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Executive Summary 
 
 
The following recommendations are provided to Government in relation to the development of a 
new regional funding program: 

• A new funding program is to be flexible enough for all communities and organisations, 
including commercial organisations, to be eligible 

• Projects are to be assessed on their individual merits according to local and/or regional 
need  

• Application assessments are to be delegated and far more efficient and timely than 
previous programs 

• A new program is to be flexible enough to assist a broad range of community projects 
that are part of, or separate to, regional strategic plans 

• A partnership approach to funding is desirable, but not mandatory 
• A continuous application time-frame is preferable to having closed funding rounds 
• There is a strong capacity within communities to deliver projects, but less capacity to 

identify project partners and work through the development/application processes 
 
Further, a funding program is to be flexible and available to applicants from all communities and 
regions, provided sufficient need and outcomes are demonstrated. 
 
RLCIP funding should be distributed through a discretional, individual merit-based system 
where projects are assessed on demonstrated need, outcome, and value for money. 
 
A new funding program delivering regional and local community benefits must be flexible to 
allow applicants from a range of organisations. Eligible applicants should include commercial 
organisations, providing the commercial projects can demonstrate strong community benefits. 
 
Tasmanian communities have identified a need for assistance in a broad range of projects. 
These kinds of projects include both tangible and intangible development. Support for 
community capacity building would also be valuable, as would mentoring and supporting a 
range of community development programs. Other types of projects include: 

• research and development, seed funding, and feasibility projects; 
• funding for people/human capital, such as project managers; 
• projects that encourage economic development. 

 
There should be a partnership approach to funding in the RLCIP. The program should be 
flexible in its recognition of partnerships, and should include cash, in-kind and project delivery 
contributors. These contributions should be given equal importance and relevance in the 
assessment of applications.  
 
While stakeholders believe that in-kind value is as important as cash value, the RLCIP will need 
to provide clear definitions and guidelines to applicants for the calculation and allocation of 
genuine and costed in-kind contributions. 
 
The Tasmanian community’s expectations for RLCIP are extremely high, particularly in light of 
there being no regional funding program available since November 2007. Clearly, there are 
elements of the previous funding program (Regional Partnerships) that sit well with 
stakeholders, but the overriding message is that RLCIP must be flexible in its recognition of 
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partnership funding, community and regional need, types of projects to be funded, eligible 
applicants and delegated assessment procedures.  

 
In delivering such a flexible program, Government must ensure its application and assessment 
processes are transparent, that’s its objectives and eligibility criterion are clear and that it 
provides some form of on-ground support and assistance to the very communities who will 
benefit most from applying to the Program. The Tasmanian community is of the general opinion 
that that support should be provided by RDA. 
 
Finally, in providing this advice to the Australian Government we acknowledge the findings of 
the Australian National Audit Office report in relation to the former Regional Partnerships 
Program, particularly with respect to the application decision making process, the broad nature 
of the program and the continuous application time frame (as opposed to rounds). Our 
community feedback confirms the previous decision-making process as one which requires 
significant improvement; however, it also suggests that the broadness of the program and the 
continuous application process were both extremely successful aspects of Regional 
Partnerships, and should be retained in a new program. ACCT also recognises that some of the 
information provided by the Department and the Parliamentary Secretary to date does not align 
with some of the advice from the Tasmanian community.  
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1. Introduction 
 
ACCT is the consultative committee for all of Tasmania. In providing responses to the 
Government about Regional Development Australia, the new Regional and Local Community 
Infrastructure Program, and local infrastructure that could encourage economic development, 
ACCT has sought feedback from stakeholders and communities across the state from April to 
September 2008.  
 
This report has been collated from stakeholder and community representatives and serves as 
accurate and authentic advice to Government on the desired principles and priorities of the 
Regional and Local Community Infrastructure Program (RLCIP). 
 
The following key points need to be considered by Government when developing a new regional 
funding program: 
 

• A new funding program is to be flexible enough for all communities and organisations, 
including commercial organisations, to be eligible 

• Projects are to be assessed on their individual merits according to local and/or regional 
need  

• Application assessments are to be delegated and far more efficient and timely than 
previous programs 

• A new program is to be flexible enough to assist a broad range of community projects 
that are part of, or separate to, regional strategic plans 

• A partnership approach to funding is desirable, but not mandatory 
• A continuous application time-frame is preferable to having closed funding rounds 
• There is a strong capacity within communities to deliver projects, but less capacity to 

identify project partners and work through the development/application processes 
 
 
2. Stakeholder Consultation  

 
2.1 Process 
 
In collating feedback and advice for this task, the Tasmanian consultation process included: 
 
• An on-line survey, linked to the ACCT webpage, with questions extrapolated from the 

“Preparing A Response to RDA Workplan Task 2” template provided by the Department of 
Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development and Local Government. 
 
320 responses were made between August 26th and September 8th, 2008. 

  
• Four externally-facilitated forums/workshops in the major regional areas of the State - in 

Burnie (North West), Launceston (North/North East), and two in Hobart (South Metro, South 
Regional).  

 
The five-hour workshops were held on July 24, 25, 29 and 30.  

 
The final stage of each of these forums involved individual participants completing a survey 
on the principles and priorities of the new program (RLCIP).  
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• Support and mentor community programs; and 
• Assist in capacity building. 

 
It is important to consider that the above preferences nominated by stakeholders were, indeed, 
integral and successful components of the Regional Partnerships Program. 
 
A small number of respondents identify ‘other’ expectations for RLCIP, which include: 
 

• There must be on-ground assistance in preparing projects and applications; 
• There must be flexibility in the program to allow eligibility of projects in individual 

communities; 
• It should assist research and development, seed funding, and feasibility projects; 
• It should include funding for people/human capital, such as project managers; 
• It should focus on projects that encourage economic development; 
• It must be free from political interference. 

 
Anecdotal feedback from the community consultation process, regarding the overall 
expectations of the new RLCIP, can be summarised as such - 
A new funding program is to: 
 

• Be flexible; 
• Include on the ground support for project and application development; 
• Require demonstrated partners (without a prescriptive quota); 
• Allow for rolling and carried forward funding; 
• Have pre-defined and efficient assessment periods; 
• Involve delegation of decision-making (through RDA or Regional DITRDLG office staff); 
• Recognise the significance and authenticity of local knowledge and advice; 
• Adopt simplified and open processes; 
• Match funds according to need/merit (as opposed to a prescribed percentage of total 

project cost). 
 
 
Advice to Government: The community’s expectations for RLCIP are extremely high, particularly 
in light of there being no regional funding program available since November 2007. Clearly, 
there are elements of the previous funding program (Regional Partnerships) that sit well with 
stakeholders, but the overriding message is that RLCIP must be flexible in its recognition of 
partnership funding, community and regional need, types of infrastructure to be funded, eligible 
applicants and delegated assessment procedures. In delivering such a flexible program, 
Government must ensure its application and assessment processes are transparent, that’s its 
objectives and eligibility criterion are clear and that it provides some form of on-ground support 
and assistance to the very communities who will benefit most from applying to the Program. 

 
 

4. Conclusion  
 

Following a lengthy community consultation process from April to September 2008, which 
included meetings, forums, surveys and interviews with over 320 individual stakeholders, Area 
Consultative Committee Tasmania considers this response to Work Plan 2 to be a thorough, 
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and valid document that provides an accurate representation of the Tasmanian community’s  
advice on the principles and priorities of a new funding program. 
 
ACCT acknowledges the findings of the Australian National Audit Office report in relation to the 
former Regional Partnerships Program. For example, community feedback confirms the 
previous decision-making process as somewhat of a farce that requires significant 
improvement; however, it also suggests that the broadness of the program and the continuous 
application process were both extremely successful aspects of Regional Partnerships, and 
should be retained in a new program. ACCT also recognises that some of the information 
provided by the Department and the Parliamentary Secretary to date does not align with some 
of the advice from the Tasmanian community. Still, these are the recommendations from the 
community, and should serve as considered advice to Government. 
 
In summary, advice to the Government regarding the principles and priorities of a new funding 
program is as follows: 
 

1. In Tasmania, there are three recognised geographical regions. However, a new funding 
program must be flexible to support projects in small towns, Local Government Areas, 
the three recognised regions, and the state as a whole. 
 

2. A funding program is to be flexible and available to applicants from all communities and 
regions, provided sufficient need and outcomes are demonstrated. 
 

3. A new funding program delivering regional and local community benefits must be flexible 
enough to allow applicants from a range of organisations. Eligible applicants should 
include Commercial organisations, providing the commercial projects can demonstrate 
strong community benefits. 

 
4. RLCIP funding should be distributed through a discretional, individual merit-based 

system where projects are assessed on demonstrated need, outcome, and value for 
money. 
 

5. The most effective method for RLCIP funds to be distributed and managed into regions 
is directly through applicant organisations. 
 

6. Although the message from Canberra has consistently been that RDA would have no 
involvement in the delivery of a new funding program, the message from the Tasmanian 
community has consistently been that RDA must be involved in application 
assessments, at the very least. There is also a strong message that RLCIP assessments 
should be delegated to the Regional Departmental level.  
 
Our advice is to use a combination of RDA and Regional Departmental Staff to assess 
projects up to, say, $500,000, and a combination of RDA and Canberra Departmental 
staff to assess projects over, say, $500,000. A new program must be flexible enough to 
have at least part of the assessment conducted at the local level, and to have RDA 
playing a meaningful role in this. 
 

7. RLCIP may prioritise projects more highly if they form part of a Local Government, 
Regional or State strategic plan; however the new program must be flexible enough to 
recognise (and assess accordingly) projects independent of strategic plans that 
demonstrate need and potential benefit within the community. 
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8. Supporting documentation from a range of local, regional and state sources may be 

required (project-dependent) to determine a project’s priority; however, the Tasmanian 
community has also clearly indicated that there is a critical role for RDA in identifying the 
priority of a project for funding. 
 

9. Stakeholders have demonstrated a preference for a continuous application process for 
the new RLCIP. In terms of developing strong projects and applications, and the efficient 
management of the Program, a continuous application process is desired. 
 

10. There should be a partnership approach to funding in the RLCIP. The program should 
be flexible in its recognition of partnerships, and should include cash, in-kind and project 
delivery contributors. These contributions should be given equal importance and 
relevance in the assessment of applications.  
 
While stakeholders believe that in-kind value is as important as cash value, the RLCIP 
will need to provide clear definitions and guidelines to applicants for the calculation and 
allocation of genuine and accurately costed in-kind contributions. 
 

11. Stakeholders generally rate their communities as being very capable of implementing 
good projects with strong outcomes. They also rate their communities as capable of 
planning projects and completing funding application forms.  
 
Some communities, however, have a low capacity for identifying funding sources, 
planning projects, and completing formal written applications. This would suggest there 
is scope for the RLCIP to provide on-ground assistance and support for community 
groups in planning for, and applying to, the new program. Our advice is that this is a role 
for RDA, as stakeholder feedback has previously indicated that RDA should be involved 
in identifying, prioritising and assessing RLCIP projects. 
 

12. Community consultation and stakeholder feedback suggest that the regions are looking 
for strong and authentic lines of communication with Canberra. They nominate a range 
of processes by which they can be heard most effectively by the Government, including 
scope for communities to work with organisations such as ACC’s/RDA in providing 
advice to Canberra – providing there is a willing, listening and active ‘recipient’ of that 
advice in Canberra. 
 

13. The community’s expectations for RLCIP are extremely high, particularly in light of there 
being no regional funding program available since November 2007. Clearly, there are 
elements of the previous funding program (Regional Partnerships) that sit well with 
stakeholders, but the overriding message is that RLCIP must be flexible in its recognition 
of partnership funding, community and regional need, types of infrastructure to be 
funded, eligible applicants and delegated assessment procedures.  
 

In delivering such a flexible program, Government must ensure its application and assessment 
processes are transparent, that’s its objectives and eligibility criterion are clear and that it 
provides some form of on-ground support and assistance to the very communities who will 
benefit most from applying to the Program. The Tasmanian community is of the general opinion 
that that support should be provided by RDA. 


