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1. Project Aims
The Vital Communities project was established in October 2019 to improve the City of Greater Geelong’s coordination, planning, and leadership of integrated social and economic development, and to increase social equity and prosperity for communities in Corio, Norlane, and Whittington. The project aims to enhance residents’ quality of life and neighbourhood liveability by improving community outcomes across five “Practice Domains”: 
· Education 
· Employment 
· Housing 
· Liveability, and 
· Health and Wellbeing.
Below is a summary of content relating to education.
Note: all table, figure and page numbers refer to those in the full report.
2. Statistical Profile: Corio, Norlane and Whittington in 2020
Education
Data on education levels in Corio, Norlane, and Whittington indicates relatively low levels of educational achievement, and few students who go on to tertiary study, but about-average levels of trade and technical training (ABS, 2016; Profile.id). The My School (2021) website offers insight into the key educational institutions in these areas.
Local primary education comprises a mix of public and Catholic schools, which all differ in terms of student socioeconomic profiles, NAPLAN results, and funding levels per student. Primary schools with high student representation in the lowest socio-educational quartiles tend to have significant proportions of students from both Indigenous and non-English-speaking backgrounds. We know from other research that these student groups fared relatively poorly during COVID-19 lockdowns and home schooling, and that school attendance is generally lower on average for Indigenous students than non-Indigenous students. ATSI and CALD students thus present two cohorts for whom targeted educational support will be needed going forward.
[bookmark: _Hlk71048813]Significantly, however, these patterns do not necessarily map onto local NAPLAN results. For example, Whittington Primary, which has the lowest SEIFA Socio-Educational Profile of any local school, had NAPLAN result on par with Christ the King Primary School in reading, writing, and numeracy in 2019. This may well confirm the value of quality teaching and leadership, while also pointing out the perils of mapping somewhat blunt indicators of socio-economic disadvantage against educational outcomes. However, the funding level variations between local schools are significant, given that they all serve areas of high social disadvantage. Table 7.11 (below) provides some comparative figures for local primary schools. (References to “Quartiles” refer to the school’s SEIFA Socio-Educational Profile.)

	School

	Bottom Quartile
	Middle
Quartile
	Top
Quartile
	Index of Community Socio-Educational Advantage
	ATSI Students
(%)
	Language Other Than English Students
	Funding 
Per Student
($)

	St Francis Xavier (Corio)
	59
	31
	9
	936
	3
	36
	14,357

	St Thomas Aquinas (Norlane)
	66
	22
	9
	917
	9
	25
	21,045

	Whittington Primary
	82
	14
	3
	862
	12
	11
	17,202

	Newcomb Park
	67
	20
	10
	925
	6
	7
	15,836

	Christ the King (Newcomb)
	20
	37
	29
	1027
	1
	6
	15,057


Table 7.11: Education Indicators for Primary Schools in the Corio, Norlane, and Whittington Areas 
(Source: My School, 2021)

Turning to local high schools, Northern Bay College in Corio serves the Corio–Norlane area. In 2019 the school had 1935 students. Given that Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Australians make up less than 1 percent of the Geelong population, it is notable that 8 percent of students at this high school are Indigenous. Figures for the same year (2019) show that 34 percent of students have a language background other than English (up from 23 percent in 2014), indicating that this school attracts a growing number of newly arrived migrants, including refugees.
Northern Bay College’s SEIFA Index ranking for Socio-Educational Advantage has remained relatively stable over time, at 882, and is higher than the area as a whole. This suggest that students attending this school are from more affluent and secure households – which begs the question as to where other students in the community attend high school. However, this score remains well short of the 1000 average, which helps explain why only 54 VCE Certificates were awarded at the school in 2019 (up from 31 in 2014, but still very low). The distribution of Socio-Educational Advantage is revealing, especially when compared to the other major high school in the area, Geelong Grammar, whose 1152-strong student population has a very different profile.
Newcomb Secondary College serves the Whittington area, along with St Albans, Moolap, and Newcomb. It has a high proportion of students in the lowest quartile of Socio-Educational Advantage, along with a large representation of Indigenous students (4 percent). Whittington also has St Helen’s Special School, a small Catholic school for special-needs students. With only 95 students, St Helen’s receives high levels of specialist Australian government funding ($46,899 per student, compared to $3331 for Northern Bay and $4762 for Geelong Grammar). While St Helen’s has a high Index of Socio-Educational Advantage (959), it still has a significant number of low-income students, as Table 7.12 (below) shows.
   
	School
	Bottom Quartile
	Middle Quartile
	Top Quartile
	Index of Socio-Educational Advantage
	ATSI students
(%)
	Language Other Than English Students
	Funding Per Student
($)

	Northern Bay College (Corio)
	78
	16
	5
	882
	8
	34
	18,181

	Geelong Grammar (Senior School, Corio)
	2
	7
	22
	1152
	1
	26
	26,473

	Newcomb Secondary College
	61
	25
	11
	934
	4
	2
	25,698

	MacKillop Specialist School (Whittington)
	44
	29
	20
	959
	13
	4
	56,540


Table 7.12: Distribution of Socio-Educational Advantage, Corio, Norlane, and Newcomb High Schools 
(Source: My School, 2021)
    
In considering why the three localities of focus express high levels of socioeconomic disadvantage, clearly the quality and catchment areas of their schools is a major contributor. Past policy interventions have focused on improving local schools, upgrading facilities, and raising the expectations of both students and teachers. This has been successful in some schools, such as Whittington Primary. But there is clearly more to be done here, especially for particular groups such as Indigenous and CALD students. We also know the pandemic impacted hard on families with limited digital inclusion and insecure employment. This underlines the need to ensure that any available support programs – such as the Victorian Government’s Tutor Learning Initiative 2021 – are accessed to support local students.
3. What are the determinants and factors that influence education?
[bookmark: OLE_LINK5][bookmark: OLE_LINK6]The determinants of educational outcomes are commonly categorised according to either genetic or environmental factors. These include family background, individual characteristics, and proximal learning settings, with environmental diversity accounting for as little as eight percent of the variance in educational outcomes (Rasanathan et al., 2011). Miller et al. (2001) report that in Australia, around 25 percent of the variance in educational attainment was linked to family background or common environmental factors. Cassen et al. identify socioeconomic status, home learning environment, and the school system as important educational outcome determinants (Cassen, Feinstein, & Graham, 2009).

The interactions between and relevant importance of these factors is a highly complex and contested field of study, and a detailed discussion is beyond the scope of this review. Here we merely isolate some common environmental factors identified in our research sample that may explain poor education outcomes for communities affected by disadvantage, acknowledging that individual health also has a major impact. We should stress, however, that educational outcomes yielded only a small sample of papers in our search – due to a focus on community-level intervention and socioeconomic inequality – so results are not exhaustive or representative. Table 3.6 (below) indicates the social and economic factors the studies identified as driving education outcomes for communities affected by disadvantage.

	Context Category
	Determinant
	Factor

	Economic
	Economy
	Education Funding


	
	Policy
	Government Policy (local & national)


	Health
	Healthcare & Social Services
	Access to Services

	
	Personal Health Status
	Individual Health

	Social
	Behaviours
	Personal Motivation

	
	Crime & Safety
	Crime

	
	
	Neighbourhood Safety

	
	
	Violence

	
	Employment & Work
	Familial Access to Employment

	
	
	Familial Employment 

	
	
	Skills

	
	Housing
	Housing 

	
	
	Housing (access to Affordable Housing)

	
	Social Networks,
Support & Exclusion
	Quality of Social & Familial Networks

	
	
	Social Capital

	
	
	Social Diversity

	
	
	Social Engagement

	
	Socioeconomic Position
	Familial Education Level

	
	
	Educational Opportunity

	
	
	Familial Income (including Poverty)

	
	
	Intergenerational Transmission of Disadvantage

	
	
	Residential Mobility

	Urban Environment
	Neighbourhood Accessibility
	Access to Facilities/Amenities

	
	
Physical Environment
	Physical Environment


Table 3.6: Education: Social, Economic, Health, and Urban Environment Determinants
[bookmark: _Hlk106630972]
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4. What makes place-based interventions effective at addressing these social and economic factors and improve community outcomes, both within Australia and globally?
Drawing on the research that informed the Case Studies (see Appendix 1), we identify some key tendencies of effective place-based interventions. These programs often:
· have a multi-pronged focus, involving cross-sector collaboration, and spanning more than one Practice Domain
· support and empower community members to play an active role in identifying issues, solving problems, and shaping and evaluating programs
· are based on sound community engagement strategies, including co-design methods, that are genuinely participatory, respectful, empowering, and inclusive 
· recognise, build on, and celebrate existing community assets, strengths, knowledge, and skills
· are overseen by a highly capable lead agency with strong local connections
· involve effective partnerships, sound governance, and relationships of trust
· are adequately funded and resourced, with generous timeframes and workable evaluation methods
· enable holistic thinking and program flexibility
· are connected to broader socioeconomic contexts, including local, regional, and national policy.
5. What are the key federal and state policies, programs, and funding initiatives that target education to improve community outcomes?
	Practice
Domain

	Policy Name and Purpose
	Relevance to Geelong, Corio, Norlane, Whittington 

	
International

	Leveraging Megatrends for Cities and Rural Areas (OECD): Identifies regional megatrends in cities and rural communities around the world. Advocates for place-based policies to address weak economic growth and “public discontent”. Notes three global megatrends: digitalisation, automation, and technological changes; demographic changes (urbanisation, ageing, migration); and climate change and resource scarcity. 
	Discusses some of the issues experienced locally from a global perspective. 

	
	New Urban Agenda and National Urban Policy (UN): Endorsed by Australian government in 2016, but rarely realised as responsibility rests with local authorities. 
	Discusses some of the issues experienced locally from a global perspective. 

	
	Triple Helix Model of university–industry–government relations: An analytical model that describes how institutional arrangements and policy models work together dynamically. Particularly focused on innovation but also relevant to community development. Used in a range of international settings.
	 

	













National Context

	Smarter Schools National Partnership for Low Socioeconomic Status School Communities (2008–2009, 2014–2015) was a comprehensive strategy focused on the learning and wellbeing of disadvantaged students to support transition to further education, work, and community participation. It distributed about $1.5 billion to over 1700 schools in disadvantaged communities, with extra funding from states and territories. One evaluation found mixed results (“hit and miss”), with funding levels too low for real impact and many deserving schools missing out.
National Partnership on Youth Attainment and Transitions (2009) aims to retain young people in education, and improve their transition to further education, training, or employment to align with the Council of Australian Governments’ goal of a 90% upper secondary (Year 12 equivalent) attainment rate by 2015. It clarified actors’ responsibilities to achieve targets and provides funding to programs related to student engagement, attainment, and transition. Evaluated in 2014, it showed some limited success, but confirmed the need to keep young people at school rather than wait until they disengage to launch support programs.
National Partnership Agreement on Skills Reform (2008, renewed in 2012): detailed national reforms, including a new entitlement to a subsidised training place for up to the first Certificate III qualification, and income-contingent loans for Diploma and Advanced Diploma qualifications. An evaluation concluded that this program had failed; its rollout coincided with sliding enrolments and completion rates, declining satisfaction, deteriorating course options, cost-shifting to students and a series of quality disasters. 
NAPLAN: Student performance monitored nationally since 2008 via the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy. Currently assesses students in Years 3, 5, 7, and 9 in reading, writing, language conventions (spelling, grammar, punctuation), and numeracy. 
National Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Education Strategy: Started in 1989 but remains current. Focuses on attendance and engagement, transition points, early childhood transitions, workforce and Australian Curriculum. 
National Regional, Rural and Remote Education Strategy: released in 2019 as a result of Halsey Review recommendations. Led by National Regional Education Expert Advisory Group.
Additional Financial Support for Regional Students: Fares Allowance: for eligible regional students who must move away from home to study. Youth Allowance: extra $12,000/year for regional students living away from home.
Independent Review into Regional, Rural and Remote Education (Halsey Review, 2017): examined challenges faced by regional students, recommended actions to improve outcomes for all education levels. Noted education policy mainly a state government responsibility, and significant policy hurdles re: dual enrolment with TAFE providers.
Successful Outcomes for Regional and Remote Students in Australian Higher Education: Highlights role of HEPPP funding to support students from equity groups (including regional and low SES). Reported 33.1% increase in regional students participating in undergraduate studies from 2008–2015.
	Data indicates young people in Geelong and Corio, Norlane, and Whittington have much lower Year 12 completion rates than the Victorian average. See NAPLAN results over time.


Several interventions have sought to improve local educational participation and outcomes, boost school performance in “disadvantaged” areas, and support young people to finish Year 12 and enter higher education.















Little change in key indicators suggests need for more targeted interventions (early years, school completion, further education, ATSI and low-SES students).
Relevant to local ATSI communities.

	Victorian Context

	Partnerships Addressing Disadvantage (PADs): Innovative way to reduce deep-seated disadvantage and provide demonstrably better outcomes for vulnerable Victorians. Proposals in policy areas of vulnerable children (age 5–14, or school years 1–10) and disengaged youth (age 15–24). Closed 10 September 2018. Consortium led by Berry Street Victoria, Victorian Aboriginal Child Care Agency (VACCA), and Melbourne CityMission chosen to progress to Joint Development Phase.

Social Impact Bonds Pilot Program (COMPASS): Co-delivered by Anglicare Victoria and VincentCare, combines individualised case management, specialist support, and stable housing to improve outcomes for young people leaving out-of-home care.

Expert Advisory Panel for Rural and Regional Students: A 2019 panel report made eight recommendations for change. Every local challenge requires a local approach and solution; the vast majority of regional Victorian students are receiving good education, but rural and remote teachers face both common and distinct challenges.

Regional Performance Framework: Supports measurement and monitoring of regional schools’ performance.

Skills First: Offers access to targeted and relevant training for students in regional areas. Aim is for training to align with industry and local needs. Funding provided for placements, coordination, and elimination of “dodgy operators”. 

TAFE Asset Maintenance Fund: Included funding in 2019–2020 Victorian State Budget to upgrade Geelong TAFE Campuses, but few specifics available online. 

Regional and Specialist Training Fund: Available in 2019, targeted to support training in regional and specialist areas for specific skills not currently being met by the training market. 

	No specific reference to these localities, but could be relevant.
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 









No specific reference to these localities.

	COVID – 19 Context

	State: Tutor Learning Initiative 2021: Additional $250 million funding to support students whose learning was disrupted by the COVID-19 pandemic. Schools must use funding to engage tutors to provide targeted teaching to students identified as needing support. The base-level allocation per school is $15,000, with additional loadings based on student enrolments and disadvantage. The model encompasses both small-group and individual learning, delivered in-school and/or outside of school. Funds must be spent during 2021.
	Highly relevant for local students who fell behind during COVID-19, including those who faced difficulties with home schooling.



6. What education policy gaps could be addressed to help improve community outcomes?
· Grow digital inclusion in areas with limited skills, affordability challenges, and poor access to computers and the internet. 
· Provide transport and culturally appropriate services for early education of Aboriginal children.

7. What are the key education issues to be addressed in a COVID-19 impact assessment?
· Targeted programs to redress the challenges of online learning and home schooling.
 
8. How have “disadvantaged” communities in Geelong dealt with the pandemic in relation to education?
Negative education impacts were reported, including “COVID babies” and pre-school children missing out on socialisation. The education of school-age children was also profoundly affected by the pandemic due to the shift to online learning, loss of social interaction with peers, and other challenges of home schooling. Disengagement from education was an issue, particularly for vulnerable young people including those from CALD or Indigenous communities, children with disability, and the digitally excluded. In some cases, this led to young people dropping out of formal education. Adult learners also struggled with changes to their educational experience, with many discontinuing their courses. 
9. What factors relating to education supported local economic resilience and social cohesion?
Some positive outcomes during the pandemic were reported across all five Practice Domains, some of which reflected community responses to the challenges and negative impacts described above. The overarching theme was the community’s ability to leverage pre-existing economic and social resilience, developed from years of experience with disadvantage.
For those residents who could access the technology and equipment, the development of greater digital and other literacy skills was identified as a positive community outcome. The shift of many community activities online provided opportunities for digitally engaged residents to access online arts and cultural events, education and training, and fitness support.
10. What interventions worked best, and what other approaches could have enhanced residents’ experience? 
Local community workers stressed that the approach taken to developing any new initiatives is of equal if not greater importance than the initiatives themselves. Our informants advised that successful approaches need to build trust, identify and build on existing local strengths, support community confidence and empowerment, recognise and support the community’s ability to design solutions to problems, provide appropriate funding, plan for long-term delivery and evaluation, support collaboration (across organisations, sectors, levels of government), and take a holistic view.
[bookmark: _Toc107841578]Recommendations relating to the education domain.
Note: Some recommendations relate to multiple domains and will be included in more than one summary. Recommendation reference numbers and case study page numbers refer to the full report.
3.1 Program Extension Initiative: Identify and Extend Successful Programs
Our research into the three localities and consultations with key workers identified a range of highly effective existing programs and promising approaches. Rather than attempting to implement new programs from scratch, it is strongly recommended that an audit of existing programs be conducted, with a view to supporting and extending those that are effective, mapping potential overlaps, and identifying possible partnerships and lead agencies to develop future initiatives. There is also some scope to build upon or leverage existing government policies and plans. While this list is only a starting point, we have identified the following candidates (listed by Practice Domain):
· Education: Extend outreach and partnering activities by local primary and secondary schools, especially to disengaged youth, Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander communities, CALD students, and young people with disability.
3.3 Local Training and Employment Initiative
All three localities have high unemployment, some of which is intergenerational. While the pandemic temporarily boosted some prevalent local job sectors – aged care, cleaning, transport, logistics – and prompted some expansion into health, unemployment is now surging again.
The Local Training and Employment Initiative addresses a dual need: to support and extend existing training and employment programs (see Recommendation 1); and to explore and expand new local work opportunities. Specific needs and activities include:
· Train and employ residents in local neighbourhood regeneration, social infrastructure, placemaking, community centre, digital inclusion, and food security programs. Connect to State Government social procurement policy.
· Mobilise local skills via arts, cooking, gardening, cycling, music, carpentry, and craft programs.
· Develop local leadership programs (in partnership with schools and G21).
· Further explore local employment expansion options, such as construction, health, aged and disability care, as sectors where more locals can be trained and employed.
· More active outreach to long-term unemployed people to engage them into existing programs, or custom-design programs to meet their needs.
· Revitalise old industrial precincts and retail strips as employment hubs.
· Capitalise on the projected residential growth in the city’s North West corridor, primarily the increase in construction employment possibilities.
· Explore and tap into relevant funding opportunities (such as the new Jobs Victoria Fund).
Relevant Case Studies:  GROW, Geelong (p.61); Whittington Works, Geelong (p.60); Neighbourhood Renewal Program, Victoria (p.66); Sustainable South Bronx Project, New York (p.73); Oslo Living Lab, Norway (Rooftop Garden + Circular Business Model) (p.82); We Design For Life, Kolding, Denmark (RE:USE circular economy project) (p.83).
3.8 Digital Inclusion Initiative
Improving digital inclusion is an urgent priority across all three localities. Digital exclusion is currently contributing to poor health outcomes, financial hardship, social isolation, food insecurity, educational disadvantage, and employment barriers for these communities. Many residents cannot access vital services and information.
The Digital Inclusion Initiative must be properly resourced, integrated, ongoing, and designed to tackle all three aspects of digital inclusion: affordability, access, and ability. This includes technology, devices, data costs, wi-fi, broadband, confidence, safety, activities, and digital skills.
Programs should build the capacity of key local organisations, including schools, libraries, community centres, employment services, training providers, and not-for-profits. Peer leaders or “digital buddies” could be engaged to share their knowledge, including via intergenerational learning. Residents could be trained and employed to co-design and update the proposed Digital Dashboard. School students could share community highlights and local achievements via digital storytelling projects.
While digital inclusion is an equity issue, it is not universally achievable, so important services and information must also be provided in non-digital formats.
Relevant Case Studies: The Digital Age Project, NSW (p.68); Angel Next Door, Australia-wide (p.70); We Dundee, Scotland (p.80); Ten Ideas Three Ventures, western suburbs, Melbourne (p.65); We Design for Life, Kolding, Denmark (p.83).

3.10 Accessibility and Inclusion Initiative
Our final recommended initiative seeks to embed an active commitment to social equity across all program areas. There is a clear need to provide communities in Corio, Norlane, and Whittington with more equitable opportunities for social inclusion, economic participation, employment, education, and housing, along with access to community and social infrastructure that meets the needs and aspirations of all residents. This applies across all 14 priority areas and all 10 proposed initiatives, and is consistent with the recommendations of the Accessible and Inclusive Geelong Feasibility Study (Tucker et. al. 2018). 
Mobility barriers and transport equity were identified issues, with a need to improve both local public transport and active transport options. Residents who wish to own and drive cars also need support to obtain drivers’ licenses. Inequitable access to education was also highlighted, with support requested for local schools to link with key community organisations – such as Wadda Wurrung Elders, Wathaurong Aboriginal Co-operative, and Diversitat – to develop more culturally appropriate programs to engage ATSI and CALD students, while also supporting these students with transport to their schools.
Specific actions for the Accessibility and Inclusion Initiative include:
· In line with Recommendation 1, adopt inclusive co-research and co-design approaches for development, implementation, and evaluation of all local initiatives and programs. 
· Embed principles of Universal Design into the implementation of all actions. 
· Ensure all residents have equitable access to social infrastructure, built environment improvements, quality public space, affordable and appropriate housing, dedicated services, public transport options, and employment opportunities.
· Prioritise attitudinal change towards inclusion, equity, and access.
· Adopt social inclusion as a core value for Corio, Norlane, and Whittington.
Relevant Case Studies: Afghan Girls Bike Skills Workshops, Bendigo (p.62); Australian Indigenous Mentoring Experience (AIME) (p.70); Streets Ahead, Victoria (p.64); Best Babies Zone, USA (East Oakland Innovators) (p.71); My Community Matters, UK (p.77); Oslo Living Lab, Norway (p.82); We Dundee, Scotland (p.80); We Design For Life, Kolding, Denmark (p.83).
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