A
Expenditure - (
Program

by part ez
o -

- il 1
SO f

Social »  Common user infrastructure.
impacts *  Enabling / catalytic infrastructure.

a *  Direct construction jobs*.
*  Direct operational jobs.
k * Indirect flow-on jobs (through
A
Jobs *  Skill / education level.
Level of job diversity.

construction / operations)
’ supported _~
rted
\ eonstuetion jobs
I\

BOR

Occupation
< oxcest for 5
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21 September 2017 | Version 1.0 (Draft)

Building a better
working world

Ernst & Young

111 Eagle Street

Brisbane QLD 4000 Australia

GPO Box 7878 Brisbane QLD 4001

Tel: +61 7 3011 3333
Fax: +61 7 3011 3100
ey.com/au

Copyright © 2017 Ernst & Young Australia. All Rights Reserved.

Reliance Restricted

Jae Lancaster

Executive Director, Regional Economic Development
Department of State Development

Level 36, 1 William Street Brisbane

Review of the Building our Regions Infrastructure Fund 22 September 2017

Dear Jae,

In accordance with our engagement letter dated 25 May 2017, Ernst & Young (‘EY”; “we"™ar ‘us”) have prepared this further analysis of the Building our
Regions (BoR) program for the Department of State Development (“DSD”, “you” or ‘the Client"). This-further analysis (Report) builds on our initial review of
the program in relation to the assessment of potential application and evaluation precess modals and funding mechanisms for the program, dated 20
January 2017.

Purpose of our report and restrictions on its use

This Report was prepared on your instructions solely for the purpose of providing an assessment of the BoR and should not be relied upon for any other
purpose. Because others may seek to use it for different purpases; this Report should not be quoted, referred to or shown to any other parties unless so
required by court order or a regulatory authority, wittiout our prier consent in writing. In carrying out our work and preparing our Report, we have worked
solely on the instructions of you and for your purposes:

Our Report may not have considered issues relevant to any third parties. Any use such third parties may choose to make of our Report is entirely at their
own risk, and we shall have no responsibility whatsoever in relation to any such use. This Report should not be provided to any third parties without our prior
approval. We disclaim all responsibility to ary-other party for any loss or liability that the other party may suffer or incur arising from or relating to or in any
way connected with the conients of inis Report, the provision of this Report to the other party or reliance upon this Report by the other party.

Scope of our work

As set out in our-engagement agreement, we have been engaged to explain the benefits of the BoR program and suggest how it could be adjusted to place
greater focuson achieving ecoromic development outcomes. An examination of economic development theory and benchmarking exercise of comparable
programs has been undertaken to achieve this end.

Limitations
Qurwerk in-coniection with this assignment is of a different nature to that of an audit. We have not sought to verify the accuracy of the data or the

information and explanations provided by management. Our work has been limited in scope and depth, and we stress that a more detailed review may
reveal material issues that this review has not. A detailed assessment of the eligibility criteria for the BoR has been excluded from our scope of works.

If you would like to clarify any aspect of the BoR review or discuss other related matters, then please do not hesitate to contact me o_
Yours faithfully

Partner

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 2 of 38
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21 September 2017 | Version 1.0 (Draft) ' Ao

\Building our Regions (BoR) progfam

Key findings Under the current Building our Regions (BoR) program: ' \\)
The key findings are informed by an analysis » Water, sewerage and waste infrastructure makes up the greatest plications for funding, both by
of the BoR program. a benchmarking exercise number of applications and value of funding awarded.

involving a comparison of the key features of

the BoR against similar programs and

assessment of the BoR program against

economic development design principles. » The maximum threshold for an individual grant and total pro alue is materially higher for the BoR program
compared to similar programs in Australia that webfnchma ke

» The average project value and FTEs supported per proj
project value and FTEs supported.

ificantly higher than the median

» Reporting of the program’s benefits outcomesreporting exceeds that of comparable programs in terms of
scope and transparency.

» Some of the most important proposed cha relate to economic development design principles that the
program scores well agai

NN
V%

Recommendations Recomm Wtation:

EY recommends a group of targeted » Redefin of the BoR program to make economic development the primary purpose.
incremental refinements be implemented to
build on the BoR program’s achievements an
ensure jts continued success. Further targ i conomic development’ as a project category.
incremental refinements may also be Re

investigated in parallel while the reniaining
changes could be considered in fi

endations for investigation:
Seek opportunities to further implement outcome-based reporting.
» Seek opportunities to further implement ‘real world’ reporting measures.

» Amend appropriate BoR materials to emphasize the importance placed on supporting ongoing or operational
jobs. '

Detail on these recommendations can be found in chapters 4 and 5.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | i’age 3 0f38
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I8

Assumptions

» We have assumed that the publically presented material on each of the benchmarked programs is accurate. We have riot sou
information. y

Limitations

» The design principles are for the purpose of increasing the economic development focus of the program.

development focused program.

» The general commentary accompanying the assessment of ‘tier one’ Queensla

» The analysis of the program, benchmarking and assessme he program does not constitute an audit of the program’s processes or their implementation.

s have not been considered as part of this engagement.

» EY has used the FTE jobs supported for stimiated project cost*3.1/1000000) for Round 3 projects, as was used by DSD for Round 2 and Round 28
projects.

» Tools for implementation of the proposed changes or recom

» FTE jobs supported for jurisdicti nsland are based on reported numbers - see page 24.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 4 of 38
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21 September 2017 | Version 1.0 (Draft)

I\

te De Io}%ent (“DSD’, or “you”)

T s e e e s T -1

Background ‘ = In December 2016, EY (“us”, or “we”) was engaged by the Depart
to perform a review of the BoR program.

This Report has been developed to follow on
from earlier work undertaken by EY with » Subsequently, you have requested us to perform additionalwark ile r variation letter to you of 25

regard to the Building our Regions (BoR) May 2017 and summarised as follows:

prRgran. » A one page summary paper, outlining the key feature
mandate for administering and improving reporting und
issued in May 2017.

» A detailed Report providing a detailed summary of the BoR program, benchmarking against similar
government grant programs n , and a series of recommendations for improving BOR alignment to
economic developme m

2nefits of the BoR program, and DSD'’s
at program. That summary paper has been

the BoR program against economic development design principles developed by EY
" ; ' arking process, review of the DSD Strategic Plan, and consideration of economic
The purpose of this Report is to assess if there

literature and theory. Recommendations pertain to:
is potential for the BoR program to have a i P

greater focus on delivering economic ; ents of the BoR could be refined or tested.
deve/pp st outcomes’and SUgg est meth B project selection could be optimised without compromising existing strengths in the process.
to build on the program’s achieveme n

Purpose

ensure its continued success. Alterations to enhance the reporting of benefits resulting from the BoR program, having reference to the
original EY deliverable produced on 20 January 2017.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page & of 38

RTI1819-072 Page Number 14




21 September 2017 | Version 1.0 (Draft)

i L M i | ;II ,
”‘W Wil "'!i‘lhk{‘”‘ﬂ‘wu;... L ”'* W

Wﬁ i
e
Approach I Benchmarking

The key findings and recommendations in this Desktop research = Apply findings of review of grant Synthesis

Reportare inarmead by desilop tesedich, 8 Theory of economic development Z)L;nI?e';gct:Z\:::tve:?sttizgmatEd R ldentify dations to i the BoR
; < A 5 > | 2 »ldentify recommendations to improve the Bo

benchmarking exercise against similar (literature: review). ologram, across the following conceptual

programs across Australia, and an evaluation > |dentify commonalities/desirabie spectrum:
against economic development focused » Review of benchmark grant characteristics applicable to BoR.
design principles funding programs i » changes to project selection criteria
e ‘federal and state level + identify improved reporting
‘programs identified - ; A measures
i Econromic Design Principles R d
»  identify eligible » communicating rationale for
proponents, key #_~Develop economic design program
features, public pririciples/criteria based on theory e Y
reporting measures of ‘economic development. > identifying components for
(method, inputs and . i strengthening, modification and
outcomes). ' ~ lderitify gaps in BoR performance removal.

against criteria.

Spotlight on the DSD Strategic Plan 2017-2021

DSD has a state-wide mandate to drive economic development in Queensland. This mandate is reflected in its Strategic Plan, which is centred on its vision and purpose:
» Vision — A strong, competitive and diverse Gueensland economy, driven by adaptive and sustainable regions, industries and projects.

» Purpose — To drive the economic de: velopment progran for Queensland by creating a diverse and thriving economy, and generating new jobs.

This Vision and Purpose can be reailised by pursuirig'DSD’s Strategic Objectives through the continual improvement of the BoR program.

Advance regional
communities

Create an attractive

investment d
environmen

Lead strategic
development of

Develop and support
agile DSD service
delivery

priority industries

@ &

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 7 of 38
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How is the BOR program structured and operated?

>

Commencing in 2015-16, the $375m BoR program —
provides funding for critical infrastructure in regional —
Queensland. The infrastructure is intended to support job
creation, foster economic development and improve
liveability in rural and remote Queensland communities.

Funding has been granted in three rounds and a
supplementary round (2S), in FY.2015/16, 2016/17 and &
FY 2017/18.

DTMR administered
The BOR program is comprised of four funds, depicted to

the right.

Three of those funds are administered by DSD while the
remaining fund is administered by the Department of

Transport and Main Roads. J
» Applications for funding are assessed and zwa from Collectively, these funds comprise This fiifid
the relevant fund. $ﬁZSm i(r; fu.nding which can be comprises $150m
allocatedto: in funding which
» Transport (excluding roads) can be allocated
. 5 » Flood mitigation (levees o dlh e
Wi ol "‘!' K 5
W@_ o ot g drainage) projects
» Local Govern fr o !
» Critical community b © (4
» Local governiments may apply for between $50,000 and infrastructure (including water, A ® |4
$5m DS ministered funds, depending on the " waste water and sewerage)
fu
» Depe e fund, a co-contribution of 50% of the —d
project cost is required or preferred in assessment. @ “O

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 9 of 38
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Average funding allocation per

project

$1.305m

Infrastrutcure categories

As assigned bv LGA applicants

Cultural, Sports and

*Note that the catego
Recreational Infrastructire : o

“Economic
Development” relates to
direct funding of
economic infrastructure,

28 = Economi¢ Developmient
Infrastructure

Based on DSD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2
Supplementary and Round 3 funding allocations.

Average total project value

Based on DSD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2
Supplementary and Round 3 funding allocations.

Average number of FTEs supporté .1

per project

10.1

Based onDSD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2
Supplementary znd Reund 3 Projects. Average
number of FTE jobs supported by project
construction (based on Queensland Treasury’s
Guidelines for estimating FTE jobs directly
supported by the capital works program).

= Flood Mitigation Wifrastructure
for example new
industrial precincts or
research and
development. Other
categories support

= Other infrastructure

»Road and Transport

Infrastructure g
k economic development
= Social Infrastructure indirectly.
Water/Sewerage/Waste
Infrastructure
Infrastructure Funding by Category and Round
$40,000,000
B $35,000,000
= $30,000,000
= $25.000.000
= $20,000,000
: R i v
£ o LU 1
e SS'DOO'Ogg .—_. | - — : L
Round 1 Round 2 Round 25 Round 3
2 Cultural, Sports and Recreational
fofrastvrcburs $10,291,511 $10,903,145 $631,486 $16,490,500
m Economic Development Infrastructure $7,157,193 $18,067,217 $3,513,226 $14,234,036
m Flood Mitigation Infrastructure $3,090,000 $2,446,800 $3,107,722
m Other Infrastructure 52,549,448 $200,600 S477,475 $3,199,787
®m Road and Transport Infrastructure $9,756,629 $6,837,103 $5,905,13¢9
m Social Infrastructure $544,150 $3,447,467 $379,780
Water/Sewerage/Waste Infrastructure $36,759,978 $37,266,335 52,044,191 $27,008,287

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 10 of 38
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2 The Buﬂdlng our Reglons program

i

| i

\‘ m‘ e

i \‘ U‘ m !
M \»w\‘w‘\”‘\ L

ol | hiit
I I i
R e “w h i
“‘\““‘ i “H \‘\MM :
I S

Tetal funding awarded

Median funding allocation per Total Funding by Category W by LGA
project - Aoy

$10,000,000 to $25,000,000
$5,000,000 to $10,000,000
$2,000,000 to $5,000,000

$1,000,000 to $2,000,000
Total, Cultural,
5 Sports and $500,000 to $1,000,000
= Recreational
Infrastructure, $250,000 to $500,000
$39,016,641.27,

$100,000 to $250,000
Based on DSD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2

Supplementary and Round 3 funding allocations. Total,
Water/Sewerage/Was
. - te Infrastructure,
Median total project value $103,079.4931.36,
Total, Flood
{ Mitigati ’
Based on DSD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2 'k 58,22:;;",:”;';.::,4% g o=
Supplementary and Round 3 funding allocations. 2\ Total, Social ,\' | 0
Infrastructure, |

/ $4,371,397.00, 2% i _Other Infra'structure,
Median number of FTEs suppor \Q iy

per project

Observations

» Water/ sewerage/ waste Infrastructure makes up the greatest proportion of funding by value of funding
3 2 awarded. On average, BOR funding comprises 39% of total project values.

» Whilst the average value of each project is just over $3m, the median value of funded projects is closer to
$1m, with a limited number of high value projects skewing the average project value.

Based on2SD Round 1, Round 2, Round 2 »  Similarly, while the average project creates just over 10 FTEs during construction, the median FTE
Supplementary and Round 3 Projects. Average generation of each project is just less than a third of that value.
number of FTE jobs supported by project » The highest concentration of funding is centred on the central west to central coast region.

construction (bzsed on Queensland Treasury’s
Guidelines for estimating FTE jobs directly
supported by the capital works program).

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 11 of 38
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Local governments are the primary target fereconemic develogment programs,
The Australian Government, States and the Northern Territory all administer being eligible for 77% of benchmarked prog an half of the
programs that aim to promote economic development. programs (52%) were open to bot ents and community groups.

EY has identified the key attributes and objectives of the BoR program, and

Funding eligibility by proponen
compared them to similar programs in other jurisdictions.

100%
. AN
Key attributes and objectives of comparable programs: 80% —— N —
0, —
» Job creation ;8{/0
» 0~ e
»  Regional economic development 0% Z : , : ,
. Construction of physical infrastructure Local govt Community ~ Private organisations Expended directly by
» Selection of projects delivering long-term benefits to local government areas prepsiNGOs got
¢ E alysis
Our benchmarking establishes the funding obligations, eligible proponenis and Trensport and arts, recoreation &oculture are the most eligible asset classes,
eligible asset classes for each program, as well as the reporting practi ing supported by 68% and 61% of programs respectively. Fifty-five percent of
their administering bodies. programs fund both economic and social infrastructure.
Of the 32 programs we benchmarked, 69% were open exclusiv nal Funding eligibility by asset classes
proponents. None of the programs benchmarked have a met S. 80%
Benchmarked programs by focus v 60% — o1
- 19
40% — 5.
Statewide /o 15 =
9 20% — - 0 —
28% - \ 4 6 6 4 1 5
‘ 0% — e . :
> b= = = o o 7}
No stralia S w T S - S €8 2 ££
v ' b e Tk = T8
Regional only ge 3 a
69% Source: EY analysis = 2
More than half (52%) of the benchmarked programs do not publicly report on
Source: EY analysis

funding grants, while a further 6% only make information available through
disaggregated press releases. '

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 13 of 38
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The economic development programs identified through the kencrhimarking process vary
How does BoR compare to similar significantly in terms of eligibility criteria in accordance with local requirernents. The following
programs observations detail key differences between BoR’s-guidélines and those of the other identified
programs.

Eligible proponents relative to other programs

» Most other economic development focused programs have a broader range of eligible lead
proponents.

A relatively limited percentage (19%) of similar programs
are open to local Governments only — of which 83%
include DSD and DILGP funding programs. Most
interstate programs are open to other entities, including
private enterprise.

Key features of BoR reziativeto other programs

» The maximuin threshole for an individual grant under the BoR program is substantially higher
than comparable/programs.

» [Thetotal progiam value is substantially high than most comparable programs.

$ 5 0 m » 1Theé program’s co-contribution requirements and preference is consistent with similar programs.
] .

BoR's maximum available grant of $5m is the lzigest Asset classes funded relative to other programs
available under State-administered programs:

» The program has funded a relatively broad range of asset classes relative to other programs.

Reporting standard across other programs

» The reporting regimes vary significantly among programs. More than half of the identified
s programs have no formal reporting processes, while the quantity and depth of information
More than half of:fhe identified economic development reported also differs significantly.

programs’ eligihility criteria allow funding for both
economicand social infrastructure.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 14 of 38
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Comparable programs from each State, the Northern Territory and the federal government were examined.

Queensland

Jobs and Regional Growth Fund (DSD) — provides grants to private sector to support job-creating projects’in regional areas.

Community Resilience Fund (DILGP) — provides funding for infrastructure that mitigates the effects of,/and improves responses to
flooding and bushfires.

Local Government Grants and Subsidies Program (DILGP) — supports local governmen:s' delivery of key economic and social
infrastructure.

Natural Disaster Resilience Program (DILGP) — a fund jointly administered by the Australian and State Governments to support projects
mitigating the impacts of natural disasters.

Maturing the Infrastructure Pipeline Program (DILGP) — funding to expedite assessment of proposals under the State Infrastructure
Fund.

Priority Economic Works and Productivity Prograrni (BILGR) =-unding for transport corridor upgrades that will boost capacity and
productivity.

Significant Regional Infrastructure Projects Pregram (DILGP) — direct funding of regional economic and social infrastructure projects.

South Australia

Regional Development and Innovation Fund — funding for all types of organization to support educational and recreational infrastructure
as well as equipment upgrades for private businesses.

Planning and Development Fund = funding for landscaping and streetscapaing of public spaces.
Community-lnifrastructure Program — funding of social infrastructure projects.

Major Prcjects Prograim — funding for private organizations to undertake expansion works that will support job creation.

Western Australia

Regional Grants Scheme — application of mining royalties to fund primarily social infrastructure projects.

Commuinity Chest Fund — funding for small-scale social infrastructure projects, including tourism developments.

Regional Airports Development Scheme — funding for upgrades of regional airport infrastructure.

Country Local Government Fund — provides funding to local governments and community groups for economic and social infrastructure.

Creative Regions Programs — provides small grants to community groups in support of arts programs.

Tasmania

Community Infrastructure Fund — funds economic and social infrastructure projects that enhance the livability of communities.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Fage 15 of 38
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New South Wales » Resources for Regions — provides funding for economic and social infrastructure projects ecially trans o}>nfrastructure upgrades, in

mining communities.
= Regional Tourism Infrastructure Fund — supports development of the tourism in ily rading regional airports.

» Local Infrastructure Renewal Scheme — subsidizes interest costs on.local gévernment ho gs to support economic and social
infrastructure projects.

%
Victoria » Regional Infrastructure Fund — funds economic and social infrastructure deveMe tourism industry and improve the livability of
regional communities.

» Regional Jobs Fund — provides funding to boost produc
existing and create new jobs in regional areas.

prove market access develop industrial capabilities in order to support

» Stronger Regional Communities Fund —/Qovid ing forinitiatives to attract and retain residents in regional communities.

Northern Territory » Regional Economic Infrastructur: i fgs/rt/l.lcture developments that foster economic development in remote communities,
the road network.

» Regional Economic Develop
capital works and tIWevelop
A

rovides funding to local governments, community groups and private businesses for minor
all business.

Federal Government »

Building Better Regions Fund — provides funding for a board range of economic and social infrastructure projects.

v

ational Stronger Regions Fund — the precursor to the Building Better Regions Fund, the National Stronger Regions Fund also provides
unding to local governments and community groups to support a broad range economic and social infrastructure projects.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 16 of 38

RTI1819-072 Page Number 24




21 September 2017 | Version 1.0 (Draft) 4f~_

wh(l” |

it

Eligible » Local government. \\/
proponents » Community groups — includes non-for-profit and community advocacy groups.
» Private enterprises — privately-held businesses. (\

Focus — geography-based eligibility limitations. \\/

Key features >
» Total program value — total value of grants available over the life progra(ﬁ
» Funding obligation — eligibility criteria that require funding contiitiutions from proponents, where applicable.
» Maximum grant — maximum amount available to each p?ﬁiaen ere @plicable.
g
Public reporting » Type —formatin which grant information is made avail o th M
method » Transparency — qualitative assessment of the an ii of information made available to the public.
» Mapping — qualitative assessment of etail de available the public, where applicable.
~ - AN
Public reporting » Co-contributors — public reporting of one tributions to project funding, where applicable.
inputs » Reporting of total expendit ng of total project costs.
» Timing of funds ex ed— rting of years in which approved projects are funded.
» Project milestones re of progress achieved on projects.
) /QD\ /P> g of prog proj

Public reporting Construction j ULM public reporting of number of persons employed during project construction.
outcomes > i jobs supported — public reporting of number of jobs supported by, or expected to be supported the operational phase of projects,

v

¥

ross Regional Product (GRP) — public reporting of project's actual or anticipated contribution to GRP.
onomic benefits — public reporting of other metrics measuring economic contribution of projects.

NPV — public reporting of projects’ net present value.

Social impacts — public reporting of projects’ impact of the communities they service.

Beneficiaries — public identification of projects’ actual or anticipated beneficiaries.

v

v

v
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Comparing economic contribution and development?®

The concepts of economic contribution and economic development can be contrasted to illustrate what defines econo e purpose of displaying this
contrast is to support the subsequent development of guiding economic development design principles against which
considered.

Economic contribution Economic development

Description Gross change in economic activity associated with an event, Economic well being aIity of life that results from the change in
typically increases in expenditure!. Often described as a economic m@t; i.e. the economic ‘shock’ is not an end in itself?.
‘shock’ in economic activity. =
Distribution Subordinate rity
Focused on gross change in the economy in absolute total d with how a change in economic output is distributed to achieve
terms, irrespective of distribution. imum improvement in well being and quality of life.
Regional economic Subordinate Q% Priority
baseline Relatively unconcerned where the ing i Looks to build on the economic ‘starting point’ of the region. For example, an
question sits on the ‘undeveloped’to ‘developed’ spectrum.  ‘undeveloped economy’ would require different infrastructure needs to a
' ‘developed economy’ (e.g. infrastructure to realise basic sanitation standards).
Additionality Subordinate v Priority
Concerned with misi ross change with the existing  Concerned with adding new capabilities, features or characteristics to the local
capabllltles features istics of the economy. economy to optimise gross change and maximise the economy’s capacity for
future growth.

&

1 P Watson et al (2007) Determining Economic Contributions and Impacts: Whatis the difference and why do we care? The Journal of Regional Analysis and Policy [alignment in principle]
2 OECD (2009) Governing Regional Development Policy — The Use of Performance Indicators [alignment in principle]
?Table is subjective and a generalisation based on best-practice development policy and research Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 19 of 38
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Set out below are key economic development principles (developed with regard to the definition of economic development as presented on the previous slide),

Scope

Mandated: Owned by an agency
primarily focused on economic
development.

Ongoing jobs: Primarily focused
on enabling operational jobs rather
than construction jobs.

Productivity-enabling: Focused
on improving the efficiency of
economic factors of production
(land, labour, capital) rather than
just economic output from
expenditure.

Tailored: Enhances the economic
strengths, facilitates the realisation
of economic opportunities and
meets the economic nesds of
individual regions,

Beneficiaries:-Designed with.the
guantity zna-type of beneficiaries in
mind<For instance, expenditure
that has benefits that accrues to a
single business may not achieve
the economic development
outcome of an improvement in the
region'’s prosperity.

categorised under each of the fundamental components of a funding program.

G

Front-loaded: Front-end
strategic assessment that focus
the program towards achieving
economic development
outcomes.

Transparent: Legibility barriers
to entry must beiniinimised to
enable ease-of participaticn
(i.e. to achieve the‘inclusive’
design principle) rather than
complex or inconsistent
messaging.

Cutput-specified: Describes
what outcomes are sought to
gnable proponents to develop
solutions rather than providing
an indication of possible
methods to achieve outcomes.
This recognises that economic
developmentis complex, and
that government does not have
all the answers.

inclusive: Aliows organisations
othei than local governments to
lead proposals in recognition
that miziny and varied actors
haveé a role in regional
economic development.

Leveraged: Favours
proponents that can contribute
financially so that state funding
is leveraged. Also recognises
that those with ‘skin in the
game’ are more likely to think
long term development rather
than short term impact.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 20 of 38

Outcome-based: Rather than
input or activity based. For
example, reporting on growth in
economic output rather than
simply the expenditure that
generated that growth.

Real world: Reports on metrics
that mean something to people,
and that go to the meaning of
economic development; .e.g.
rather than simply total job
numbers, potentially reporting
on the type of jobs and skill
levels required.
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Economic design
principle
An assessment of economic

development design principles _ .
related to the scope of either the Mandated 0 b Prllma'ry purpose of BoR program is’to foster economic development, among other
entire program or individual objectives.

projects within the program.

]Ode ‘improving the livability of regional communities’ is not clear.

\M/of funded projects are classified' as ‘economic development’

‘flood mitigation’, ‘road and transport’, and ‘water, sewerage and waste’ project
pes are assumed to lack a significant contribution to ongoing or operational jobs,
over 50% of funded projects do no materially contribute to the generation of ongoing or

operational jobs.
+ No distinction between construction jobs and operational or ongoing jobs is made in
P any BoR materials, including the Round 3 program guidelines.
N

The ‘Other Infrastructure’ category that contains productivity enabling projects such as
fibre optic network improvements comprises less than 5% of total funded projects.
O » If only projects classified as water, sewerage and waster infrastructure are regarded
ductivity-enabling

Ongoing jobs

: 4

as related to increasing the efficiency of land, over 40% of projects relate to increasing
this sole factor of production.

»  No eligibility requiréments or assessment criteria in the round 3 program guidelines
O relate to increasing the productivity of land, labour, capital or enterprise.

N

1 Project 'types/categories/definitions' as stated by DSD have not been defined,

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 21 of 38
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1. Scope (continued) Economic design  BoR Reasoning
principle

ind with varying eligibility

The separate Remote and Indlgeno 3
Tailored requirements to other the fundsv I’ rogram somewhat accounts for
O regional typology and repre ing
» It appears no ‘baseline’ eco

proponents.

N

y.

Beneficiaries @ » No e ility requirements or assessment criteria that relate to quantity and
%s in the Round 3 program guidelines.
2. Process res on\o/f Interest stage does not appear to require the need for the project to be
ed based on the Round 3 program guidelines.
An assessment of economic Front loaded * A strategic assessment or preliminary evaluation as discussed in EY's initial review of
development design principles that the program does not appear to be undertaken.

relate to the processes of the
program that evaluate and select
projects P

v » Messaging in program materials is generally clear and consistent but may not be easy
O to understand from a non-government organisation point of view.
are
» Project categorization could be improved i.e. the existing category of economic
development creates unnecessary duplication and complexity.
» No explicit guidance on what economic development outcomes are sought is provided
in the Round 3 program guidelines.

It is noted the project need, including the impact of a ‘do nothing’ option is assessed as
part of criterion 1 once application is submitted.

’ » No explicit guidance on what economic development outcomes are in varying regional
contexts appears to be provided.

O Output specified
» The current specifications are outputs rather than inputs focused. However the output
specifications could be more closely aligned to economic development outcomes.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 22 of 38
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3. Proponents SO AR BoR rating Reasoning

principle
An assessment of economic : \
development design principles that ineipive » Only local governments can lead co gmq project proposals. Not-for-
relate to the eligibility of @ profits and private busine?@b\e permitted to lead proposal consortiums.
proponents.
» Projects put forward under t egional Capital Fund and Royalties for the Resource
Leveraged Producing Communities Fuwmd to have a co-contribution while proposals

0 with a co-contribution z2ie preferenced for the Remote and Indigenous Communities
Fund&%ing these requirements in appropriate circumstances could increase the
n

inclu Wf the program.

4. Reportin - . ;
P g Duteomebassd @ Ec - nl'c e p;)rpo?;t: to:l’iz;:rl;]naeﬁ etz.at each project will contribute to are often not

An assessment of economic

NN
development design principles that B its of each project are specific to locations’ beneficiaries, made easier through
relate to how the outcomes and resentation by an online map tool.
?:n::;d Ll L » Links between the benefits of projects and real world outcomes could be
p 3 | v communicated better, for instance breakdown of jobs by skill level and occupation.

» Social impacts, industries supported and contribution (split by direct and indirect) to

Re nd GRP could also be reported.

» Reporting on the committed grant funding allocation from each round against the

expenditure of the total committed funding over the forward estimates could also be
reported.

2\

@%

Building our Regions Pregram Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 23 of 38
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4 Key flndmg Wh|Ie comparmg Welluto

chleve‘ment of economic developmen

Bowmans Intermodal capacity expansion (SA)

» Funded by Major Projects Program (2014-15 round)

¢ Received $840,000 grant (total project value of $4.0 million)
» Project supports 15 FTE jobs’

» Project increased regional output by $18 million in 2015-16

Bowmans Intermodal received a $840,000 grant from the Regional Development
Fund to duplicate the rail access corridor to their intermodal freight facility, thereby
doubling capacity.

Economic development elements:

B

Productivity enabling — improved volume and efficiency of freight movemieits,
increasing capcity for regional exports.

Tailored — enchanced freight throughput capacity to suppori kay regiohal
strengths of agricultural and mining exports.

Inclusive — private sector organisations areeligible to applyfor funding.

Output-specified — program guidelines specify assessment criteria focused on
viable and sustainable commuiiity infrastructure projects.

Leveraged — the inclusian of a mininium coritribution ratio ensures greater
development outcomis for the budgeted funds.

Real world reporting metrics — fund reports on job creation at the project level,
as well asidentifying the productive capacity added by the project.

Economicdevelopment ovfcomes:

P

B

Improvedinarketaccess and export capacity for regional producers.

Reduced heavy vehicle traffic on public roads.

1* See Assumptions and limitations on page 4

Tambo Sawmill Infrastructure Upgrade (QLD)

» Funded by Building our Regions {(Round 1)
» Received $262,C00 (total project value of $487,000)

» Re-opened mill wili suppor! 13 FTE jobs

The Biackall-Tambo Regional Council received a $262,000 grant from the Building

Our Regioris'Program to upgrade the mill's plant and equipmentand improve its
safety infrastructure. The re-commissioning of the mill aims to sustain jobs in a
towri that has been severely impacted by the mining downturn, whilst potentially
attracting new residents to combat the region’s declining population.

Economic development elements:

> Ongoing jobs — primarily focused on enabling operational jobs rather than
construction jobs.

= Productivity enabling — improved efficiency and safety of mill operations,
increasing capcity for regional exports.

» Beneficiaries — designed with the intention of indirectly benefitting a range of
community groups and strengthening social infrastructure.

» Output-specified — program guidelines specify assessment criteria focused on
viable and sustainable community infrastructure projects.

» Outcomes focused — project reporting includes economic, social and
environmental outcomes and the benefits they provide to the community.

Economic development outcomes:
» Increased population resulting in stronger community participation.

» Expansion of the community’s knowledge and skills base.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 24 of 38
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Targeted redesign of the scope, process, proponents and reporting components of the BoR program to better align with the ec

orio evelopment design principles
could enable the program to optimise its focus on economic development outcomes.

1. Scope

Relative
difficulty

Relative
importance

Design

oW Refinement
principle

Some potential risks

Proposed changes
to the scope of
either the entire
program or

individual projects Mandated
within the program.
Ongoing
jobs

&oducﬁviw-
nabling

1A Redefine the purpose of the BOR
program to make economic development

the primary purpose, as opposed to a
contributing element as it is presently
described.

1B Amend appropri jals
including thie program-guli s to
emp ethei placed on

1C Future funding could be distributed
more evenly through the implementation of
minimum targets for types of projects
aimed at increasing the productivity of land,
labour, capital and enterprise.

2
L

O 0

Local government stakeholders may not
support the prioritisation of economic
development over the provision of critical
infrastructure.

Ongoing or operational jobs may be
challenging to evaluate consistently in
proposed projects.

Additional administration may be
required to estimate and/or monitor
ongoing job support.

Measuring the impact on productivity
may be challenging to evaluate
consistently.

Additional administration may be
required to estimate and/or monitor
progress against minimum productivity
targets.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 26 of 38
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Design

YT Refinement
principle

(continued)

1D Establish an economic baseline for
regions that would include measurements
such as level of basic infrastructure, key
industries and skills of the population to
encourage tailoring of proposed projects to
the region’s economic baseline.

Tailored

impact’ to targeting
number of recipients.

Beneficiaries

2. Process

proponents to establish the need

he project at the EOI stage in addition to
the identified demand to allow for more
efficient assessment.

Proposed changes
to the processes of
the program that
evaluate and sel

projects. /\

t-loadea

Relative
difficulty

Relative

; Some potentidlrisks
importance ;

—

Additional administration may be required to
estimate economic baselines for each region.

Risk that significant differences in economic
baselines between regions may lead to
negative sentiment from stakeholders
regarding funding distribution by region.

» Consistently evaluating the number of
beneficiaries and determining thresholds for
material benefit may be challenging.

» Administration activities may be paﬁially
reallocated to the front-end needs based
evaluation.

L

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 27 of 38
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2. Process

. Dﬁﬁgnle Refinement imRe()I?t?;ie E?fliitl:‘llf some potentialrisks
(continued) BHOcE R Y\
2B The program will benefit from redefining }
‘economic development’ as a project
category (to avoid confusion with the » Defined project categories may conflict with
Transparent PUrPose of other categories) and defining m other agencies' definition of economic
each project category to allow ease of & development project categories.
allocation and better analytics.
2C The BoR program’s guidance material Detailed understanding of the economic
Output- could prc_zvide further detail on what baseline, aspiraftions of the co_mmunity and
specified economic development outcorne m future opportunities of the region’s economy
regions are, while still n would be required to provide robust economic
development outcomes for each region.
3. o
Determination of what types of proponents
Pr°p°nents could be made eligible to submit proposals

Proposed changes
to the eligibility of
proponents.

Inclusive

omic development, and
rganisations to apply for
4y increase the competitiveness of
ds for the BOR funding. Similar program’s
eligibility requirements such as DILGP’s
Local Government Grants and Subsidies
Program could be considered in the first
instance.

will require consideration.

Interaction with similar programs such as
DSD’s Jobs and Regional Growth Fund will
need internal DSD consideration to ensure
there is as little duplication of functions as
possible.

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 28 of 38
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Proponents Relative Relative

g Refinement: : St Some potential risks
(continued) principle importance  difficulty 2 \_
3B The BOR Program relies on project ' for grant funding without a - _
sponsors making a co-funding payment for [comiriensurate co-payment may limit the risk
the project in question — that is, the BOR transfer to the recipient to deliver the project.

funding is leveraged by other funds. » If existing caps on grant funding are retained,
Availability of capital may be limited in

‘ o B & this may lessen the scale of projects funded
Leveraged  CStain communities that are eligible for the m by the program where a co-funding payment
Regional Capital Fund and Royalties for is not made.

Resource Producing Communities Fund.

Assistance could be provided to these L

communities to help these communitie

identify alternative sources of f
common exemptions could

Exceptional dispensation from the co-funding
requirements may be considered in some
cases.

4. Reporting

Proposed changes
to how the outcomes

and benefits of the Q m » Additional administration support may be

program are Outcome- required to provide more detailed reporting of
reported. based project outcomes.
ion (split by direct and indirect) to

GRP as well committed and total funding by

ound.

4B While the reporting measures of the BoR

zgigczggnbﬂ:‘z&fﬁg ?r:t elicru.lraetael l&c;aﬂt éc’mally 0 m » Additional administration support may be

Bl Wi applicability coul’ d be improved by reqyired to provide more detailed reporting of
demonstrating how they effect of the PRAJSENRLIGONIRS,

economic baseline of the region. Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 29 of 38
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Assist communities to identify
alternative co-funding sources.
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Amend appropriate BoR materials to
emphasize the importance placed on
supporting ongoing or operational
jobs.

e

Relative importance

{ and, labour, capntal or enterprise.
il ,

1L econol ic)

purpose.

Require proponents to establish
the need for the project at the
- EOI stage.

Redefine ‘economic
development’ as a project

E tabllsh minim rgets for projects
aligned with i ing the efficiency of

pro;ect assessment away from
pact toward quantity of

category.
~ Describe region-specific economic S .
development outcomes in detail. Recommendations for
investigation:

» Seek opportunities to further
implement outcome-based
reporting.

fisﬁbl[sh economic baseline » Seek opportunities to further
ons. . -
S ‘implement ‘real world’ reporting
Permit non Local Government eSS,
organisations to lead the .
submission of proposals. » Amend appropriate BoR

materials to emphasize the

o
i Ei'.[ iE>

i
i
|

. | W‘

[

importance placed on support?ng
ongoing or operational jobs.

H

Relative dlfﬁculty

Consider in future
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The legend below displays a number of acronyms and symbols used to categorise and contrast differing elements o
The benchmarking tables are located overleaf.

| | Reported Q@
Checiis O |Not reported J
G YTS Program yet to start
= Other {see notes)’
| IS unded>
Asset type
O _—|Not funded>
H (_—frigh”~
Rating M (. Medium
AL WX row
CCARAN \(C Annual report
N\ U Project report
Reporting method A PS Press statement
~ \\ ___Fg Fund/tranche report
<K 2 \\ZNR No reporting

Building our Regions Program Review — Further Analysis: Department of State Development | Page 33 of 38
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Eligible proponents Key features Acset classes fundeo
_—— -
8 = | | =
o 2 S
“ £
11 2 e e ' | .
Jurisdiction Program Fund Authority < 2 = s > T o > 2 g = a
o = i k1 @ = 2 e 2 > = & I S = 8 = 3 =
2|18 8| 2| 3 g | 32 gLl Bl EL 3 22| = 2] 2
TR I R (0 O - S - 0 AN - o e 8 -
= = o ] S 2 % = fivd 2 2] 2
S| s |8 = & g 3 = g
=i lvs 3 2 = ) I
sl a | & = g o
: o d <
Building our Regions DSD v Regional | $375m |50-50 mat{$5m R _- [~ ] B B m] B [
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