
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Research Project 
 

“SMART Thinking” Program 
 

- Final Report – 
 

June 2008 
 
 
 

Submitted by:   
Peter Garlick 

Leon Czarnuch 
Shirley Rooney 
Bernard Nicholls 
Robert Holland 

Dean Hope 



 
Table of Contents 
 
Acknowledgements ..................................................................................................... 3 

1.0 Our Team........................................................................................................... 4 

2.0 Executive Summary........................................................................................... 5 

3.0 Introduction........................................................................................................ 7 

4.0 Methodology ...................................................................................................... 9 

5.0 Key Research Outcomes................................................................................. 10 

 5.1  ”Thinker” Programs & Models................................................................... 10 

 5.2  Program Identity (Branding)...................................................................... 14 

 5.3  Why Geelong / Regional Victoria?............................................................ 16 

 5.4  Auspicing Body......................................................................................... 17 

 5.5  Alignment to Strategic Initiatives............................................................... 19 

 5.6  Successful Thinkers.................................................................................. 20 

 5.7  Residency Goals & Outworkings .............................................................. 24 

 5.8  IP & Contractual Considerations............................................................... 26 

6.0 Business Model (“SMART Thinking”)............................................................ 28 

 6.1  Organisational Structure ........................................................................... 28 

 6.2  Role Statements ...................................................................................... 29 

 6.3  Operational Process ................................................................................. 30 

 6.4  Budget Considerations ............................................................................. 31 

7.0 Program Benefits Summary............................................................................. 32 

8.0 Recommendations........................................................................................... 33 

9.0 Interviews & Reference Material...................................................................... 35 

Appendix A – Extract from The G21 Geelong Region Plan ...................................... 37 

Appendix B – Interview Summaries .......................................................................... 43 

Appendix C – Adelaide Thinker in Residence Itinerary............................................. 52 

Appendix D – Thinker Visit Criticised ........................................................................ 55 

Appendix E – Thinker Challenges Perth Residents .................................................. 56 

Appendix F – Budget and Financial References....................................................... 59 

 

Page 2 of 61 



 
Acknowledgements 
 
We would like to sincerely thank the many people and organisations who willingly gave up 

their time and brain power and contributed to our journey of discovery. 

 

Adelaide TiR Program (ATIR) – Brenda and her Adelaide “Thinkers in Residence” Team 

prepared for and hosted an action packed 2-day visit. This significant contribution is clearly 

evident within the following report and without the level of validation, inspiration and co-

operation afforded we could not have hoped to fully appreciate the breadth of achievement 

and engagement such a program can deliver. 

 

G21 – initially Rob McHenry (and of recent times, Andrew Scott) gave freely of their time and 

knowledge in describing their vision for a ”Thinker in Residence” Program. Both provided 

many contacts and insights that have guided us through the research process. 

 

Committee for Geelong – Peter Dorling and his Team for their guidance and frank feedback 

that has enabled us to remain focused on the key aspects of the research project – thank you 

for the opportunity and keeping us on track! 

 

Our employers (Powercor Australia, Alcoa, Bendigo Bank, Deakin University, Kings 
Australia and St.Laurence) – without the opportunity to participate in the Leaders for 

Geelong program, the challenging and rewarding experience of undertaking this body of work, 

creating new networks and gaining greater insights into the Region would not have been 

possible. Thank you. 

 

In addition to those listed above the Project Team also would like to acknowledge Marion 

Fulker (Committee for Perth), Lynda Dorrington (FORM), Trixie Meade (Dept. Premier and 

Cabinet, South Australia), Rachel Cairns (CoGG), Andreas Kahl (AMCOR), Professor Andrew 

Fearne (”Thinker in Residence”, Adelaide), Kerri Erler and Wendy Allen (Dept. of Planning 

and Community Development, Victoria), Mark Byrne (Dept. Human Services, Tasmania) and 

the late Peter Cullen (former ”Thinker in Residence”, Adelaide) for their insights into the 

‘Thinker’ program concept. 

Page 3 of 61 



 

1.0 Our Team 
 

 

 
Peter Garlick 
Resource Manager, Central Region 
Powercor Australia Ltd & Citipower Ltd 
 

 

 

Leon Czarnuch 
Senior Business Banking Manager 
Bendigo Bank 

 

 

Bernard Nicholls 
External Assessments 
Deakin University 
 
(formerly, General Manager 
Kings Australia) 

 

 

 

Shirley Rooney  
University Solicitor 
Deakin University 

 

 

 

 

Robert Holland 
Occupational H&S Manager 
Alcoa Australia 
 

 

Dean Hope 
General Manager, Operations 
St.Laurence Community Services 

 

 

Mark Byrne* 
Director of Children & Family Services 
Department of Human Services, Tasmania 

 

 

*Note: Mark has been acknowledged as an inaugural team member for his 
contribution in setting the project direction.  

Page 4 of 61 



 
2.0 Executive Summary 
 
The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) highlighted a project to implement a “Thinker in 

Residence” program based on the successful South Australian Government initiative. This 

paper explores the concept and provides recommendations with respect to implementing a 

similar program within the Geelong Region. 

 

Extensive research into ‘Thinker’ style programs in Adelaide, Perth and within the Department 

of Primary Industries (Victoria) was undertaken. The research focused broadly on program 

ownership, governance, operations and management to determine whether the Geelong 

Region was in a position to support such an initiative. 

 

It is felt that provided the appropriate level of support from key Regional bodies is forthcoming 

(including both government and private industry), a ‘Thinker’ style program could be 

successfully implemented within the Geelong Region. Further, it is suggested that having 

piloted the program within the Geelong Region, there would be a real opportunity to create a 

sustainable long term program encompassing all Victorian Regional Communities. 

 

To achieve these goals a number of key recommendations have been articulated: 

 

Business Model 
a) A best practice ‘Thinkers’ program be developed based on the Adelaide model, and 

that it have a stand-alone identity. 

b) The attributes of the G21 Region pre-dispose it for immediate suitability to ‘pilot’ such 

a program in this Region - with a view to roll-out across Regional Victoria. 

 

Auspicing Body 
a) The utmost attention be given to the key selection criteria for the development and 

appointment of the auspicing body. Similarly, that strategic alignment of this body’s 

objectives be finely calibrated with its ultimate stakeholder constituency. 

b) Given the auspicing body will be pivotal in the selection of topics and themes, the 

selection of ‘Thinkers’, the enlistment of stakeholders, and the custodians of 

implementation – its significance cannot be understated. 

 

Patron 
a) The program must have the Premier’s imprimatur to enlist genuine State 

Government support - and not in just a passive sense. 

b) The program requires a high profile respected Champion / Patron / Sponsor with 

strong links into government, business and communities, and with a focus on 

delivering innovative and creative outcomes. 
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c) That for a quality ‘Thinker’ to be attracted, they must believe that they will be able to 

actually have an impact – not just leave a report. 

 

(Re) Branding / Communications 
a) A unique identity is necessary to encapsulate the mission of the program. 

Notwithstanding the inspiration of ATiR, the program cannot afford to be seen as a 

‘me-too’ hybrid lacking in the very innovativeness it seeks to promote. This project 

suggests “SMART Thinking” as a starting point. 

b) Whilst ultimately this program may develop stronger links with the Adelaide program, 

we advise consciously finding alternate terminology for key roles, and specifically 

dropping all references to “Thinker in Residence”. 

 

Funding 
a) The need for funding is self-evident. However, the development of sustainable 

funding streams (and the eventual focus of the program) can evolve in a number of 

ways. What needs to be highlighted are the down-sides of under-funding. 

b) The quality of the ‘Thinker’ eventually secured will add or destroy buy-in at all levels - 

and ultimately confidence in the program’s ability to deliver.  

c) While corporate funding will eventually flow, it may not be immediate - and in either 

case, cannot be the primary source. Further, the intangible benefits are likely to 

outweigh the concrete for some time. 

d) It is estimated that a quality program will require funding in the order of $600,000 to 

$1million per annum, depending on the number of residencies undertaken. 

 

Start-up Topics & Preparation 
a) Consider having the auspicing body select the first few ‘Thinkers’, research topics 

and corresponding residencies. 

b) Carefully develop contractual arrangements, as hidden and unwanted pitfalls await 

the unwary - especially surrounding the ‘Thinker’s’ engagement, and who owns the 

intellectual property. Sufficient planning lead times need to be allowed to ensure the 

‘Thinker’ hits the ground running. Given contractual potentialities with the ‘Thinker’ 

and other stakeholders, working with a six month lead time would be advisable.  

 

The Adelaide program has experienced many successful outcomes such as increased 

community input into social debate, increased emphasis on youth voice in determining future 

possibilities, policy change through government, new initiatives, delivery of strategic 

objectives and job creation. If the Geelong Region can competently implement the “SMART 
Thinking” program, there is no reason we too cannot experience similarly transformative 

outcomes. 
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3.0 Introduction 
 
Our Region is faced with many social, economic and environmental challenges. Like many 

other regions, ours has much to offer if we are willing to challenge traditional thinking and 

policy-based ideologies and solutions.  

 

We are a Region tolerant of diversity with a rich and proud history. However, it’s time we 

became more confident and proactive in thinking about our future - and encouraged our 

communities to engage in critical, socially-inclusive sophisticated debate. We can make our 

mark as a creative and innovative Region by collaborating in partnership with G21, 

Committee for Geelong and the Regional Management Forums. The platforms already exist - 

it’s now time for the challenge to begin! 

 

MP for Corio, Richard Marles captures one perspective in the following extract from his 

maiden speech to parliament (18/2/2008): 

“Geelong’s identity must lie in becoming an alternative economic centre in the greater 
Port Phillip Bay metropolis, in the same way that San Jose is, relative to the San 
Francisco Bay area.  

In part, that is about Geelong promoting itself as a lifestyle city. With our north-
fronting bay, our raised peninsula, our wineries, our historic buildings and our 
proximity to the Surf Coast, there is no better place to live around Port Phillip Bay. 
But mainly it is about fully exploiting Geelong’s existing infrastructure. With our own 
airport, seaport, Highway No. 1 and the national rail gauge all located near each other 
in the north of Geelong and Geelong itself located on the corner of Australia, there is 
every reason for Geelong to be not only a regional but a national transport and 
logistics hub. With a world-class university and TAFE college producing a highly skilled 
population and with cutting-edge technology coupled with our existing industrial base, 
there is no reason why Geelong cannot be a global centre of manufacturing 
excellence. But the critical ingredient in all of this is confidence—knowing that 
we in Geelong can do things as well as anybody else in the world.” 

 

The G21 Geelong Region Plan outlines a project to adopt a “Thinker in Residence” program 

similar to that run from the South Australian Premier’s Department – the Adelaide “Thinker in 

Residence” Program (refer Appendix A).  

 

In essence, the “Thinker in Residence” concept revolves around identifying areas of strategic 

importance to the Region, and then engaging a world-class ‘Thinker’ (expert) to undertake a 

working residency. The ‘Thinker’ explores the opportunities (and barriers) within the Region 

from a world’s best-practice perspective – and then makes a series of recommendations to 

address them. For instance, as suggested by the G21 Geelong Region Plan, these topics 

might include; the impact of climate change, disadvantaged communities, economic growth, 

access to education, healthy and livable cities, and so on.  
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The program seeks to engage the ‘Thinker’ with the community, government and business to 

explore the opportunity as a collective group - and provides a neutral “space” that encourages 

creativity and free thinking. The residency includes free public forums, industry forums, 

meetings with key stakeholders, media briefings and culminates with the publication of a 

research report and recommendations. 

 

There are many other possible benefits for the Region associated with the implementation of 

such a program. There are legacy relationships created by establishing links between key 

stakeholders within the Region and world renowned subject experts. Additionally, the 

exposure of the Region on the world stage, accelerated development opportunities offered to 

those participating within the residency, and the emergence of a more informed, engaged and 

free thinking community are just some of the other benefits to be gleaned. 

 

The following research paper has evolved from the following stated project goals: 

 

1. Establish the viability of setting up a “Thinker in Residence” Program in the G21 

Region; and 

2. Determine the “state of readiness” of the G21 Region to embrace a “Thinker in 

Residence” Program. 

 

The project also sought to ensure the following tangible outcomes were delivered as a result 

of the research conducted: 

 

1. Complete a body of primary and secondary research to determine the fit of a “Thinker 

in Residence” Program within the G21 Region; 

2. Determine a suite of possible Business Models to ensure the success of a “Thinker in 

Residence” Program; 

3. Identify themes for consideration for a “Thinkers in Residence” Program; and 

4. Deliver a research report and proposed Business Model for the G21 Region “Thinker 

in Residence” Program. 

 

During the research phase of the project, the team agreed to add a number of additional 

tangible outcomes to the body of work, due their critical nature and eventual findings: 

 

5. Understand and communicate the key elements that make a successful “Thinker” and 

also that attract successful “Thinkers”; and 

6. Develop and provide an overview of the key assessment criteria for seeking, 

developing or appointing an auspicing body for the program. 
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4.0 Methodology 
 
Our project team developed a five step methodology outlined in Figure 3.1 below. 

Research 
Phase 

• Establish Team
• Develop 

understanding of 
concept & brief

• Clarify timelines
• Present initial 

project brief for 
review

• Present project brief 
to CfG Board to 
seek formal 
approval

Develop 
Proposal

Articulate 
Opportunity

Business 
Model

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5

• Develop survey
• Determine survey 

participants and 
arrange interviews

• Seek & interview 
Adelaide & Perth 
“Thinkers” team 
members & 
participants

• Obtain & review 
current industry 
papers & 
documentation

• Research existing 
industry models 

• Finalise market 
research component

• Articulate suite of 
opportunities 
associated with 
Geelong based 
program

• Validate research 
numbers:
- Direct interview
- Published data
- 1st Principles

• Draft Business Plan 
• Consider presenting 

to ‘focus groups’ of 
survey participants

• Undertake final 
briefing and present 
project 
recommendations to 
CfG

• Handover final 
report and 
recommendations to 
G21 (or other 
identified auspice 
body)

Methodology Map – Research Project

Project
Closeout

7

• Refine opportunity
• Complete final 

research & 
validation process

• Documentation final 
Business Model

• Create Project 
Report and 
Recommendations 

• Present Business 
Plan to Committee 
for Geelong

May / Jun 07            Jun / Oct 07 Oct / Dec 07               Jan / April 08           May 08

 
Figure 3.1 – Project Methodology Map 

Essentially, the Project Team followed the project methodology as outlined above. However, 

there were two key departures from the proposal. 

 

Step 2 of the agreed methodology describes a key Regional stakeholder survey process to 

determine concept understanding, state of readiness and buy-in. Having conducted interviews 

with Rob McHenry (former Executive Director, G21) and Peter Dorling (Executive Director, 

Committee for Geelong) it became apparent that this research had already been conducted 

as a part of the development of The G21 Geelong Region Plan. This step was discarded in 

favour of more in-depth research of existing programs. 

 

Secondly, the Project Team conducted a 2-day visit to Adelaide hosted by the ”Thinker in 

Residence” Program which proved critical in validating the project. Having undertaken a 

number of phone conferences, the team accepted an invitation to visit Adelaide and gained 

direct access to program management and staff, partners, catalysts and the current ‘Thinker’, 

Professor Andrew Fearne. 

 

Summaries of the interviews conducted are contained in Appendix B and C.  

Page 9 of 61 



5.0 Key Research Outcomes  
 
The following section of this report provides an overview of the key findings from the project 

team’s research. These key outcomes are discussed under the following broad headings: 

- “Thinker” Programs and Models 

- Program Identity (Branding) 

- Why Geelong / Regional Victoria? 

- Auspicing Body Criteria 

- Alignment to Strategic Initiatives 

- Successful ‘Thinkers’ 

- Residency Goals & Outworkings (Critical Success Factors) 

- IP and Contractual Considerations 

 
5.1 ‘Thinker’ Programs & Models 
Whilst The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) recommends adopting an Adelaide “Thinker in 

Residence” style program it was only one of a number of programs the Project Team sought 

to explore. The following section provides an overview of the key elements and findings of the 

following programs: 

- Visiting Provocateurs Program (Department of Primary Industries)  

- Creative Capital Program (FORM – Perth) 

- “World’s Best Cities Model” (Committee for Perth) 

- Thinkers in Residence Program (South Australian Government) 
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High profile "champion"
Sustainable funding stream -1-3 years
Sustainable funding stream -3-10 years
Governement funding
Private industry funding
High level government support
Public awareness and buy-in
Youth involvement
Clear organisational strategies
Program to manage outcomes
"Big Picture" focus  

RED – Little or no evidence, ORANGE – Some evidence / Strategy in place, GREEN – Program Strength 
 
Figure 5.1.1 – Thinker Program Key Elements Summary 
 
The above observations are to be read in the context of where each organisation currently 

sits within its life cycle and ownership structure, and in particular its stated objectives. 
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The Project Team did attempt to locate international examples of successful “Thinker” type 

programs, but eventually discounted research into the towns of Trentino, Italy (very “artist in 

residence” rather than broad based focus) and Manitoba, Canada (considering options and at 

a similar stage to the G21 initiative) in completing this phase of the project. 

 

Summaries of each of the programs referenced in Figure 5.1.1 are contained in the following 

pages of the report. 

 
5.1.1 Visiting Provocateurs (Department of Primary Industry) 
The Department of Primary Industry (DPI) has formulated a program where external experts 

are brought in to challenge, provoke and stimulate debate.  These experts provide a forum for 

the encouragement of “unsafe ideas” and provocative debate within DPI.  

 

The Visiting Provocateur program aims to stimulate ideas from new perspectives, and nurture 

the capacity for critical analysis and provocative debate to create and stimulate fresh ideas.   

 

Applicants from within DPI are normally expected to find their own ‘Visiting Provocateur’ with 

the aim that debate should be open, transparent and independent - and not directly involved 

in an area of work already being undertaken or examined by the Department. 

 

Funding for a fixed $2000 contribution is provided to offset the cost of any salary or 

appearance fees associated with the visit. A total $10,000 per visit is set as the standard 

maximum upper limit for a visit.   

 

Applicants are asked to complete an application form and attach any information to support 

the application. Applications are called for 2-3 times a year on an ongoing basis, and 

applicants are notified of a decision within four weeks of the closing date.  

 

Prior to the commencement of a visit, it is recommended that a specific brief be compiled for 

the ‘Visiting Provocateur’ outlining a proposed itinerary and background information on the 

department and key initiatives. 

 

5.1.2 Creative Capital Program (FORM – Perth, WA) 
FORM began its professional journey as the peak body for the Western Australian craft and 

design sectors. It is a cultural change agent which works to stimulate Western Australia’s 

competitiveness and creativity through physical, attitudinal and systemic change. FORM is a 

not-for-profit incorporated association and receives 12% of its income from the Federal and 

State Government. The remainder of its income is sourced from the private sector – including 

Wesfarmers and mining giant Rio Tinto , as well as the Chamber of Commerce.  
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FORM seeks to create attitudinal change – which naturally is difficult to measure.  FORM 

encourages involvement and activism in what they call “Creative Capital”.  They have a 3 

tiered approach consisting of “grass roots”, the business and professional sector, and young 

people. 

 

Ms Lynda Dorrington Executive Director, FORM indicated that Perth has traditionally been 

viewed as a “boom and bust town”, reliant on the mining sector.  It has a culture focused on 

the creation of personal wealth, with a growing disparity between rich and poor.  Growth has 

created a drain on the public sector and particularly on infrastructure.  There has been little 

investment in the cultural sector. Until recently, there has been a general recognition (and 

even acceptance), that Perth residents have to travel interstate to obtain cultural experience.  

 

FORM has initiated a campaign about sustainability and brought Al Gore out to Perth.  The 

organisation has been involved in developing the foreshore, and has done an enormous 

amount of work to get the community “on board”. 

  

5.1.3 Committee for Perth (CFP) 
The CFP has been fully operational for 12 months. They have a very informal business model 

and obtain sponsorship from 2 government bodies and one commercial enterprise (Rio Tinto).   

 

The funding is intended to identify local Perth “issues” and sponsor an international speaker 

to travel to Perth to address that issue in public forum/s. CFP see this as the best way to raise 

the profile of issues and gain the involvement of relevant stakeholders, including the 

community, in debate to obtain solutions and outcomes. The committee see this as an 

efficient way to approach and obtain international input into solving a local problem.  

 

The CFP forms a “task-force” with community and government leaders, and others – who 

then link into relevant bodies and seek debate and feedback.  They aim to problem solve an 

issue every 6-9 months.  

 

CFP do not appear to have any systematic process in place to determine topics and 

speakers. The committee do not address planning or infrastructure issues, and it would 

appear that social issues (such as those relating to sustainability and the indigenous) are the 

current focus of the CFP. 

 

CFP don’t ‘brand’ themselves when participating with their partners - as they don’t want to 

compete with other local organisations. Effectively this has meant that CFP have lacked some 

control over these events, and have been unhappy with some aspects of event management. 
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5.1.4 Adelaide Thinker in Residence Program 
The Adelaide “Thinkers in Residence” program is an initiative of the South Australian Premier, 

Mr Mike Rann, and has been in operation since 2003.  In that time, Adelaide has hosted 14 

internationally recognised experts as ‘Thinkers’.  This highly successful and innovative 

program is managed and run by the Adelaide “Thinkers in Residence” program - an office 

within the Department of Premier and Cabinet.   

 

Each ‘Thinker’ has spent between 2 - 6 months in Adelaide at the invitation of the Premier, 

participating in public forums and other events, and working collaboratively with relevant 

industry, government and non-government partners to address issues pertinent to Adelaide.   

 

At the end of their residency, each ‘Thinker’ produces a report.  However, the real benefits of 

the program have been evidenced in legislative and policy change, links and relationships 

formed in the course of the program, and the professional development of participants. 

 

Primarily, funding comes from the Premier’s department (a little over half). The remaining 

‘half’ of ATiR’s operating costs come from program participants.   

 

The Premier developed the idea out of the existing: 

- Adelaide “Festival of Ideas” - a biennial event held in Adelaide to facilitate public 

participation in the exploration of large themes by affording access to forums with 

speakers and intellectuals; and 

- Artist in Residence program – a community initiative started by the City of Port 

Adelaide Enfield.   

 

The program has enjoyed continued growth and increased community enthusiasm and 

acceptance since its inception.  

 

As demonstrated in this body of research, there are a number of models operating within the 

‘Thinker’ space. Each is designed specifically to align with the goals, aims and financial 

capability of the auspicing body or program owner. Each program has many generic aspects 

of organising the ‘Thinker’ process that are similar. In other ways, they can be distinguished 

from one another in terms of strategic vision, promotion, engagement and management of 

outcomes. These issues are discussed in greater detail in the following sections of the report. 
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5.2 Program Identity (Branding) 
Each the program we reviewed contained generic aspects of shared vision, engagement of 

target communities and stakeholders, funding models and nomination and selection 

processes. However, the most distinguishing feature of each program was its individual 

‘identity’ – how the program was branded to capture the essence of its ‘being’. Any ‘Thinker’ 

program emerging from the Geelong Region should be no different. 

 
Throughout our research a number of interviewees articulated an explicit need for us to 

ensure the program defined and evolved its own identity, and that it specifically address: 

 

- Shaking the “me-too” risk – our program must be unique; 

- Attracting the interest of potential auspicing authorities; 

- Attracting the interest of potential stakeholders – engaging the whole community; 

- Attracting the interest of the right calibre ‘Thinkers’ – the “wow” factor; 

- Inviting community buy-in; and 

- Creating the potential for future program expansion i.e. pilot in the G21 Region, then 

possibly expanding across Regional Victorian / Regional Australian communities. 

 
Further to the strategic reasons outlined above, and building on the program identity, some 

clear messages need to be aligned with any branding, including: 

 

- The program will provide an ‘outside-the-box’ approach to policy development  in 

selected ‘Thinker’ themes; 

- Subsequent policy outcomes will begin to unfold in a whole-of-government approach 

where a silo mentality may previously have existed; 

- Action will be a natural and expected outcome that engenders wholesale trust in the 

program; 

- The ‘Thinker’ is not a consultant; they are a change agent – transformative, not 

transmissive. The real work begins when the ‘Thinker’ finishes, the program is simply 

the catalyst that enables this; 

- The business/NGO constituency will benefit from any partnership in a variety of ways 

because there will be genuine holistic outcomes. A bigger pie, rather than a bigger 

slice of the current one; 

- Community engagement is welcomed and embraced; and 

- There is a meaningful avenue for social inclusiveness, and importantly the voice of 

youth, to have input into the policy development arena. 

 
Having developed an appropriate platform for the program in terms of identity and branding, it 

is critical that appropriate communication channels are developed. Our research suggests the 

following aspects are critical to achieving this: 
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- High profile media coverage to promote public events, ‘Thinker’ findings, and 

subsequent policy changes and other tangible outcomes; 

- Soliciting Editorial partnerships to champion some projects post residency; 

- Similarly, that television producers and/or media celebrities could be secured to 

champion ongoing work; 

- Publication quality needs to be of a standard commensurate with the quality of the 

‘Thinker’, and in line with stakeholder and community expectations; and 

- Graphics and artwork will need to be driven by the actual business model selected 

and consistent across all program publications, documentation and public releases. It 

will be critical in the early development of the program for the auspicing body to agree 

on whether the program is primarily Geelong focussed, G21 or ultimately a Victoria 

Regional Communities Program. 

 

For the purpose of this report and to begin the process of debate around a suitable program 

identity the Project Team has adopted the title “SMART Thinking” as an initial suggestion. 

 

 

 

Images of Geelong 
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5.3 Why Geelong / Regional Victoria? 
As with any strategic initiative seeking broad based stakeholder participation and acceptance, 

there is a need for the existence of a number of motivational catalysts. These may include a 

shared vision, environmental or economical pressures, and a desire (or need) to accept 

change. 

 

Adelaide and Geelong are facing similar challenges with the sea-change and tree-change 

phenomena impacting in both cities. Adelaide is changing its approach to tackling the 

consequential issues by seeking expert opinion from outside the local community whilst at the 

same time encouraging local input. Perth is also facing many challenges that require 

transformation in order to cope now and in the future – the mining boom needs to be dealt 

with now, and ultimately the State needs to consider what future it faces when that boom 

comes to its natural end. 

   

Geelong has also seen a shift over recent years as the manufacturing sectors significance in 

the local economy has diminished, and as people seeking a sea-change have moved in. 

There is a strong demand for office accommodation in the city which will create additional 

demand for city residential accommodation, also seen in Adelaide. The TAC development 

and the expansion of Deakin University’s Waterfront campus, along with the residential 

growth and expected increase in downstream jobs, are all examples of inner city 

developments that will place future strain on the Geelong CBD area.    

 

Considering other potential developments in the Region, Geelong will need to reposition itself 

in the same way Adelaide has. These and other projects in Geelong place the Region in an 

ideal position to accept change and try new ways of addressing community based issues.     

 

Initiatives like Adelaide’s “Thinkers in Residence” and “Green City” Programs are examples of 

ways governments can involve the community and businesses in changing the outlook from 

the past to a future based on other drivers that will require different skills and approaches.     

 

If we consider the following employment statistics as forming a part of the reason leaders in 

cities such as Adelaide and Perth have initiated ‘Thinker’ style programs, it is evident that the 

Geelong Region and other key Regional Victorian locations are facing very similar issues: 

 

Adelaide Perth Geelong Ballarat Bendigo
Greater 

Shepparton Gippsland
Unemployment 5.2% 3.4% 5.3% 7.6% 5.5% 3.4% 5.6%
Major Industry Sectors

Retail 15.0% 15.0% 17.0% 16.0% 16.0% 16.0% 17.0%
Health 14.0% 11.0% 12.0% 14.0% 13.0% 12.0% 12.0%
Manufacturing 14.0% 11.0% 14.0% 14.0% 12.0% 15.0% 10.0%
Construction 7.0% 9.0% 9.0% 8.0% 8.0% 7.0% 11.0%
Education 8.0% 8.0% 9.0% 9.0% 8.0% 7.0% 6.0%  

Chart Source: 2006 Census data, based on place of usual residence. Data are compiled from the 2006 Statistical 
Local Area (SLA) to the 2006 ESA.  
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Our research expanded to reviewing other major Regional Victorian centres, and their profiles 

are very similar in terms of unemployment and an economic reliance on industry sectors that 

are under pressure (e.g. manufacturing) - further evidence that transformational thinking is 

required for the long-term sustainability of these Regions. These facts lead us to the 

conclusion that, following a pilot program run out of the Geelong Region, there is a strong 

case to evolve the program to encompass the remaining regional Victorian communities. 

 

As a case in point, Adelaide’s program has high level government support has which is driven 

by a shared vision linked to the South Australian Strategic Plan. Within the Geelong Region, 

the corresponding platform has been established via G21. The Geelong Region is readily 

equipped to pilot a ‘Thinkers’ program on behalf of Regional Victoria. The documented shared 

vision for this Region reads, “Australia’s most desirable destination for living, visiting, working 

and investing; it is renowned for its vibrant, cohesive community, exceptional physical 

environment and vigorous economy” (The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007)). This could 

readily evolve into a vision which aligns and encompasses Regional Victoria as a whole.  

 

In short, this part of the research illustrates that the Geelong Region already has the platforms 

and support in place to pilot “SMART Thinking” - with the underlying opportunity to be 

expanded for the betterment of all regional Victorians. 

 
5.4 Auspicing Body Criteria  
The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) refers to possible auspicing bodies for such a program 

being G21 themselves, or the Department of Planning and Community Development (formerly 

the Department of Victorian Communities). The Project Team however felt it was more 

important to explore the key criteria for an auspicing body rather than debate the merits of 

individual organisations. In fact, it is our belief that sustainability for the program may be 

better served via a partnership of organisations rather than a singular body taking ownership. 

 

Given the critical success factors of such a program (e.g. funding, community engagement, 

youth voice, government buy-in, resourcing, attracting world-renowned ‘Thinkers’ etc.), the 

following key criteria are proposed for determining the appropriate auspicing body: 

 

• Ability to attract a high profile, respected “Champion”, “Sponsor” or “Patron” 

- Provide program credibility - with government, business and community linkages. 

- Having the profile to garner the interest of potential ‘Thinkers’. 

- Having sufficient influence to ensure implementation of agreed recommendations. 

 

• Strong links to government at all levels 

- Having access to funding and resources - including the ability to operate across 

departmental responsibilities, and in creating meaningful partnerships. 
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- Having access to the Education sector for key Program research assistance. 

- Having the ability to implement or broker policy and legislative change. 

 

• Strong links to private industry sector 

- Understanding the necessary time and funding commitments required - including “in 

kind” support. 

- Having the ability to implement  and influence strategic change in the relevant 

industry. 

- Having the ability to build relationships with other stakeholders including Government, 

Educators and Community organisations. 

 

• Representative of the target communities 

- Having the capacity to encourage the free public lectures  and forums - to detail 

Program objectives aimed at gaining community attendance and support . 

- The influence to invite Media coverage to encourage public debate on the topic, and 

ensure the community is kept informed. 

- Ensuring Program topic alignment is in keeping with community issues - to encourage 

participation in program outcomes. 

    

• Aligned to strategic goals of the program (not allowing individual agendas to prevail) 

- Programs need to be aligned to the relevant Regional Strategic Plan to ensure critical 

community issues are dealt with. 

- Having a collaborative approach that strengthens strategic and economic benefits for 

all stakeholder groups. 

- Assisting the Program to provide group interaction where all participants learn from 

one another. 

 

• Preparedness to actively participate in residencies 

- Partnership contribution including cash, staff and physical resources (office space, 

meeting rooms, conference space etc.). 

- Ensuring that responsibility, authority and risk taking is shared. 

- Ensuring lines of communication are improved as new relationships are formed . 

 

• Access to sustainable funding streams 

- “SMART Thinking” needs credibility to attract funding from Partners and Sponsors. 

- Partners are involved in the decision making process - their contributions are used to 

cover program expenses supporting the visit. 

- Sponsors contribute funding to the program as a whole, to a specific residency or to a 

specific element of the program but are not involved in decision making process. 
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5.5 Alignment to Strategic Initiatives 
The key outcome evident across all the programs and research material investigated is the 

need to clearly articulate the critical issues facing the target community within which the 

program operates, and aligning the ‘Thinker’ program to clear strategic objectives. This 

ensures that the program focuses its energies on dealing with issues that have strategic value 

to potential partners and sponsors. This is a key element to the nomination and ‘Thinker’ 

selection process and also provides a platform for credibility and wide ranging support across 

many sectors.  

 

As an example the Adelaide “Thinkers in Residence” Program is very clear that residencies 

are engaged to support South Australia’s Strategic Plan (www.saplan.org.au). 

 

Whilst the basis for the research project was that of a “Thinkers” program aligned to the out 

workings of The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007), a number of other possible future 

scenarios for such a program were discussed. Further exploration of a number of these 

possible models and their strategic objectives is contained in the Figure 5.5.1. The Project 

Team recognises this as a critical role for the auspicing body to determine, agree and 

communicate. 

 
 Program Options & Description Suggested Strategic Objectives / 

Priority Themes 
G21 – program operates within the G21 
Region and residencies support the 
outworking of “The G21 Geelong Region 
Plan (2007)” (this is considered the most 
viable pilot model). 
 

- Protect and Enhance Our Environment 
- Create Sustainable Settlements 
- Strengthen Our Communities 
- Refocus Our Economy 
- Make It Happen (think and act) 

Victorian Regional Communities – 
program operates across all Victorian 
Regional Communities and serves to outwork 
initiatives linked to key social, economic and 
environmental issues. 
 

- Climate Change 
- Healthy and Liveable Cities 
- Disadvantaged Communities 

Victoria’s Second City – a more specific 
program aimed at the development of the 
Geelong Region as a desirable place to live, 
developing strategic infrastructure and our 
economic base – preparing to be a part of a 
Greater Port Phillip Bay Metropolis (linked to 
Melbourne). 
 
 

- Sustainable Economic Growth 
- Improving Infrastructure 
- Access to education 
- Strengthen Our Communities 
 
*Note: the Project Team feels that this 
concept could provide the catalyst for the 
initial residencies as a minimum.  

Adelaide TiR Affiliate / Sponsor – develop 
closer links with the Adelaide Program and 
partner or sponsor specific residencies where 
there is alignment with agreed objectives or 
priority themes. 
 

- Would be determined by eventual 
auspicing  and  funding body however 
the G21 objectives stated above could 
form the basis 

Figure 5.5.1 – Program and Strategic Objective Alignment Summary 
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Having reviewed a number of models it is the recommendation of the Project Team that the 

implementation of “SMART Thinking” as outlined by G21 provides the strongest pilot 

platform. Once the credibility and processes of the Program were established, the Project 

Team believes it would be valuable to expand the program to embrace a Victorian Regional 

Communities focus with the view to securing long-term Government support and expanded 

funding streams. 

 

Whilst not discounting the merits of the program objectives described for the Visiting 

Provocateurs Program, Committee for Perth and FORM, it is felt that these programs are 

more specifically designed for the individual organisations, partners and communities they 

represent - rather than a more holistic community engagement model. 

 

Becoming an affiliate or partner of the Adelaide program was another model considered. 

However, developing a Geelong or Victorian identity for the program is seen as an imperative 

for a local program to succeed.  

 

The need to move away from the “me-too” model is highlighted by a recent visit by a past 

Adelaide ‘Thinker’ to Tasmania. The visit drew wide ranging criticism due to the perceived 

lack of cost/benefit, and overall community engagement (refer Appendix D). Whilst there may 

be opportunities to engage with resident ‘Thinkers’ from other programs, the Project Team felt 

it needed to be conducted and communicated in the context of adding value. 

 
5.6 Successful Thinkers 
A successful ‘Thinker’ is more than an expert in their field or an independent consultant 

engaged to dispassionately research, review and make recommendations in a written report 

(with no further obligations with respect to the outcomes). 

 

A successful ‘Thinker’ must be able to: 

- think creatively and strategically, to see new possibilities and innovations; 

- commit themselves to making a difference; 

- understand and conceptualise the relevant objectives and challenges ; 

- work collaboratively and communicate effectively across the social and economic 

sphere; and 

- deliver a range of outcomes that will assist the Region to build on its strengths and 

move forward in a way that engenders strong community participation and support.  

 

‘Thinkers’ consider a problem as a whole. They build models and create options, often 

uniquely forged out of an innovative third way, rather than necessarily choosing between two 

opposing ideas. They creatively resolve tensions without making costly trade-offs, turning 

challenges into opportunities.   
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World class ‘Thinkers’ excel at integrative thinking, and consider and facilitate multi-directional 

relationships. They think strategically, using the available resources to develop new 

possibilities, and have the courage of their conviction that the world can be a better place. 

 

Having described a successful ‘Thinker’, the Project Team turned its focus to how and 

whether it would be possible to attract these people to the Region. The following provides 

some key points around which our Region might entice potential ‘Thinkers’: 

 

- Educate the ‘Thinker’ about Geelong, Victoria’s second city located on a stunning 

north facing bay offering enviable lifestyle opportunities, with world class facilities, a 

strong economy and a thriving commercial environment and a rich and diverse history 

and culture; 

- Offer the ‘Thinker’ a unique challenge. Demonstrate that it’s supported by the 

government, local industry, universities and business - and that the ‘Thinker’ will be 

focused on engaging the community, and ensuring the youth voice is heard; 

- Ensure they are aware of opportunities to showcase their lasting legacies to the world 

via positive media, major events (world cycling championships, Bell’s Surf Carnival) 

and some of the world’s largest businesses such as Ford, Alcoa and Shell;  

- Show the ‘Thinker’ that his or her contribution will be valued and that the Region is 

prepared to embrace change and is confident about its ability to support and 

implement new ideas (e.g. Waterfront developments, TAC, Jetstar, Satyam, Biocon, 

Deakin Medical School, Chemgenex); 

- Offer the ‘Thinker’ access to the best and brightest in the Region; and   

- Demonstrate a desire to forge ‘friends for life’ relationships i.e. it is our expectation 

that once a ‘Thinker’ has experienced our Region that they will want to continually 

participate in our journey (Adelaide’s experience has seen 8 of the initial 12 ‘Thinkers’ 

regularly involved in visits, dialogue or other positive exchanges with South Australia 

long after their contracts have finished). 

 

The next question to consider (once we understand the type of person/s we are looking for, 

and how we’re going to attract them to our Region), is to understand where to find the quality 

of people we are seeking. Following are some of the ideas that emerged from our research: 

 

- Academia – both Nationally and abroad; 

- Conferences (e.g. Worlds Best Cities Forum) and Government Forums 

- Organisations such as the “Global Institute for Tomorrow”, “GlobalEDGE” etc. 

- Peak Industry Bodies 

- Local experts and connected individuals (e.g. Bernard Salt, Tom Bentley, Molly 

Harriss-Olsen, Dr. Greg Collier etc.) 
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Once a ‘Thinker’ commences their residency they will be in demand from all quarters 

including the media, politicians, partners, sponsors, universities and so on. Whilst this interest 

is a positive endorsement of the program – and makes for great PR campaigns - it does 

require a significant level of planning and co-ordination to ensure the ‘Thinker’ can meet the 

agreed program outcomes, the expectations of the stakeholders but importantly has an 

appropriate amount of time to “think” - and to ensure they don’t end up exhausted. 

 

Following is an example of a recent “day in the life of a Thinker” from the Adelaide “Thinker in 

Residence” Program that demonstrates one of the key program challenges: 
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Figure 5.6.1: A Day in the Life of a Thinker 

 

Selecting and attracting the right ‘Thinker’ (and creating an appropriate, professional 

environment for them to be able to embrace the residency), will ensure the best outcomes for 

the program. The right ‘Thinker’ will generate sophisticated and sometimes polarised debate 

but will encourage entry into the dialogue (refer Appendix E – comment on a Charles Landry 

residency sponsored by FORM in Perth). 
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5.7 Residency Goals & Outworkings (Critical Success Factors) 
Our research indicates that to successfully implement “SMART Thinking” (as distinct from a 

consultancy) a highly integrated, systematic approach will be required, encompassing a 

number of key criteria; not least of which will include: 

 

(a) a sustainable funding model; 

(b) a credible auspicing body; and 

(c) the selection of a successful ‘Thinker’. 

 

In addition to these criteria, there are many others important factors to consider - and each 

and every ‘Thinker’ program can be expected to generate its own unique program 

requirements.  However, no matter what the topic (broad or specific, highly abstract or 

tangible) and no matter who the ‘Thinker’, a successful program must have in place 

mechanisms for: 

 

1. setting goals;  

2. managing the residency;  

3. measuring the outcomes; 

4. implementing the outcomes. 

 

A deliberate and carefully implemented strategy is required to address each of these factors. 

 

5.7.1 Setting Goals  
The process of establishing the goals of the residency is a critical feature of the program and 

involves the input and collaboration of both the stakeholders and the ‘Thinker’, as well as 

consideration of the public face of the program and ensuring some consistency in approach 

and method across residencies. 

 

The goals of the residency must be clearly articulated before the arrival of the ‘Thinker’, so 

that all parties understand what the goals are and how they are to be achieved, and to a large 

extent the goals must be shared. 

 

These expectations must be reflected in the formal program documentation, which may 

include contracts between the parties, as well as the program structure, events and 

marketing.   

 

When establishing the goals of the program, there must be particular focus on the required 

outputs and outcomes.  At a minimum, it would be expected that each ‘Thinker’ generate a 

report containing their key recommendations. 
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5.7.1 Managing the Residency  
Creating the environment for the ‘Thinker’ and the stakeholders to reach mutually benficial 

outcomes requires both the stakeholders and the ‘Thinker’ to be clear about what is required 

of the ‘Thinker’, the stakeholders and others during the residency.   

 

This requires consideration of: 

- the administrative structure and support of the program, staffing, and resources; 

- ensuring that the ‘Thinker’ is appropriately accommodated for the duration of the 

residency – including housing, office and equipment and other resources, staffing, 

background briefings, diary management; 

- ensuring the ‘Thinker’ has sufficient ‘free’ time in which to think, and to fulfil the goals 

of the residency; and 

- event management, public relations and marketing. 

 

5.7.2 Measuring the Outcomes 
It is inevitable that the continued support of the program both from stakeholders and the 

public will at least to some extent depend on being able to demonstrate that the program 

delivers worthwhile outcomes.  Although many benefits will be intangible, to the largest extent 

possible, the benefits should be documented in the program report and communicated to the 

‘Thinker’, the stakeholders, the participants and the public generally. 

 

The measures of success may be considered from either a short or long term perspective, 

and both are valid.  These may include: 

 

• Short-term measures 

- continued support of stakeholders 

- the profile of the program 

- public support and attendance at events 

 

• Long-term 

- continued funding and viability of the program over the medium to longer term 

- the level of public interest and debate generated by the programs 

- media impact – both quantitative and qualitative 

- the range of people engaged in the program and participating in associated events 

- policy change and the implementation of initiatives 

- profile of the Region 
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5.7.3 Implementing the Outcomes 
To a large extent, implementation of the outcomes will depend on the topic, the ‘Thinker’, the 

recommendations made and the stakeholders involved.  Ideally, the recommendations will be 

directed at areas where the stakeholders have the capacity to effect change. 

 

A key implementation strategy adopted by the ATiR “Getting to the Future First”1 Residency 

has been to identify and nominate a high profile ‘Champion’ for each and every 

recommendation.  The ‘Champion’ makes a personal commitment to the implementation of 

the recommendation. In addition, a ‘lead agency’ that will be responsible for implementation is 

identified, along with the specific strategies that will be effected in the implementation of the 

recommendation.  These well crafted, sophisticated strategies are considered to be major 

planks of this highly effective and successful residency program. 

 

In summary, to be successful “SMART Thinking” requires a thorough and methodical 

approach to its implementation.  This should encompass: 

- collaboration between the auspicing body, the ‘Thinker’ and the stakeholders, 

resulting in clearly articulated objectives and goals; 

- creating the space in which constructive collaboration and the ‘thinking’ can take 

place; 

- empirical measurement of the program’s successes; and 

- strategies to achieve the outcomes recommended by the ‘Thinker’. 

 

5.8 IP and Contractual Considerations 
Prudence dictates the range of legal and other issues inherent in the program structure 

adopted, and the process of its implementation, must be carefully considered at the inception 

of the program.  Legal advice and possibly other professional advice may be required in order 

to adequately identify and address these risks. 

 

Issues of risk and potential liability may include: 

 

(a) the nature and extent of the contractual relationships that are created 

A series of contractual relationships will be created in order to establish each 

program. The primary contract will be between the auspicing body and the ‘Thinker’.  

Secondary contracts may be required between the auspicing body and the 

stakeholders, and the stakeholders and the ‘Thinker’. Other contracts to define 

specific roles in the program may also be required. These contracts will establish the 

basis for the program funding, the terms by which the ‘Thinker’ is engaged, and the 

role and obligations of any other parties, including any secondees to the program. 

                                                 
1 “Getting to the Future First”, Susan Greenfield, Thinker in Residence (ATiR) June-August 2004, June-August 2005 
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(b) issues of insurance and risk management 

Following the creation of the contractual relationships, the parties should be clear 

about what kinds of relationships have been created, for example where an 

employment relationship has been created as distinct from a relationship with an 

independent contractor.   

 

The obligations of insurance and risk management will emanate out of the 

characterisation of the relationships that have been created, and the roles and duties 

of the parties. 

 

(c) issues of intellectual property 

 A range of issues may require consideration, such as: 

- what is the role of each party and their contribution (financial or otherwise); 

- can you identify what is being created and who is creating it; 

- who will own the intellectual property rights in respect of what is created; 

- who will have use rights in respect of what is created; 

- how will the parties approach and deal with issues of use, ownership and 

possible commercialisation in respect of something that has not yet been 

brought into existence; 

- who is the author of the report and who is the publisher; do these parties hold 

the requisite insurances. 

 

(d) conflicts of interest and how to deal with them 

Possible conflicts of interest may arise between stakeholders participating in a 

program, or possibly between staff who are seconded from a stakeholder 

organisation to work with the ‘Thinker’ on a program. 

 
 

 
Geelong Region – Our Biggest Assets Now & In the Future?
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6.0 Business Model (“SMART Thinking”) 
  
Four alternate models were considered in this research project, as described in 5.1.  Each 

has its strengths and weaknesses.  However, all four models were consistent to the extent 

that they each sought to articulate the specific objectives of the program and each contained 

a nominations process, and a sponsoring process.   

 

This research identified that the most robust, flexible and sophisticated model was the 

Adelaide “Thinkers in Residence” program, and supported the proposition that the Adelaide 

model is capable of being adapted and implemented in the Geelong Region. 

 

The following section describes the possible structure, key roles, operational process and 

financial considerations consistent with the discussion above. 

 

6.1 Organisational Structure 
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6.2 Role Statements 

Key Role Expectations 
Auspice Body: 

- invites the ‘Thinker’ and hosts the 
program 

- assumes ultimate responsible for the 
costs and administration of the program  

- major role in endorsing and delivering 
the outcomes 

 

“SMART Thinking” Director: 
- manages the nominations process 
- establishes the relationships between the 

‘Thinker’, the auspice body, the partner and 
others through formal agreements 

- manages the program 
- publishes the Thinker’s report  
- analyses the program outcomes 

Thinker: 
- internationally renowned expert 
- works collaboratively with partners and 

others to achieve the defined program 
objectives 

- promote the program and the Region 
- mentoring 
- leadership 

Program Patron: 
- provides program credibility to the 

government, business and wider community 
- has sufficient stature to garner the interest 

of potential thinkers 
- has sufficient influence to ensure 

implementation of recommendations  

Partners: 
- financial contributors to the cost of the 

program and participants 
- may have collective and individual 

access to the ‘Thinker’ 
- set objectives collaboratively with the 

‘Thinker’ and other partners 
- implement outcomes 

Project Officer: 
- administers the program 
- research, planning and analysis for the 

‘Thinker’ 
- liaison between the ‘Thinker’ and the 

partners 

Catalysts: 
- provide professional and administrative 

support to the ‘Thinker’ 
- act as a link between the ‘Thinker’ and 

program initiatives 
- assist with interpretation and 

implementation of outcomes 
- professional development  

Communications Officer: 
- media liaison 
- marketing 
- publications and promotional materials 
-     event management and liaison with partners

Sponsors: 
- financial contributors to the cost of 

specific program events 
- identify and communicate with other 

stakeholders 

Residency Logistics Officer: 
- manages the Thinker’s diary and schedule 
- liaison with the partners and other 

stakeholders 
 

Other Roles (Creating Legacies): 
- depending on the ‘Thinker’ and the 

structure of the program further roles 
can be created - eg 

o mentoring programs 
o youth programs  
o indigenous programs   

Office Administration: 
- support the ‘Thinker’  
- implementation of the program 
- liaison with the auspice body 

 

 Departmental Secondments: 
- bring local knowledge and expertise to the 

program 
- can be instrumental in delivering outcomes 
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6.3 Operational Process 

Key Process Step Objective Timing

Thinker Nomination
> Run nomination process open to all stakeholders within the target community
> Nominations must align with the Strategic Objectives & priorities of the program
> Successful nominees are expected to contribute to resourcing the program

1 - 3 
months

Assessment of Nominations & 
Approval of Thinker

> Successful nominations present proposal in detail to Auspicing Body
> Auspicing Body reviews final submissions and ensure program alignment
> Auspicing Body agrees successful nomination

Seek & Confirm Program Partners
> Partners include Government, Business, Industry or Community
> Partners establish objectives to be used as the framework for designing, implementing, 
monitoring & evaluating the residency and Catalyst assignment

Contract Thinker

> Invite and confirm Thinkers availability and provide overview of expectations
> Written agreements executed with Program and partners covering program objectives, 
deliverables, activities and legal requirements (insurances etc.)
> Invitation undertaken by Program Patron (high profile, exceptional individual)

Program Start-up Phase 4 - 6 
months

Agree Thinker Program Objectives

> Thinker Program and Residency Partners collaborate to agree on specific residency objectives 
and outcomes
> Ensure alignment with the Strategic Objectives for the Thinker Program as defined by the 
Auspicing Body
> Objectives documented and agreed by Program Partners and forwarded to Thinker

Develop Program Outline
> 2 key program aspects defined at this stage - Program & Partner specific activities
> Activities to be defined include: residency logistics (accommodation etc), public lectures, PR 
campaign, community engagements, partner activities, thinking time

Seek Program Sponsors

> Seek contributions in funding or in-kind to support the program as a whole, specific residencies 
or specific elements of a residency
> Sponsors from all quarters including corporate, community, education, professional business 
and government sectors
> Sponsors are not directly involved (like a "Partner") in the residency but benefits may include 
sponsor acknowledgement on website and promotional material and "non-public" function and 
speaking engagement invites

Approve Budget & Funding
> Inclusive of Thinker remuneration, program costs and management / organisational costs and 
outlines funding sources, in-kind contributions and pledges
> Budgets for organisations and program are the responsibility of the Program Co-ordinator

Program Launch

> Co-ordinated media campaign, involves Program Patron and key program objectives
> Thinker credentials are promoted widely and public engagement commenced
> Launch includes media management, promotional material, branding, event co-ordination and 
website communication 

Undertake Residency

> Residency undertaken as per agreed program objectives
> Collaborative partnerships formed between Thinker and Project Partners
> Includes research, meetings, briefings, public lectures, mentoring, media engagements and 
most importantly scheduled "Thinking" time
> Regular meetings with Program Partners critical to ensure focus on program objectives is 
maintained
> Most residencies involve short periods when the Thinker is actually in residence with the 
Catalysts ensuring momentum is maintained for the program duration

2-6 
months

Complete Residency Report
> Undertaken by the Thinker with support from the Catalysts
> Contains recommendations that will challenge accepted practices (creativity)
> Seeks to articulate the key learning's and change opportunities

1 month

Residency Contract Complete 10 -19 
months

Agree on Recommendations for 
Implementation

> Assessment of recommendations against strategic objectives
> Rejected recommendations discussed with Thinker and Partners
> Accepted recommendations are drafted and confirmed with Project Partners

Seek Champions for Each Initiative

> "Champions" for each accepted recommendation are sought from relevant organisations and 
government agencies
> "Champion" provides high level support to ensure initiatives are implemented
> "Champion" responsible for progress reporting on each initiative

Implement Initiatives

> Initiatives can include policy change platforms, business improvements, creation of new 
economic opportunities, community programs, improved relationships between stakeholders and 
partners
> Lifelong legacies created by international recognition and connections, accelerated 
development opportunities for partner participants and more engaged, creative community

Monitoring Implementation of 
Outcomes

> Outcomes are tracked by “Champions” specifically selected and responsible for implementation 
and available to the general public
> Tangible outcomes can include new business, jobs and creative projects
> Intangibles include "fresh thinking", increased public debate and ongoing education

2 - 6 
months

Per Plan

3 months

3 - 6 
months
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6.4 Budget Considerations 
The financial viability and ultimate success of “SMART Thinking” is dependent upon its ability 

to attract funding from both partners and sponsors. Appendix F contains financial references. 

 

Funding from partners assists in meeting program expenses, including but not limited to the 

direct costs of the ‘Thinker’ (including salary, expenses, travel and accommodation), staffing 

and administration costs, event production and publication costs. Funding from Sponsors is 

contributed to the program as a whole, to a specific residency or to a specific element of the 

program. Typically, sponsors obtain event branding. 

 

The Adelaide “Thinker in Residence” program estimates the current average residency cost at 

$235,000 pa per ‘Thinker’. Typically, two residencies are undertaken each year at a total cost 

of $470,000 pa (refer Appendix F). The ATIR has estimated program costs for the 2007/2008 

financial year at $615,000. Total annual cost to run the ATIR program is estimated at $1.085 

million. 

 

The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) allows $360,000 in Year 1 for Project Establishment 

(Start-up). Project establishment includes undertaking project research, formalising 

appropriate management structures, establishing a nomination process along with 

establishing media and marketing support for the program.  

 

In subsequent years the G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) provides for residency costs of 

$200,000 pa per ‘Thinker’ ($400,000 pa in total). Program costs are $410,000 pa (refer 

attached Appendix F). The total cost to run the G21 program is therefore estimated at 

$610,000 pa.  

 

The G21 Geelong Region Plan (2007) assumes a “scaled down” version of the financial 

model adopted by the ATIR program. Depending upon the residency objectives and the 

amount contributed to the program by partners and sponsors, the range of activities 

undertaken during each residency can be adjusted in line with total program funding.  

 

The estimated program budget for both the ATIR and G21 models do not factor in “in-kind” or 

donated support offered by program partners. Project Catalysts, for example, are typically 

provided “on loan” from partner organisations at no cost to the total program. Other cost 

savings provided by the partners may include the free use of office space and equipment. 

 

To enable our business model to be successfully implemented with meaningful outcomes 

achieved, total program contributions of $600,000 pa to $1million pa need to be assured. 
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7.0 Program Benefit Summary 
 
The benefits of implementing “SMART Thinking” are considered to be many and varied, both 

tangible and intangible.  Some are immediate but many are reaped over the longer term.   

 

Through our research we have identified some of the possible benefits as follows: 

 

“SMART Thinking” will bring a world class expert to the Region to specifically address a local 

topic or issue as an agent for change transforming our identity through creativity and 

innovation. Enduring relationships will be formed with the ‘Thinker’ ensuring that our Region is 

placed on the world stage. 

 

“SMART Thinking” will draw together local stakeholders who collaborate with the ‘Thinker’ to 

collectively determine an agreed strategic outcome. 

 

The direct outcomes may be the creation of new possibilities through legislative and policy 

changes, or the establishment of new bodies or institutions thereby increasing jobs within the 

Region.  The indirect outcomes can be attitudinal change and empowerment though 

education and increased awareness, and the forging of new relationships.  

 

“SMART Thinking” creates a neutral space in which key players and stakeholders in the 

Region can explore new possibilities while simultaneously: 

 

- drawing on existing local knowledge and expertise, breaking down the ‘silo 

mentalities’ that develop over time; and  

- engendering ownership of the outcomes in the participants and stakeholders, 

ensuring that the key recommendations will be actioned and followed through. 

 

“SMART Thinking” will create opportunities for broad community engagement in local issues 

outside of the existing formal government and legal structures producing a more confident 

and proactive Region. 

 

“SMART Thinking” will create the opportunity for specific individuals and groups to 

participate in the process, experience leadership styles and benefit from the exposure to a 

world class ‘Thinker’, group decision making and increased understanding of the Region’s 

complexities. 

 

“SMART Thinking” will give a voice to youth, indigenous and other diverse groups to engage 

in the process and who will provide an alternative view point for the future of our Region. 
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8.0 Recommendations 
 
After due consideration of all its investigations, this Project Team has resolved the following 

as the priorities to advance the “SMART Thinking” program.  

 
Business Model 

a) A best practice ‘Thinkers’ program is developed based on the Adelaide model, and 

that it has a stand-alone identity. 

b) Given the attributes of the G21 Region which pre-dispose it for immediate suitability, 

that a ‘pilot’ is undertaken in the G21 Region with a view to roll-out across Regional 

Victoria. 

 

Auspicing Body 
a) The utmost attention be given to the key selection criteria for the development and 

appointment of the auspicing body. Similarly, that strategic alignment of this body’s 

objectives be finely calibrated with its ultimate stakeholder constituency. 

b) This body will be pivotal in the selection of topics and themes, the selection of 

‘Thinkers’, the enlistment of stakeholders, the custodians of implementation - its 

significance cannot be understated. 

 

Patron 
a) The program must have the Premier’s imprimatur to enlist genuine State 

Government support - and not in just a passive sense. 

b) The program requires a high profile respected Champion / Patron / Sponsor with 

strong links into government, business and communities, and with a focus on 

delivering innovative and creative outcomes. 

c) For a quality ‘Thinker’ to be attracted, they must believe they will be able to actually 

have an impact – not just leave a report. 

 

(Re) Branding / Communications 
a) That a unique identity is necessary to encapsulate the mission of the program. 

Notwithstanding the inspiration of ATiR, the program cannot afford to be seen as a 

‘me-too’ hybrid lacking in the very innovativeness it seeks to promote. This project 

suggests “SMART Thinking” as a starting point. 

b) Whilst ultimately the program may develop stronger links with the Adelaide program, 

we advise consciously finding alternate terminology for key roles, and specifically 

dropping all references to “Thinker in Residence”. 
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Funding 
a) The need for funding is self-evident. However, the development of sustainable 

funding streams, and eventual focus of the program can evolve in a number of ways. 

What should be highlighted are the down-sides of under-funding. 

b) The quality of ‘Thinker’ eventually secured will add or destroy buy-in at all levels - 

and ultimately confidence in the program’s ability to deliver.  

c) Further, while corporate funding will flow, it may not be immediate - and in either 

case, cannot be the primary source. Also, it must be understood that the intangible 

benefits will likely outweigh the concrete for some time. 

d) It is estimated that a quality program will require funding in the order of $600,000 to 

$1million per annum depending on the number of residencies undertaken.  

 

Start-up Topics & Preparation 
a) Consider having auspicing body select the first few ‘Thinkers’, research topics and 

corresponding residencies. 

b) Carefully develop contractual arrangements as hidden and unwanted pitfalls await 

the unwary - especially surrounding the ‘Thinker’s’ engagement, and who owns the 

intellectual property. Sufficient planning lead times need to be allowed to ensure the 

‘Thinker’ hits the ground running. Given contractual potentialities with the ‘Thinker’ 

and other stakeholders, working with a six month lead time in mind would be 

advisable.  
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9.0 Interviews Conducted & Reference Material 
 
Interviews 
 
Wendy Allen, Department Planning and Community Development, Victoria. 7 April 2008. 
 
Emeritus Professor Peter Cullen, 29 February 2008. 
 
Ali Diamond, Lecturer in Early Childhood Development, School of Education, University of 
Adelaide, 18 March 2008. 
 
Peter Dorling, Executive Director, Committee of Geelong, Victoria, 16 May 2007. 
 
Lynda Dorrington, Executive Director, FORM, Western Australia 6 September 2007. 
 
Kerri Erler – Department Planning and Community Development, Victoria. 7 April 2008. 
 
Professor Andrew Fearne, Kent Business School, University of Kent 17 March 2007. 
 
Gail Fairlamb, Office for Youth, Department of Further Education, Employment Science and 
Technology, 18 March 2008. 
 
David Finch Residency Administration Officer, Adelaide Thinker in Residence, Department of 
Premier and Cabinet, 18 March 2008. 
 
Marion Fulker Chief Executive Officer, Committee for Perth 27, Western Australia, August 
2007. 
 
Anne Harvey, Director Sustainability and Climate Change Office, Sustainability and Workforce 
Management, South Australia 17 March 2008. 
 
Joanna Hughes, Communications Officer, Adelaide Thinker in Residence, Department of 
Premier and Cabinet, South Australia, 18 March 2008. 
 
Kathryn Jordan, Manager Office Early Childhood and Statewide Services, Department of 
Education and Children’s Services, 18 March 2008. 
 
Andreas Kahl, Marketing Manager AMCOR, 18 March 2008. 
 
Tim Kelly, Climate Change Advisor, South Australian Water, 18 March 2008. 
 
Jody King, Senior Project Officer, Office of Small Business, Department of Trade and 
Economic Development, 18 March 2008. 
 
Brenda Kuhr, Director Adelaide Thinkers in Residence, Department of Premier and Cabinet, 
South Australia, 8 November 2007 and 17 & 18 March 2008. 
 
Denise Maddigan, Project Officer, Adelaide Thinker in Residence, Department of Premier and 
Cabinet, South Australia 17 March 2008. 
 
Tim Mares, Department of Primary Industries, South Australia 17 March 2008. 
 
Rob McHenry, Chief Executive Officer, G21, 13 April 2007 
 
Beatrix Meade, Director Capital Cities Committee – Department of Premier and Cabinet, 
South Australia, 19 October 2007. 
 
Emily Oliver, Adelaide Thinker in Residence, Department of Premier and Cabinet, South 
Australia, 17 March 2008. 
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Deborah Pontifex, Education Officer, Department for Education and Children’s Services 
South Australia, 17 March 2008. 
 
Andrew Scott, Chief Executive Officer G21, 25 July 2007. 
 
David Speirs, Office for Youth, Department of Further Education, Employment Science and 
Technology, 18 March 2008. 
 
Tracey Stephenson, Senior Policy Officer, Office of Disability and Client Services, Department 
for Families and Communities, 18 March 2008. 
 
Pauline Tuft, Office Administrator, Adelaide Thinker in Residence, Department of Premier and 
Cabinet, South Australia, 18 March 2008. 
 
Carmel Williams, Innovation and Strategic Development, Public Health and Clinical  
Co-ordination Division, Department of Health, 18 March 2008. 
 
Website References 
www.abs.gov.au 

www.adelaidedcitycouncil.com.au 

www.adelaidefestivalofideas.com.au 

www.ballarat.vic.gov.au 

www.committeeforperth.com.au 

www.form.net.au  

www.G21.com.au  

www.latrobe.vic.gov.au 

www.perth.wa.gov.au 

www.portenf.sa.gov.au 

www.saplan.org.au 

www.thinkers.sa.gov.au 

www.trentino.to 

www.workplace.gov.au 

 

Other References: 
China Business Study Tour, Committee for Geelong, Peter Dorling, 2005  

City of Ballarat Economic Development Strategy 2006  

City of Perth Property Council of Australia Central Perth Report 

The G21 draft Strategic Plan  

The G21 Geelong Region Plan – A Sustainable Growth Strategy, September 2007 

Geelong 2010 - A Preferred Future – Community Consultative Committee, October 1994 

Getting to the Future First, Susan Greenfield, 2005  

Overseas Report, Committee for Geelong, Peter Dorling & Ross Bottomley, 2004  

Resource Folder, Adelaide Thinkers in Residence, 2008 

South Australia's Strategic Plan 2007, Government of South Australia, 2007  

USA Business Study Tour, Committee for Geelong, Peter Dorling & Nicholas Carr, 2006  
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Appendix A: Extract from The G21 Geelong Region Plan 

KEY INITIATIVE:  “Thinker in Residence” Program 

Based on the South Australian Government model, the “Thinker” 
program brings eminent international/national people to the Region to 
live and work for a 2 to 6 month “residence” to focus on progressing at 
least one area that has been identified in the G21 Region Plan as 
being of strategic importance.  

The hallmark of the program is the creation of an environment of 
innovation and fresh thinking that helps the region move forward in a 
way that engenders strong community participation and support.  

It is a combination of a change management program and a ‘think tank’ 
that results in ideas for adoption in government policy or major 
projects. The program nurtures and complements the wealth talent 
already in the region and inspires young people to achieve at the 
highest levels in their chosen fields. 

The Thinker program is not needed in Melbourne, would not work in 
smaller regions but is perfect for the G21 Region as a catalyst for 
change and innovation as we respond to the many challenges and 
opportunities detailed in the G21 Plan. 

Our Region needs to make its mark as a creative and innovative place 
ready and open to fresh thinking and ideas.  

The program demands the highest level of support and in the case of 
Adelaide, this is the Premier, Mike Rann.  The findings of each Thinker 
must be guaranteed a path to fruition with much hinging on the support 
of government and sponsorships and partnerships with the wider 
business community. In the case of Adelaide, the findings of a Thinker 
are directly linked to the role of the most senior government officer 
related to the topic. Whilst this may seem ‘challenging’ it does provide 
a win/win stimulus because the Thinker helps raise the bar on current 
practice, policies and innovative projects delivering real community 
benefit. 

The wider community has the opportunity to access the work of 
Thinkers through the free public lecture programs, special reports, 
broadcasts and blue-prints published through a variety of media. 

Lifelong learning and education has now emerged as a feature of the 
Adelaide model with the Education Department linking directly with the 
Thinker program. 
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The G21 approach is to operate the program at around half the scope 
of Adelaide for a three year program period and focus on the top five 
response areas of: 

• Protecting and enhancing the environment 

• Refocussing the economy 

• Strong and resilient communities 

• Transforming cities and towns 
 
The project will be delivered in the following stages: 
 
Stage One: Program Establishment 

• Engaging and setting up project coordination, management, 
research, events, communications and marketing support – 3EFT 
at $260k pa 

• Securing private sector sponsorship. Thinker accommodation 
arrangements – office and living. 

• Media and communications including Website development 

• Establishing the program of Thinkers including scoping, calls for 
nominations, selection and scheduling. Also includes media and 
PR campaign to promote the program. 

 
Stage Two: Program Implementation 

• Two Thinker residencies per annum at $200k (max) per residency 

• Coordination in conjunction with primary government department 
deemed responsible for outcome delivery 

• Consultation, research and event management: and document 
publication, media liaison and public forums 

 
Stage Three (concurrently): Results Deployment 

• Integration and tracking the implementation of findings through 
relevant stakeholders and government agencies. 

• Progress reporting  

• Politicians, public, press, business, bureaucrats and 
service/infrastructure providers are key beneficiaries of the 
approach as it leaves a legacy of unencumbered observations and 
recommendations to move forward. 
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Project Status: 
 

LEAD PERSON STAKEHOLDER 
SUPPORT 

IMPLEMENTATION 
PLAN RESOURCES COMMENCED 

Lead Agency/Person: 
G21 and DVC – SW Region Management Forum 
Desire to secure the Premier as Project Champion 

Key Stakeholders: 

State Government as key driver, Specific State Depts. for specific parts of the 
program, Local Government, Regional Organisations as sponsors and partners, G21 
Pillar Groups, CfG, Chambers, SGN, Industry groups 
Potential for whole of SW Region Application 
Local:  

State: 
This project directly enables the advancement of all policies due to the 
strategic nature of the proposed topics.  
MFIPV: 

Policy Link: 

Federal:  
Local:  
State:  Program Alignment: 
Federal:  

Implementation Estimated Cost Timing 
1. Project Establishment $360,000 June 2008 
2. Project Implementation $1,220,000 July 2008 – June 2010 
   
Estimated Cost and Timing 

Timing: Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Plus 
Local  $39,200 $39,200 

State $360,000 $414,000 $414,000 

Federal    

Other  $156,800 $156,800 

* Assumptions used: 
1. Based on 4 Thinker Programs over 3 years covering general areas of: 
2. 3 EFT to Manage Program including: 

• Coordinator, $75,000  

• Project Officer, $65,000 

• Events, Communication and Administration, $60,000 
3. Includes 30% oncosts/overheads 
4. Each Residence costs up to $200,000 and 51% of cost would be by State Government to retain majority funding 

position. 
5. Core operation by State plus 51% of Residency costs. 
6. Local Governments contribute 20% of Residency costs with remaining by sponsors/partners. 

 
Notes written after meeting in Adelaide in on 14th Dec 2005 
“Thinker in Residence” Program 
 
• The program of bringing international thinkers to SA on key strategic topics was 

initiated by Premier Mike Rann in early 2003. 

• The aim is to stimulate innovative thinking that produces real change and 
improvement in areas such as: city revitalisation, cultural development, 
sustainability, bio-economy, media, arts, water, homelessness, social and 
economic development, climate change etc…..all of these are strategic themes 
adopted by Adelaide. 

• See website www.thinkers.sa.gov.au  
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• The “Thinker Program” includes 2 Thinkers per annum at a cost of around 
$150,000 each for a 3 to 6 month residency.  An operational group of 5 people 
support the program.  Sponsorship of up to 50% of speaker costs has been 
readily obtained for each Thinker. 

• The program includes extensive support and community engagement; produces 
final reports for adoption; culminates in a public forum and implementation is 
assigned to the most senior government department. 

• Examples where 30 of 33 recommendations being implemented through Policy 
and Projects were given.  Change management and ownership development are 
obviously a driver behind the program. 

• I believe a scaled down version would be a catalyst to deliver on the strategic 
directions emerging from the G21 Planning process and will include the concept 
in Plan drafts.  It will need strong Government commitment, funding and 
implementation processes to be successful.  A high level project champion is a 
must (SA have the Premier). 
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G21 PROJECT PROPOSAL 
 
1. Project Name:  Thinker in Residence Program 
 
 
2. Project Proponent 

Name: 
Rob McHenry 

Address: Grd Floor, 199 Moorabool Street, Geelong 3220 
Phone: 5227 4012 Email: rmchenry@G21.com.au 
 
 
3. Origin (group, organisation, person {pillar} that developed the concept 
From Paul Stolz, Education Department via Anne-Marie Ryan and the Lifelong 
Learning Pillar 
 
 
4. Project Description (brief) (what will it offer, how will it be delivered, aim of 

project) 
Based on the successful program operated by the South Australian Government, this 
program harnesses the minds and energies of locally and internationally renown 
people (“the thinker”)  to progress areas of strategic importance in one of social, 
economic, environment, arts and sciences.   
 
G21 is suggesting the investigation/implementation of a three-year program that 
would address topics emerging from the new G21 Region Plan.  The program would 
operate at approximately half the capacity of the SA model.  
 
 A “residence” is a well planned program of activities over 2-6 months that includes 
research, master-classes, public forums and lectures, mentoring, writing and 
publishing progress and final reports on the topic. 
 
The outcome of the program is to assist in the strategic development and wider 
promotion of the Region through high profile activities that are intended to capture 
the imagination of leaders and public alike.  It is very much “change oriented”, 
forward thinking and solution focussed. 
 
The product of a residency is a comprehensive report containing recommendations 
intended to influence Government Policy and Project Planning.  Whilst leadership for 
the program must come from government to be successful, the program also has a 
strong engagement and participation emphasis that encourages people and 
organisations to become partners and sponsors through direct and in-kind 
contributions.  See www.thinkers.sa.gov.au  
 
 
5. What part(s) of the region benefit:  
Due to the strategic nature of topics addressed, the whole region stands to benefit.  A 
wider regional view could also mean the State utilises the program to influence Policy 
and Planning for Victoria generally and regional Victoria specifically.  The experience 
of S.A. shows the acceptance of Thinker recommendations, public acceptance and 
perceptions are high. 
 
Examples of topics addressed to date by S.A. that will help in understanding the 
benefits are:  Housing and Homelessness, Advancing Social and Economic 
Development, Climate Change, Water and Sustainable Landscapes, The New Media 
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Challenge, Developing the BioEconomy, Urban Design, Getting to the Future First – 
science adding value. 
 
 
6. Project Benefits: 
General: (what problem(s) 
does the project address) 

Identifying strategic issues/opportunities is one thing, 
enabling change, improvement and innovative/creative 
thinking and solutions in a globally competitive world is 
another.  The program allows for open discussion in an 
environment that stimulates public debate and the 
formation of Policy and Projects that benefit the long 
term. 

Social: The Region has areas of significant social disadvantage 
and the disparity between advantaged and 
disadvantaged is growing (Jesuit data).  It is a complex 
issue requiring multi-agency and government 
engagement to address.  The program could deliver this 
outcome and meet the State objective of working 
towards “addressing disadvantage” (Fairer Victoria). 

Environment: Research and consultation shows our Region is not 
alone in facing significant challenges of growth, 
settlement, resource management and climate  that will 
be felt by current and future generations.  Recent 
consultation suggests two things: 1) We need to do 
more and 2) why can’t we be leaders in this field? 

Economic: Our industry structure is under enormous pressure due 
to shifts in global values and making the swift and 
effective transformation of any region (or business) will 
give us the best chance of adapting.  If we do not adapt 
then the social impacts will be significant as much of our 
workforce (around 20%) are in ‘vulnerable’ industries.  
The program would help define the problem and 
solutions. 

 
 
7. Supporting data for the Project (i.e. research) 
See www.G21.com.au for Research Reports that guide the identification of these 
strategic issues/challenges. 
 
 
8. Project Stakeholders:  
Project Leader 
Name:  

Rob McHenry (TBC)
State Gov’t (TBC 

Organisation: G21 Geelong 
Region Alliance 

Phone: 5227 4012 Email: rmchenry@G21.com.au 
Proposed Auspicing 
Organisation: 

G21 or DVC on behalf of State Government?? 

Key 
Stakeholders/Organisations: 

State Government DVC and DET core with 
Local Government and 
Community/Business/Education organisations 
as partners and sponsors. 

 
 
9. Would you appreciate Marketing/Communications support?  YES 
 
*Note: Refer Appendix F for financial assumptions and detail. 
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Appendix B: Summary of Interviews Conducted 
 
Rob McHenry                            (former) Executive Officer G21 
On 13 April 2007 Bernard met with Rob McHenry (then Executive Officer of G21) to 
discuss Rob’s perspectives on the Thinker concept.   
 
Rob, along with Peter Dorling (Executive Director, Committee for Geelong) had 
previously visited Adelaide to review the Adelaide Thinkers in Residence model. Rob 
indicated; 

- Surveying potential stakeholders was unnecessary as consultation with a 
number of major parties within the Region had been held in the course of 
developing the (draft) strategic plan and in other forums 

- G21 had therefore identified the benefits for the Region in undertaking a 
“Thinker’s program’ and its objectives 

- The auspice body was critical to the program’s ultimate success. State 
government support would be necessary to give the program sufficient 
credibility to attract the right kind of ‘Thinker’. 

 
Peter Dorling     
Executive Director, Committee for Geelong 
On 16 May 2007, Shirley and Bernard met Peter Dorling, Executive Director, 
Committee for Geelong, to discuss his thoughts on the approach the team should 
adopt with the project. 
Peter indicated: 

- Conceptually, the approach to the project should be in terms of Thinker, 
Catalyst, and Deliverer 

- The focus should be on: 
o The effectiveness of a ‘thinker’ program 
o Is it worth pursuing in Geelong 
o Some topics a thinker in Geelong may consider.   

 
Andrew Scott Chief Executive Officer, G21 (ex Department 

of Premier and Cabinet, South Australia)  
On 25 July 2007, Leon, Bernard and Peter met with Andrew to discuss his 
experience with the Adelaide Thinkers in Residence program. Andrew indicated; 

- The Adelaide program is supported by the South Australian Premier and was 
established to challenge conventional wisdoms and to obtain an outside 
perspective 

- Topics must be relevant to the community 
- ‘Thinkers’ must be knowledgeable, engaging lateral thinkers 
- The governing board must be made up of representatives from Government 

and local community leaders 
- The program leader must be well connected in the community. 

 
Marion Fulker Director, Committee for Perth, Western 

Australia 
On 27 August 2007 Shirley, Peter, Leon, Bob, Dean and Bernard conducted a 
teleconference with Marion Fulker.  

- Marion indicated that their program is funded predominantly by two 
government bodies and one corporate   

- They are still in the process of developing their approach 
- They intend to identify and address one discreet social topic or theme every 

six months.    
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Lynda Dorrington   Executive Director FORM, Western Australia 
On 6 September 2007 Leon, Shirley, Bernard and Dean conducted a teleconference 
with Lynda Dorrington. Lynda indicated; 

- There is growing perception that Perth needs to address its apparent lack of 
cultural and social opportunities, particularly for young people. Otherwise 
these talented young people may move interstate or overseas to obtain life 
experiences not available in Perth 

- FORM is predominantly funded from the private sector, and is aimed at 
stimulating a more vibrant, connected and well adjusted community through 
the application of creativity 

- They have a three tiered approach, grass roots involvement; engaging the 
business and professional sectors, and involving young people. 

  
Beatrix (Trixie) Meade Executive Director, Capital City Committee, 

Department of Premier and Cabinet, SA  
On 19 October 2007 Peter, Shirley, Leon, Bernard and Dean conducted a 
teleconference with Trixie Meade (whose name was suggested by Andrew Scott). 

- Trixie was responsible for establishing and implementing the Adelaide 
Thinkers in Residence program, within the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet 

- Trixie indicated that the program topics chosen are aligned with the State 
Government’s strategic plan, which was developed in consultation with the 
community 

- Once a topic and thinker have been seriously proposed, the Department 
seeks sponsorship and funding for the thinker   

- To date, sponsors have mainly been local and State Government entities with 
participation by the higher education sector also 

- They actively foster community support, and each program hosts at least one 
free event. 

- Public acceptance of and enthusiasm for the program has grown over time 
- They are currently implementing a strategy in an attempt to better track the 

impact of the program, and to report its findings.       
 
Brenda Kuhr Director, Adelaide Thinkers in Residence, 

Department of Premier and Cabinet, SA 
On 8 November 2007 Leon, Shirley, Bernard and Dean conducted a teleconference 
with Brenda Kuhr. 

- Brenda indicated that to date, the majority of funding for the program has 
been from government.  However, as the credibility of the program has 
increased, so has the direct involvement of and funding by business.    

- Thinkers may be nominated by anyone.  The assessment team considers the 
proposal based on the ability of the thinker to speak in ways people can 
understand, to articulate a problem, and how the thinker proposes to solve 
the problem.   It then makes recommendation to Premier 

- Approval of the Thinker by the Premier is required, and is conditional on 
partnership funding being secured 

- Partners, who contribute to the cost of the Thinker in Residence program, 
participate collaboratively in agreeing the residency objectives and largely 
determine the diary of the thinker 

- Sponsors who also make financial contributions to the Residency program 
are more at arm’s length; typically they obtain event branding, but do not have 
much direct access to the thinker 

- Generally the program hosts three Thinkers in Residence per year, on dates 
determined by Thinker’s diary 

Page 44 of 61 



- Impacts have been legislative change, change in policy, professional 
development, amongst many others. 

 
Emeritus Professor Peter Cullen Water Expert and Thinker –  

Adelaide Thinker in Residence Program 
The late Peter Cullen was internationally recognised as an expert on water use and 
management, and held many academic and industry positions over his impressive 
career.   
He was a leader and a spokesperson of the Wentworth Group, a coalition of leading 
Australian scientists, and participated as a Thinker in the Adelaide Thinker in 
Residence program in 2004.  He died in March 2008.    
 
On 29 February 2008 Rachel Cairns, a member of the Leaders for Geelong program, 
met with Peter on behalf of the team. Peter indicated; 

- That he thought that the Adelaide program was so successful because of its 
links with the Premiers Department   

- However, that should not necessarily impede Geelong from developing a 
similar program 

- Peter also indicated that each sponsor wanted time with the Thinker and that 
could be difficult if there are 2-4 major sponsors 

- Scheduling and managing time is a key factor in being able to get the 
Thinker’s job done 

- Peter felt the Adelaide program was well organised, the Thinkers are well 
looked after, and this helped them settle in and get on with the job. 

 
 
Visit to Adelaide Thinkers in Residence Program 
 
On Monday 17th and Tuesday 18th March 2008 Shirley, Bob, Bernard and Peter 
visited the Adelaide Thinkers in Residence program in Adelaide at the invitation of 
Brenda Kuhr, Director.   
 
We are greatly indebted to Brenda for her generosity and hospitality, which afforded 
us first hand knowledge of how their program works. We were also able to witness a 
current program in action.  We also had discussions with various stakeholders and 
spoke with Professor Andrew Fearne, their Thinker in Residence at the time of our 
visit.   
 
The following key activities were undertaken in Adelaide over those two days: 
 
Brenda Kuhr Director, Adelaide Thinkers in Residence, 

Department of Premier and Cabinet, SA 
Brenda reiterated that the Thinker’s invitation is from the Premier, and that the 
Premier is the lead partner.  This is an important plank of the program, as the 
invitation is from the highest authority in the state and this gives the Thinker 
importance, prominence and access - all part of maximising the chance for change to 
happen. 
 
Changes that have resulted include; 

• Legislative change 
• Policy changes 
• The formation of inter-departmental, business, and community linkages. 
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Additional benefits from the program include; 
• Providing individual development opportunities, through the Catalyst positions 

that have been included in the program structure 
• Enabling the youth voice to be heard.. 

 
Brenda indicated that the Thinker in Residence program is not just a consultancy.  
They see the Thinker as a catalyst for change.  They are considering the question of 
whether Thinkers be tied to and aligned with the South Australian Strategic Plan, or 
should they be encouraged to think more broadly?  There is a critical size to be 
considered – they can innovate for change in Adelaide. 
 
Partners develop the residency objectives, and stakeholders have both vertical and 
horizontal access to the Thinker.  However, the real benefits are the horizontal (or 
collaborative) links that are created which assist in breaking down the ‘silo’ mentality 
between otherwise disconnected groups - thereby creating new possibilities. 
 
After the nomination process has concluded, the program is started by convening 
stakeholder groups at least 3 months before the residency starts.  The stakeholders 
set objectives, work on local issues, and develop the projects and aims of the 
residency. Residencies are 2-6 months.  
 
The program started with 5 people, and the first two thinkers were directly nominated 
by the Premier.  The Premier developed the ‘Thinker in Residence’ idea from the 
Adelaide ‘Festival of Ideas’ – which involved free public forums, mostly held at the 
universities, key note speakers addressing large themes, and the ‘Artist in 
Residence’ program.   
 
These two public events had a powerful impact on both the Premier and the public.  
The Premier decided to put them together in order to host a big thinker to provide 
strategic advice to government. 
 
Brenda indicated that they are interested in developing a regional model, and would 
be interested in discussing further a relationship with the outcome of this proposal. 
 
Tim Mares  Department of Primary Industries and 

Resources, SA 
Example of a nominating agency. Tim (Director, Corporate Strategy and Policy) 
indicated; 

- That generally government and non-government organisations (NGO’s) have 
been the successful nominators of thinkers  

- Individuals can nominate, but must have an organisation behind them 
- Universities have usually been involved which has resulted in improved 

connections between government and universities 
- Nomination goes to the Premier who must approve the Thinker. 

 
Emily Oliver Project Officer, Adelaide Thinker in 

Residence Program, SA 
Meeting with Emily Oliver, project officer, ATiR.  Emily is currently dedicated to 
working on Professor Andrew Fearne’s residency.   

- Emily indicated that Professor Fearne has attracted a lot of partners - 15 
rather than the usual 8-10, which they have found is probably too many 

- The number of partners involved depends on their willingness to participate 
- Partners have a seat at the table with the Thinker.  They collaboratively 

develop the program objectives to suit their needs and those of the 
stakeholders sitting behind them 
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- Normally stakeholders don’t contribute financially – only partners 
- Project Officers work together with the Catalysts to fill in the gaps to meet the 

objectives of the program 
- It is complex to plan the residency – it involves consideration and co-

ordination of funding, partners, objectives, number of visits, length of stay, 
stipends 

- Premier is always the lead partner.  The nominating partner usually 
contributes the largest amount 

- As a ballpark estimate – a 10 week residency, including more than one visit 
costs about $220,000 

- Stipend amount – covers cost of thinker and some staff time - $100k to 
$150,000 

- Premiers Department: 
- Is directly involved, but the Thinker is independent from the Premier 
- Organise a formal introduction and welcome for the Thinker 
- Also conduct a briefing which will cover discussion of the South 

Australian Strategic Plan 
- Emily tries to ensure that the Thinker has a free day every week for “thinking 

time”, as well as some unscheduled time. 
 
Denise Maddigan  Project Officer, Adelaide Thinker in 

Residence Program, SA 
- Denise works across residencies. 6 months lead time to prepare for a 

residency is ideal, but it usually it happens faster.  3 months preparation time 
would be the minimum 

- ATiR enter into a written contract with each Thinker, which specifies the 
requirements of the residency.  The South Australian Crown Law Department 
assists them to draft the contracts 

- The ATiR administrative officer assists the Thinker’s project officer, and does 
diary management, bookings etc.  Sometimes it takes a while to transform 
objectives into program events.  They attempt to maximise use of the 
Thinker’s time and access as much as they can, even during travel time etc  

- There is usually a public event held to introduce the thinker, and this is often 
in ATiR budget and organised by ATiR 

- Partners sitting around the table planning the residency must have sufficient 
authority to give ‘sign off’ from their organisation 

- Partners can also organise forums etc but need to co-ordinate these with the 
ATiR office, and they are usually conducted at the partner’s additional cost 

- Partners also have vertical time with the Thinker – which allows them access 
without having to include others such as their competitors who could be co-
partners around the table 

- ATiR ask partners to nominate (and fund) someone in their organisation, 
usually a young person, to work closely with and support the Thinker during 
the residency to document actions and decisions from meetings, action follow 
up times etc.  This role is known as a Catalyst  

- The Catalyst experiences the program from the inside and spends a lot of 
time with the Thinker, which is intended to accelerate their professional 
development 

- Thinkers often structure their residency over a number of visits and 
sometimes return after the completion of their residency as there is on-going 
work associated with some residencies.  Therefore there is often more than 
one Thinker present at the one time, and they have space and resources for 2 
Thinkers, and the program employs EFT 2.2 project officers 
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- Each Thinker is required to produce a report within one month of the end of 
the residency.  The time taken for producing their report will blow out unless 
the Thinker has time scheduled for thinking and writing during the residency 

- The Nominations Committee meets 3 times per year.  They have found that 
they need some respite between residencies for future planning 

- ATiR are currently looking at regional catalyst project, and they are funding a 
review process for 2009 to look back on the successes and benefits of the 
program 

- SA are currently on their 14th Thinker over 6 years. 
 
Anne Harvey Director, Sustainability and Climate Change 

Office and Workforce Management, SA  
Example of a partner. Anne’s department was the inaugural partner for Adelaide’s 
first Thinker in Residence, Herbert Girardet, in 2003 – Creating a Sustainable 
Adelaide.  It is also a partner in Professor Andrew Fearne’s residency. 

- Anne has seen the maturing of the program, particularly in relation to the 
support provided by ATiR 

- ATiR sets a very high standard, but is more inclusive than earlier 
- Proximity to the thinker is very important.  Presence of the thinker provides 

opportunity for influence and change practice.  Most of the Thinker’s time is 
devoted to the partners 

- Anne considers that the Thinker in Residence program is a great way to 
address the complexity faced by society and humanity 

- There is considerable return on the investment for being a partner – not only 
as a recipient but in shaping the way forward.  The big win is in ownership of 
outcomes.  It is at the table that transformation occurs through relationships 
and dialogue 

- Anne is looking to transform the process of government.  She has found 
some Thinkers more accessible and less elitist than others 

- Commonly the thinker will come with their partner who may also have a 
contribution to make 

- Anne indicated that it would be fantastic if a regional centre such as Geelong 
could map out a thinker program.  She thinks that the ingredients for success 
are all there.  Her advice is to start small, and if it works, scale up.   

 
Deborah Pontifex Secondee, Education Officer, Department for 

Education and Children’s Services (SA)  
Example of a partner. Deborah is the Department of Education’s second secondee to 
ATiR program.  The first was Brenda Kuhr, who is now Director of the program.   

- The Department of Education covers her salary and contribute to every 
residency 

- It aims to be innovative, and considers that there are a lot of synergies with 
the program. 

 
Meeting with Thinker  Professor Andrew Fearne  
Professor Andrew Fearne is an expert in value chain management and consumer 
behaviour, especially in agri-food and wine industries.  He is a Principal Research 
Fellow at Kent Business School, University of Kent.   
 
He is in residency in the ATiR program over 4 visits during 2008.  His topic is: Food 
and Wine Value Chains: Prosperity Through Collaboration. 

- At Brenda’s invitation, Shirley and Bernard attended the Premier’s Food 
Awards “Decade of Winners” forum with Professor Andrew Fearne (held at 
the Adelaide Pavilion on 17 March 2008) 
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- The forum involved winners of the Premier’s Food Awards discussing the 
direction of food and wine production in South Australia, particularly the 
dominance of the supermarkets, value adding and staying competitive 

- After the event, we met Andrew briefly.  He showed much enthusiasm for a 
Thinker’s program in Geelong, and we could see his mind turning over at 
great speed with possibilities and ideas 

- Some of those ideas included; 
 Where is Geelong 
 Why would I want to come there 
 Who would be asking me 
 What constraints to ‘thinking’ would there be? 

 
Amanda Tyndall Department of Premier and Cabinet, SA 
Meeting with Amanda - Bragg Initiative, Policy Implementation Division, Department 
of Premier and Cabinet. 

- The ‘Bragg Initiative’ is an umbrella term for the suite of initiatives introduced 
by Baroness Professor Susan Greenfield - neuroscientist and Thinker in the 
program in 2004/05, Getting to the Future First  

- The Policy Implementation Division of the Department of Premier and Cabinet 
is working on implementation of these policy initiatives, which aim to engage 
the public in science, and make science more central to society - thereby 
increasing the knowledge economy 

- The Bragg Initiatives include: 
- Setting up the Royal Institute in Australia 
- Monitoring of science reporting in the media 

- The outcomes are mostly intangible, but some are capable of measurement, 
such media coverage 

- Analysis shows that following the implementation of some of the Bragg 
Initiatives, there has been more balanced coverage of science issues in the 
media, and the profile of science has increased 

- ATIR have deliberately involved the editor of the Adelaide Advertiser as a 
champion to effect some of this change 

- For the Bragg initiative a ‘Champion’ of the recommendations and initiatives 
was established.  Output and follow-through is a strength of the program, and 
results in the impact of the Thinker actually increasing over time. 

 
Gail Fairlamb and David Speirs Office for Youth, Department of Further 

Education, Employment, Science and 
Technology, South Australia 

Example of a Partner. Meeting with Gail Fairlamb, Manager, Office for Youth, and 
David Speirs, Policy Officer, Office for Youth. 

- To maximise their use of resources, they have set up groups of 18-26 year 
olds in workshops running over 4-5 weeks, and known as ‘A – teams’ 

- In this way, they aim to bring young people’s voices to government decision 
making and provide access to a thinker, access to CEO’s, Vice-Chancellors, 
heads of government departments, editor of the Adelaide Advertiser etc. , 
working across government 

- The participants are often sourced from partners to the Thinker program. 
 
Andreas Kahl  Marketing Manager, AMCOR, South 

Australia 
Example of a Corporate partner (Professor Fearne’s residency).   

- Involves both significant time and funding commitments from AMCOR.  
However, Andreas thinks that the cost of involvement as a partner in the 
residency is well worth the price and effort 
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- The residency has afforded AMCOR collaboration and networking 
opportunities, and the opportunity to build relationships with other suppliers in 
the value chain, that they do not normally have direct contact with  

- This collaboration is resulting in greater mutual understandings and culture 
changes. For instance, instead of seeing which parts of the value-chain 
competitors can win from one another, they are now more focused on how 
they can create a ‘bigger pie’. 

 
Joanna Hughes Communications Officer Adelaide Thinker in 

Residence, SA 
- Initially, the program used a public relations agency 2-3 days per week   
- Now the program has grown, they have a full time staff member to develop 

and manage the marketing strategy   
- The event management includes public lectures, media liaison and marketing 
- High quality publications give the program greater readership and credibility 
- The annual total program budget is $500,000 from government (grant) and 

$500,000 contribution from partners. 
 
Pauline Tuft & David Finch Office & Residency Administration Officers 

Adelaide Thinker in Residence program, SA 
- Pauline and David provide the overall administration for the unit  
- The funding source dictates that staff are engaged on annual contracts, 

mixed with secondments 
- They set up briefing information for the Thinker, arrange their 

accommodation, IT systems, transport, welcome kits, schooling for children, 
etc 

 
Forum 
 
Jody King  Senior Project Officer, Office of Small 

Business, Department of Trade and 
Economic Development, South Australia 

 
Tim Kelly    Climate Change Advisor, Water 
 
Carmel Williams  Innovation and Strategic Development, 

Public Health and Clinical Co-ordination 
Division, Department of Health, SA 

 
Kathryn Jordan Manager Office Early Childhood and 

Statewide Services, Department of 
Education and Children’s Services, South 
Australia 

 
Ali Diamond Lecturer in Early childhood Development 

School of Education, University of Adelaide 
 
Tracey Stephenson Senior Policy Officer, Office of Disability and 

Client Services, Department for Families and 
Communities, South Australia 

 
A forum with Jody King, Tim Kelly, Carmel Williams, Kathryn Jordan, Ali Diamond 
and Tracey Stephenson to discuss the role of the program ‘catalysts’. 
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The key points discussed were; 
- There tends to be 2 catalysts  per residency to share the workload 
- The role involves a big commitment from the partner (employer) to fund a 6 

month secondment to the program 
- The catalysts need specific expertise in the area of the residency 
- The role provides a huge personal development opportunity for the individuals 

chosen 
- The catalyst attends every function and meeting as the Thinker’s 

representative 
- The catalysts facilitate relationships between the partners, and therefore need 

to maintain independence and be aligned to the residency goals 
- Need to have clear agreements in place between the program and the 

partners 
- They assist in research and producing the report 

 
Kerrie Erler and Wendy Allen  Department Planning and Community 

Development, Victoria  
On 7th April 2008, Peter and Leon met with Kerrie Erler and Wendy Allen, both from 
the Department of Planning and Community Development. 

- It was evident that both have close ties with G21, and they indicated that 
there is significant departmental support for the idea of a regional thinker’s 
program 

- They suggested that the Regional Management Forums would be relevant as 
they are State Government initiatives across Victoria; 

o That consist of; 
- Managers from key departments,  
- CEO's from local government and heads of key local service 

providers such as the CFA, SES, VicRoads etc.  
o And are designed to; 

- Co-ordinate relationships across different levels of government  
- Focus on efficiency and value add to Regions  
- Provide links to and between inter-departmental committees 

o With priority themes;   
- Climate Change  
- Healthy & Liveable Cities  
- Disadvantaged Communities (these are the areas you'll get 

your funding). 
- The Regional Management Forums could provide assistance in terms of 

regional and governmental connectivity, and identifying – and in accessing 
funding schemes 

- They could also be a potential partner in any regional thinker initiative 
- They also indicated that a cross-regional model would be a worthwhile 

objective - and that G21 had been critical in establishing the model for 
regional collaboration. 

Page 51 of 61 



Appendix C: Adelaide Thinker in Residence Itinerary 
 

March 17 Monday 
 Activities Participants 

9.00 – 10.30 Overview of the program Brenda Kuhr 
Director  
Adelaide Thinkers in Residence 
(ATIR) 

10.30 - 11.15  Meet the Committee from 
Geelong + Morning Tea 

ATIR Team 

11.15 – 11.45 Nominations process Denise Maddigan 
Project Officer, ATIR 

11.45 – 12.15 Nominating agency Tim Mares  
Director 
Corporate Strategy and Policy 
Primary Industries and Resources of 
SA 

12.15 – 1.00 Managing a residency Denise Maddigan and Emily Oliver, 
Project Officers ATIR 

1.00 – 1.45 Lunch and walk   

1.45 – 2.45 Continued:  Managing a 
residency 

Denise Maddigan, Project Officer 
ATIR 

2.45 – 3.45 
 

A Partner’s viewpoint Anne Harvey 
Director 
Sustainability and Climate Change 
Office 
Sustainability and Workforce 
Management 

3.45 – 4.30 A Partner’s viewpoint Deborah Pontifex 
Education Officer 
Department for Education and 
Children’s Services 

4.30 – 4.45 Tuesday’s schedule check Brenda Kuhr 

Optional  
4.45 for 5.00– 
7.30 
 

Premier’s Food Awards 
‘Decade of Winners’ 

Location (car will be booked): 
Adelaide Pavilion, corner South 
Terrace & Peacock Road 
Introduced by Minister Rory McEwen, 
Minister for Agriculture, Food and 
Fisheries.  Celebrate a decade of 
Premier’s Food Awards and Winners - 
presentation By Professor Andrew 
Fearne, Adelaide Thinker in 
Residence and panel discussion 
6.20 – Refreshments will be served 

Emily Oliver (ATIR) to meet and greet 
you at the venue. 
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Tuesday 18 March  

 Activities Participants 

9.00 – 9.30 Open discussion Brenda Kuhr 

9.30 – 10.30 Impacts in detail: 

• Bragg initiative 
• Australian Science Media 

Centre 
• Royal Institution of 

Australia 
• Spirit of Science 
• Science Outside the Square  

Linda Cooper 
Project Director  
Bragg Initiative  
Policy Implementation Division  
Department of the Premier and Cabinet 

10.30 – 11.00 Morning tea  

11.00 – 12.00 Youth Engagement 
 

Gail Fairlamb 
Manager, Policy 
Office for Youth 
 
David Speirs 
Policy Officer 
Office for Youth 
Department of Further Education, 
Employment, Science & Technology 

12.05 – 1.25 Lunch  Lunch with Brenda Kuhr and Andreas 
Kahl, Marketing Manager, AMCOR, 
Partner in the Andrew Fearne residency. 

Chesser Cellars 

Andreas departing at 1.15pm 

29 Chesser St, ADELAIDE 

1.30 – 2.15 Communications 
Website, Media, Folders, 
Reports 

Joanna Hughes 
Communications Officer, ATIR 

2.15 – 3.00 
 

Administration Pauline Tuft 
Office Administrator 

David Finch 
Residency Administration Officer 
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 Activities Participants 

Project Catalysts Jody King 
Senior Project Officer 
Office of Small Business  
Department for Trade and Economic 
Development 

Project Catalysts Tim Kelly 
Climate Change Advisor 
SA Water 

Project Catalysts Carmel Williams 
Innovation and Strategic Development 
Public Health & Clinical Co-Ord Div 
Department of Health 

Project Catalysts Kathryn Jordan 
Manager  
Office of Early Childhood and Statewide 
Service 
Department of Education and Children’s 
Services 

Project Catalysts Ali Diamond 
Lecturer in Early Childhood Development  
School of Eduction 

University of Adelaide 

3.00 – 4.00 
 

Project Catalysts Tracey Stephenson 
Senior Policy Officer 
Office for Disability and Client Services 
Department for Families and 
Communities 

4.00pm 
Where to from here? 

Wind up and Drinks  

 

4.00pm Photo opportunity  
(Rosie the photographer) 

Committee for Geelong 
Project Catalysts 
ATIR Team 
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Appendix D: Thinker Visit Criticised 
 
Homeless expert's $9000-a-day visit 
By Phillipa Duncan | April 16, 2008 (The Australian Newspaper) 
 
TASMANIAN taxpayers have footed the $4860 bill for a helicopter ride over Coles Bay 
for a visiting homelessness expert. 
 
Rosanne Haggerty's three-day trip to Tasmania last month to advise the State Government 
how to halve the number of people "sleeping rough" cost $27,000 – an average $9000 a day.  
 
In Hobart, she stayed at the luxury Henry Jones Art Hotel, where rooms with water views can 
cost as much as $950 a night. A dinner she addressed for 169 of Tasmania's business and 
community leaders in Hobart set taxpayers back $18,661.50.  
 
Premier Paul Lennon, who invited the media to accompany his and Ms Haggerty's visit to a 
women's shelter, yesterday defended the cost of the trip and consultant report.  
 
"This is a small investment to make in securing the services of a renowned international 
expert in dealing with the problem of homelessness in Tasmania," he said.  
 
His statement confirmed that a helicopter was used to transport Ms Haggerty and her partner 
Lloyd Sederer from Launceston to Hobart.  
 
"The flight did go via the East Coast," the statement said.  
 
"Due to the tightness of the schedule, this was the most efficient way of getting her back to 
Hobart.  
 
"Travelling by helicopter down to Hobart was the only way to fit Launceston into her 
schedule."  
 
Mr Lennon said Ms Haggerty, of New York, had spent the next 36 hours in "back-to-back" 
meetings and events educating Tasmanian community and business representatives on her 
successful approach to homelessness.  
 
Tasmanian Greens housing spokesman Tim Morris called for a full breakdown of the trip's 
costs and an itinerary.  
 
"It is fair bit of money for a short trip," he said. "I'm sure that people would not be overly 
impressed that this amount of money had been spent in the three days."  
 
Mr Morris said $27,000 would go a fair way to resolving homelessness issues and visualised 
homeless people lining up for helicopter rides.  
 
"The interesting bit is the flight did go via the East Coast, using a helicopter," he said. "I don't 
know whether it was a sightseeing trip."  
 
In February, Mr Lennon committed an immediate $60 million to increase the supply of public 
housing but has not yet announced how the money will be spent.  
 
He has announced a feasibility study into the suitability of Hobart's Highfield House, which the 
Education Department was selling, for inner-city accommodation.  
 
Ms Haggerty, founder of a New York not-for-profit organisation called Common Ground 
Community, also advised the South Australian Government.  
 
Mr Lennon said Ms Haggerty's partner Dr Sederer had contributed to the state's mental health 
service while travelling in Tasmania.  
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Appendix E: Thinker Challenges Perth Residents 
 
Critical eye is a fresh breeze in our city                                                                                
 3rd March 2007, 17:00 WST                                                                                                 
                                                                                                                  
Write anything even mildly critical of Perth in this newspaper and it is sure to provoke a flurry 
of letters questioning why you choose to live in “the best city in the world”.                                                                 
 
And then you’ll get the obligatory instruction: “If you don’t like it, why don’t you leave?”                              
 
The smug self-satisfaction that is inherent in those often-repeated sentiments is a limiting 
factor in Perth achieving its vast potential.                                                                                                       
 
Smugness rooted in mediocrity seems like a fairly mind-numbing way to ensure we don’t get 
there. And it suggests that a lot of people just don’t get out enough.                                                                           
 
It is only natural that there will be a multiplicity of views in any city about the things that make 
it good — and the things that are missing.                                                                                                  
 
But surely Perth needs to be more than a clean place with nice beaches and a pretty river?  
Don’t we need a lively continuing discussion about what can make a good place so much 
better? Caring about our city and wanting to improve it builds social capital — the one asset 
we seem to have in short supply.                                                    
 
Perhaps something everyone can agree on is that the sea breeze is a major factor in making 
Perth so liveable in summer.   
 
The Fremantle Doctor quickly restores our sanity on those days when the light is searingly 
bright and the climate oppressive.                                                                                                               
 
We need fresh breezes and one blew into town recently when international city expert 
Charles Landry arrived as Thinker in Residence with the Creative Capital project run by 
cultural group, FORM.                                               
 
It didn’t take Mr Landry long to form solid ideas about what is holding Perth back. He has 
transmitted some of them in a series of articles in this newspaper, another of which is 
published today.                                                
 
The two issues which have resonated the most strongly with me were his observations on 
Perth as the “city that says no” and last weekend’s analysis of the way we are swamped by 
suburbia.                                                        
 
Interestingly, one of them is psychological and the other physical, showing that town planning 
alone cannot correct a city’s problems, which are often more deep-seated than bricks and 
mortar and open spaces.                                 
 
These are uncomfortable truths for many people in Perth.                                                                  
 
We don’t like to admit that we are over-run by the Nanny State. Or that our isolation has 
allowed us to grow a culture that is stifling for many people. But because it’s our culture we 
regard it as the natural scheme of things, when really it’s just a transitory set of mores.                                             
 
I have thought for some time that Perth has recently developed a nasty sense of jealousy that 
spitefully works at stopping other people having things or doing things.                                                                     
 
This is what Mr Landry refers to as “the one-person complaint action team waiting to clamp 
down on anything untoward”.    
 
How familiar is that in Perth affairs?                                                                                    

Page 56 of 61 



“Why must Perth always say No?” Mr Landry asked. “The rules and regulation clutter of Perth 
has enveloped me and led me into a maze of laws and bylaws.                                                                                  
 
“It is like a rules spaghetti with overlapping jurisdictions where each has something to say, turf 
wars abound and there is no streamlining and clarity.                                                                                           
 
“No wonder I perceive a huge inertia, culture of fear and risk aversion in the bureaucracies. Is 
there no trust in the citizens of Perth?                                                                                                        
 
“Metropolitan Perth seems to be the place where everything is forbidden unless it is allowed, 
rather than everything is allowed unless it is forbidden.”                                                                                          
 
When I met Mr Landry for a chat this week, I asked him if he had encountered this culture of 
repression in any of the many other cities he has assisted over the years.                                                                  
 
It was clearly a question with which he was uncomfortable and which he realised would cause 
him problems if he answered honestly. But, in the end, the answer was that this attitude was 
something he had never seen to such an extent before.                                                                                              
 
Mr Landry has been engaging with the city’s bureaucrats, trying to assess their ability and 
willingness to forge the changes needed. It has been a sobering experience and he says he 
has met overwhelming conservatism and a pedestrian lack of vision.                                                                          
 
As for the suburbs, Mr Landry supports the Carpenter Government’s Network City plan which 
is based on infill housing and much higher population densities.                                                                                 
 
“Some will hate it,” he concedes. “But most of the world’s great places did not happen by a 
‘business as usual’ approach.                                                                                                                 
 
“What level of urbanity has Perth got? Last weekend I criss-crossed over 350km of Perth in 
search of a speck of urbanity. I do not denigrate the delights of suburbia, but Perth has 98 per 
cent of it.”                                  
 
There is little doubt that our pressing environmental problems conflict with the expansion of 
Perth in its present suburban forms. If peak oil prices are a looming reality — and I suspect 
they are — our far-flung suburbs will become unsustainable for many of the low-income 
families that have been attracted to them.                                       
 
We also need to examine the way our suburbs are configured. If you look at many European 
cities and towns, the housing is on the street, not set back behind a swathe of grass, gardens 
and a high wall.                                         
 
Elsewhere, people more often walk out their front doors on to busy streets with lots of 
pedestrians. This causes different social interactions than we get in our suburbs.                                                     
 
We have also gone a lot further down the American “mall” system with our shops than most of 
Europe, though that’s a depressing trend there, too. This has changed the sort of “high street” 
socialisation that happens from having shops mingled with housing, creating more 
opportunities for interaction.                                        
                 
The result is that we are closeted in our suburban homes with more limited social connections 
outside the family.         
 
Combined with the fact that most West Australians work longer hours than most Europeans, 
for example, our work-family nexus tends to become dominant.                                                                                  
 
The other thing Mr Landry has discovered about us is our defensiveness. He says many of us 
don’t know how to have a civilised discussion about these issues.                                                                              
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We talk about the need for a debate, but it quickly becomes nothing more than a defensive 
argument. These, of course, are like many of the things parents say about their angry 
teenagers. And maybe that’s the problem. Perhaps Mr Landry is just telling us that it’s time 
we grew up. We’ve had a spoiled adolescence — cocooned in our relatively wealthy isolation 
— and like many Generation X and Y kids, it’s time we left home and entered the real world.                     
                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                           
 paul.murray@wanews.com.au                                                                                                 
 Letters for publication: letters@wanews.com.au                                                                            
                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                           
 PAUL MURRAY                                                           
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Appendix F: Budget & Financial References 
 
G21: 
10. Financial Information 

* Assumptions used: 
7. Based on 4 Thinker Programs over 3 years covering general areas of: 

• Social – possibly “Addressing Disadvantage”  
• Economic - possibly “Creating a Globally Competitive Economy” 
• Environment – “Sustainable Settlements and the Environment” 
• Culture and Managing Change – just that! 

8. 3 EFT to Manage Program including: 
• Coordinator, $75,000  
• Project Officer, $65,000 
• Events, Communication and Administration, $60,000 

9. Includes 30% oncosts/overheads 
10. Each Residence costs up to $200,000 and 51% of cost would be by State 

Government to retain majority funding position. 
11. Core operation by State plus 51% of Residency costs. 
12. Local Governments contribute 20% of Residency costs with remaining by 

sponsors/partners. 

Funding Source Confirmed Anticipated Total $ 

Local Gov’t  78,400 78,400

State Gov’t (please 
specify) 

 1,188,000 1,188,000

Federal Gov’t (please 
specify) 

 

Other – Sponsors/Partners  313,600 313,600

Total Project Costs:  1,580,000 1,580,000
 
 
11. Project Stages 
 
Project Stage/Title Amount for each 

stage 
Anticipated completion 
date 

1. Initiation and establishment 360,000 June 2008 

2. Year 2 – 2 Residences 
complete 

560,000 June 2009 

3. Year 3 – 2 Residences 
complete 

660,000 June 2010 

Total $1,580,000  
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Adelaide TiR Program: 
 

Estimated Program Costs 

In the financial year June 2007 – June 2008: 

Account Description Approximate Costs 

Employee Costs 470,000 

Accommodation & Service Costs 85,000 

General Administration including:  

Occupational Health & Safety 
Training Courses And Materials 

Conference, Seminar & Workshop 

Stationery 

Publications And Subscriptions 

Catering 

Couriers and Freight) 

Taxi Fares 

Other Transport Costs Printing 

Photocopier Charges 

Postage 

Advertising 

Publicity & Promotions Production: (reports 
banners, website alteration, invitations etc) 

Receptions / Functions Entertainment – Fringe 
Benefit Tax 

Office Equip (Non IT) Furnishings & Fittings 
Temporary Staff 

Airfares - Interstate Accommodation - Interstate 
Travel Allowance 

Software 

IT Equipment 

Internet Expenses 

Official Gifts 

60,000 

Total 615,000 

 
Funding the residency: 
The costs indicated here are indicative only of an average residency. One residency included 
an Arts company of 3 people plus university support personnel. Another residency was 4 
weeks duration and targeted a specific, targeted scientific community. Each residency is 
unique both from a financial and a programming point of view. 
 
The average cost of a stipend over the 13 residencies is $AUD 6,000 per week, without 
airfares or accommodation. 
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ATIR was established with seed funding over the first 2 years and the average cost per 
residency in that period was approximately $AUD190, 000. This was made up of an average 
of $90,000 from ATIR and $100,000 from the partner group. 
 
Since that time, the recurrent funding to the initiative has been reduced as a result of 
increasing number of partners and partner funding. 
The current average residency cost is made up of partner contributions of $180,000 and ATIR 
of $55,000. 
The Premier continues to be the largest single contributor to each residency. 
 

Residency Expense Lines 
Salaries and Wages 
(ASO6 x 3months, ASO5 x 2 months, ASO3 x 3 months) 
General Admin  
(7% of $85,000) 
Accommodation 
($… per month x 4 staff)  
Mobile Phones  
Conference, Seminar & Workshop Fee 
Publications And Subscriptions 
Catering  
Couriers (Including Freight)  
Hire Of Facilities  
Bank Fees  
Taxi Fares  
Other Transport Costs  
Editing/Design Fees  
Advertising - General  
Publicity & Promotions - General 
Production 
Receptions / Functions  
Entertainment - General 
Entertainment - FBT 
Temporary Staff  
Airfares - Interstate  
Airfares - Intrastate  
Accommodation - Interstate  
Accommodation - Intrastate  
Other Travel Expenses  
Travel Allowance  
IT Equipment Expensed  
IT Equipment - Rental  
Stationery  
Special Projects 
Official Gifts  
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