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Introduction
This short article sets out to
document the collective impact
process to work towards ending
homelessness in Brisbane,
building upon lessons from
50 Lives 50 Homes — 2013 and
the 100,000 Homes Campaign —
United States of America, through
the 500 Lives 500 Homes
campaign. Collective impact in
this instance is the process of a
diverse group of actors from
different sectors (government and
non-government) coming together
with the common agenda of
ending homelessness in Brisbane.

The key phases of the 500 Lives
500 Homes campaign will be
explored. The first completed
phase (initiation of action through
the Registry fortnight in March to
April 2014) will be dissected,
drawing on campaign
documentation to illustrate how it
aligns with the aspirations of
collective impact.

The findings show that these
collective impact aspirations are
beginning to be met through a
common agenda, shared
measurement tools, continuous
communication, mutually
reinforcing activities and the
support of a backbone
organisation.

This article concludes that, despite
a general perception of a
disjointed social service sector that
struggles to work collectively, this
campaign to date demonstrates
that with a structured approach
including a backbone organisation
driving a collective impact
process, energy, unity and
outcomes can emerge to address
the complex social problem of
ending homelessness in Brisbane.

Collective Impact
Collective impact is an emerging
approach to addressing complex
social problems. First coined by the
Stanford Social Innovation Review in
2011,1 collective impact is a unique
type of collaboration, distinct from
isolated impact. Isolated impact is the
process where non-profits, businesses
and government organisations each
independently work to address a
social problem. Collective impact is
where they come together through a
common agenda to address a social
problem. According to the Stanford
Social Innovation Review, which has
documented this process being used
in education, health and
environmental fields, there are five
key conditions that distinguish
collective impact. 

The five key conditions are:
common agenda•

shared measurement•

mutually reinforcing activities•

continuous communication•

backbone support.•

This article documents the 500 Lives
500 Homes campaign to date and
dissects it according to these five
conditions.

500 Lives 500 Homes
Campaign
Home for Good is the Queensland
Government initiative to work
towards ending homelessness in
Queensland and the 500 Lives 500
Homes campaign is the Brisbane
component of this initiative. 500
Lives 500 Homes is a meaningful
collaboration between
government, community and
business. The campaign is
connected with the Queensland
Government’s Homelessness to
Housing Strategy 2020 to deliver a
coordinated approach to ending
homelessness in Brisbane.

This project received funding and
support from the Queensland
Government.

It is a two pronged approach that:
identifies those that are homeless•

in Brisbane through a point-in-time
registration of those across the
Brisbane local government area
over a three year period houses at•

least 500 of the most vulnerable
homeless individuals and families.

Common Agenda
32 partners (including the
Queensland State Government
and Brisbane City Council),
49 community organisations,
40 boarding houses, hostels and
caravan parks, as well individual
community members, came
together to collectively share the
vision of tackling homelessness in
Brisbane. There was a common
understanding of the problem of
homelessness and how diverse
population groups experience
homelessness differently.
Working groups were set up within
this collaboration that fed back to
the overall planning group.

The agreed actions were to collect
a baseline data set of homelessness
in Brisbane using a tool that
measures individual acuity of
homelessness and also collectively
work at housing 500 of the most
vulnerable over a three year period
through a housing first model.

Shared Measurement
Three tools have been used as
forms of shared measurement in
the 500 Lives 500 Homes campaign.
The three tools used are the:

Vulnerability Index Service•

Prioritisation Decision Assistance
Tool (VI-SPDAT)
GAP Analysis•

Housing Tracking Tool.•
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The Vulnerability Index — Service
Prioritisation Decision Assistance
Tool (VI-SPDAT) is a tool used to
assess acuity of homelessness and
prioritise appropriate intervention.
Acuity refers to the level and
severity of issues that impact on
ability to access stable housing and
maintain tenancies. The VI-SPDAT
merges the Vulnerability Index (the
survey used during the 50 Lives 50
Homes campaign) with the Service
Prioritisation Decision Assistance
Tool pre-screen, an assessment tool
developed by OrgCode.

Over the registry fortnight 961
individuals and families who
identified themselves as homeless
were surveyed using the VI-SPDAT.
This tool is then used to direct
targeted housing solutions for
individuals surveyed. In addition to
providing individual acuity the VI-
SPDAT indicates what types of
housing are needed and the gap
within the resource pool.

The GAP analysis tool takes stock of
the housing and type of housing
and support required by those
surveyed and compares this with
the stocks available within the
Brisbane local government area.
Through this, a gap can be
determined which assists in
strategising and advocating for
increased and specialised housing
to meet the needs of different
homeless individuals.

The final shared tool that is being
used (which is in the initial stages)
is the housing tracking tool.
This is a shared collection tool
where partner organisations can
record their housing placements
so that tracking can be collectively
mapped on the progress of housing
the 500 most vulnerable homeless
individuals.

Mutually Reinforcing Activities
Working groups within different
target populations have been
engaged together on collective
(inter-agency) responses to address
homelessness. These working
groups (families, rough sleepers,
youth, and L3-supported
accommodation) have agreed to
take the top ten to twenty
vulnerable homeless people
(measured according to acuity)
within each population group and

prioritise intervention to house and
support these individuals. The
mutually reinforcing activities post-
registry fortnight has been:

lining up supply of housing•

(through the housing working
group)
matching housing and support•

(looking at needs and tailoring
housing and support to those
needs identified in VI-SPDAT)
moving people in (including•

collectively fundraising for
brokerage)
finally, supporting and maintaining•

tenancy.

Continuous Communication
Continuous communication has been
an integral part of this collective
impact process. Since April 2013 the
planning group has been meeting
monthly to develop trust, rapport and
a shared vision for ending
homelessness in Brisbane. These
meetings increased leading up to the
registry fortnight and have continued
on a monthly basis post registry
fortnight. In addition the working
groups have been meeting regularly
and reporting back to the planning
group on a regular basis. This
communication has been integral to
ensure that partners feel that they
have a voice and that decisions are
being made based on evidence and
are not favouring one organisation
over another.

Backbone Support
Collective impact initiatives almost
always require a distinct organisation,
separate to the process, to plan,
manage and support the initiative
through communication support,
data collection and analysis,
administration, logistics and other
forms of facilitation. What is unique
about the 500 Lives 500 Homes
campaign is that Micah Projects have
been providing the backbone
support as well as participating as a
partner organisation. In research on
collective impact, one of the most
frequent reasons that collective
impact initiatives fail is that there is
no backbone support and
infrastructure to enable the process
to work. To date, Micah Projects is
breaking this trend by playing a dual
role: having staff assigned to
facilitate this process as a backbone;
but also playing a role in working
towards the common agenda as a
participating partner.

Where to From Here?
The ground work has been laid for at
least 500 of the most vulnerable
homeless individuals to be housed in
the next three years. Partners are
working collectively to target housing
first solutions from the over 961
people identified in the Brisbane local
government area. To date (three
months later), fourteen individuals
and seventeen families have been
housed with appropriate and tailored
support.

The targets are being tracked.
The collective momentum is building.
And the goal to end homelessness
in Brisbane is achievable.

Conclusion
Collective impact is a fairly new
and innovative concept and
process in Australia. There are only
a handful of examples of its use in
Australia and it has not been done
in the homeless service sector in
Australia before. The 500 Lives 500
Homes campaign is a test case. It is
also a unique type of collective
impact because the backbone
organisation also plays the dual
role as a partner organisation.

It is hoped that by documenting
the basic process in this article,
that other groups addressing
homelessness around Australia
might be inspired to: work together
with a shared goal; identify
together what they wish to achieve;
and collectively measure the
progress towards that achievement.
With shared goals in the service
sector, multiple organisations can
find a collective voice, avoid
duplication of services, and more
easily communicate and articulate
a vision of Australian cities and
regions with minimal homelessness.

The sector has made some
important inroads. Together it can
achieve more progress by working
collectively. The state and federal
governments of Australia indicate
that they want to be the enablers.
The service sector needs evidence
of its achievements and needs to be
able to show how effective it is.
Collective impact achieves this.
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